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Executive Summary 

Study Overview 

ANILA Consulting Group, Inc. partnered with Girls Inc. to test the effectiveness of their Friendly 
PEERsuasion program, a prevention program designed to help girls ages 11 to 14 acquire 

knowledge, skills, and support systems to avoid substance use. A previous evaluation showed promising 
short-term outcomes but did not address long-term effectiveness. Given that Friendly PEERsuasion is 
one of the most popular programs among Girls Inc.’s 93 affiliates, the evaluation represented a critical 
opportunity to determine the effectiveness of the program, which annually reaches approximately 
10,000 girls. 

Description of Friendly PEERsuasion 

Girls Inc.’s Friendly PEERsuasion is focused on individual and peer-related risk and protective factors 
related to substance use. The program is designed to help girls ages 11 to 14 acquire knowledge, skills, 
and support systems to avoid substance use, and consists of 15 hour-long sessions with a trained adult 
leader. Friendly PEERsuasion uses a combination of adult leadership and peer reinforcement to teach 
girls to respond critically to messages and social pressures that encourage substance use. Girls learn the 
short-term and long-term effects of substance abuse, how to recognize media and peer pressures, and 
skills for making responsible decisions about substance use.  

Research Questions 

The goal of work conducted under this grant was to test the effectiveness of existing delinquency 
prevention, intervention, and intervention programs for girls. As such, this study addressed four key 
research questions related to the effectiveness of Friendly PEERsuasion: (1) Is Friendly PEERsuasion 
effective in delaying or reducing girls’ use of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs (ATOD)? (2) Is Friendly 
PEERsuasion effective in changing girls’ attitudes toward ATOD use and their associations with peers 
who use substances? (3) Are demonstrated effects sustained for one year after program completion? 
and (4) What factors are critical to successful implementation of the program (and its evaluation)? 

Research Settings and Participants 

A total of eight Girls Inc. affiliates participated in the study. Two of the original six affiliates and one of 
the affiliates that served as a replacement dropped out of the study due to challenges recruiting girls to 
participate. Three additional affiliates subsequently joined the study in order to increase the likelihood 
of attaining our target sample of 300 girls.   

Consent and assent forms were collected from a total of 610 girls from these eight affiliates, and these 
girls were randomly assigned to either the intervention or control group. Fifty-five percent of these girls 
(N=343) completed a baseline and at least one follow-up survey and were included in the final data set.  
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Research Design and Methods 

The first three research questions comprise the outcome evaluation. To answer these questions, an 
experimental design was implemented in which girls were randomly assigned to either an intervention 
or a delayed-entry control group. In order to examine use of ATOD, attitudes toward use of ATOD, and 
association with peers who use substances over time, girls in the intervention and delayed-entry control 
groups were surveyed at three time points: (1) prior to the intervention group’s participation in Friendly 
PEERsuasion, (2) immediately following the intervention group’s participation in the program, and (3) 
one year following the intervention group’s completion of the program.  

The survey collected information on three outcomes that are tied directly to the Friendly PEERsuasion 
program: (1) age at first use and past 30 day use of ATOD, (2) attitudes and beliefs about ATOD, and (3) 
association with peers who use substances. Data collection instruments included two Center for 
Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP) Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) measures to 
assess the first two outcomes. The CSAP GPRA measure of ATOD use asks youth to report on lifetime 
and past 30 day use of ATOD, and the measure of attitudes asks youth to report on their perceptions of 
harm from using substances and their intentions regarding substance use. Questions from the Youth 
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) were used to assess the third outcome, association with peers who use 
substances. Demographic data and information on the number of program sessions girls attend was also 
collected. 

Data were analyzed using a multivariate generalized estimating equation (GEE) in order to account for 
the correlation of outcomes within individuals (repeated measures over time) and any potential 
correlation within affiliate site. Logistic models were used to assess dichotomous outcomes, and 
multinomial (ordinal) models were used for categorical outcomes. 

A process evaluation was conducted in order to answer the fourth research question. Process data was 
gathered from Session Assessment Forms, monthly conference calls with Girls Inc. staff, and ongoing 
conversations with program providers at each of the participating Girls Inc. affiliates. Content analysis 
was used to analyze these data. 

Findings 

Process Evaluation 

The process evaluation identified themes related to both program and study implementation. With 
respect to program implementation, Session Assessment Forms showed very little variability in program 
fidelity. Ten of the 11 sets of complete Session Assessment Forms (i.e., sets that included assessments of 
all 15 sessions) had all or almost all sessions rated as being implemented “very well,” with an occasional 
rating of “okay.”  The only challenge to program implementation identified by the affiliates was 
attendance, particularly where the program was implemented in schools. Girls were required to 
complete 12 of the 15 sessions in order to be counted toward the affiliate’s quota of 50 girls. In school-
based settings, girls were sometimes kept out of the program because of poor grades in academic 
subjects or scheduling conflicts. 
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With respect to study implementation, key themes included challenges involving attrition and turnover, 
recruitment of schools, recruitment of girls, and follow up with girls.  

 Attrition and Turnover: Attrition was experienced both among Girls Inc. affiliates and affiliates’ 
staff. Two affiliates dropped out of the study at the outset of the project, and one of the 
replacement affiliates also subsequently dropped out due to an inability to recruit girls to 
participate in the study. Four affiliates were added during the course of the study. Moreover, of 
the original six affiliates, only one maintained the same Affiliate Liaison throughout the course 
of the study. Turnover resulted in additional resources being needed to train the new liaisons 
and challenges maintaining connections with girls enrolled in the study over the one-year 
follow-up period. 

 Recruitment of Schools: Five of the eight affiliates reported significant challenges recruiting 
schools to participate, particularly schools in which Friendly PEERsuasion was already offered.  

 Recruitment of Girls: In general, affiliates reported being able to generate interest among girls 
in participating in the Friendly PEERsuasion program and the associated study; however, 
obtaining signed consent and assent forms was very challenging. In most case cases, the Affiliate 
Liaison met only with the girls and relied on them to get the consent form signed by their parent 
and return it. With few exceptions, this resulted in a very low rate of return of signed forms.  

 Follow up with Girls: One of the challenges of longitudinal research is maintaining contact with 
study participants. Unsurprisingly, Affiliate Liaisons had difficulties maintaining contact with girls 
enrolled in this study. Affiliate Liaisons who were most successful at securing one-year follow-up 
surveys shared some common characteristics, including willingness to search out individual girls, 
sometimes going to other schools to find them; good relationships with school counselors who 
could help contact girls; regular and fun “check-ins” with the girls (e.g., quarterly pizza parties); 
and a party or celebration at the one-year mark during which the girls completed surveys in a 
group setting.     

Outcome Evaluation 

Final Sample 

 Fifty-five percent of study participants completed all three surveys, while another 35% 
completed the baseline and one of the two follow-up surveys. 

 Most participants were 12-13 years old, black/African American, and more than 86% had made 
a commitment to be drug free at baseline. 

 Age was significantly different when comparing participants in the intervention and control 
groups, so analyses were adjusted for age. In the control group, 35% of girls were 10-11 years 
old and 62% were 12-13 years old, compared to 23% ages 10-11 years and 62% ages 12-13 years 
in the intervention group.  No differences with respect to race or ethnicity; grade; individuals 
with whom they live; exposure to ATOD; decisions or planned behavior regarding ATOD use; or 
attitudes  and perceived risk were observed between the control and intervention groups at 
baseline.   
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Study Findings 

 Of the 343 girls in the study, 12% used cigarettes, alcohol, or drugs: more than 4% had used 
cigarettes, 5% had used marijuana/hashish, and nearly 5% had used alcohol in the last 30 days. 

 Both the intervention and control groups experienced an increase in use of cigarettes, alcohol, 
and/or drugs at the one-year follow up. 

 No significant improvements in cigarettes, alcohol, or drug use, attitudes toward substance use, 
friends’ drug use, or perceived risks associated with substance use were observed in the 
intervention group as compared to the control group at either follow-up time point. 

 This study had limitations, including significant attrition, which may have influenced findings.   

Lessons Learned and Recommendations 

Although the outcome evaluation failed to find evidence that Friendly PEERsuasion was effective in 
delaying or reducing girls’ use of ATOD or changing girls’ attitudes toward ATOD use and their 
associations with peers who use substances, the process evaluation identified several important lessons 
learned regarding conducting research in community-based settings. First there was substantial 
variability in the affiliates’ experience participating in research studies. As a result, it was important to 
follow up with Affiliate Liaisons frequently to ensure they understood study procedures and were 
equipped to carry them out. Second, it was important to check in with liaisons frequently near the end 
of program implementation cycles. Particularly when programs conclude around the end of the school 
year, it is essential that the study team has frequent contact with the liaison to ensure posttests are 
completed prior to study participants getting out of school for summer vacation. Third, it is important to 
screen community-based partners to ensure they have the capacity and capability to participate 
successfully in the study. This includes having time to devote to learning study procedures and 
implementing them. It is also critical to have the support of the partner’s Executive Director. Finally, it is 
important for the study team to understand that community-based organizations and their staff face 
many competing priorities. Participation in a research study is an added burden. Moreover, it is a 
responsibility for which many community-based service providers are unprepared. It is essential that the 
study team be sensitive to this issue, never assume anything, and demonstrate a commitment to 
ongoing collaboration and communication. 
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Project Overview 

ANILA Consulting Group, Inc. partnered with Girls Inc. to test the effectiveness of their Friendly 
PEERsuasion program, a prevention program designed to help girls ages 11 to 14 acquire 

knowledge, skills, and support systems to avoid substance use. A previous evaluation showed promising 
short-term outcomes but did not address long-term effectiveness. Given that Friendly PEERsuasion is 
one of the most popular programs among Girls Inc.’s 93 affiliates, the evaluation represented a critical 
opportunity to determine the effectiveness of the program, which annually reaches approximately 
10,000 girls. An experimental design was used to examine immediate outcomes and test the hypothesis 
that program effects are sustained for one year after program completion.  

Research Questions 

1. Is Friendly PEERsuasion effective in delaying or reducing girls’ use of alcohol, tobacco, and other 
drugs (ATOD)?  

2. Is Friendly PEERsuasion effective in changing girls’ attitudes toward ATOD use and their 
associations with peers who use substances?  

3. Are demonstrated effects sustained for one year after program completion?  

4. What factors are critical to successful implementation of the program and its evaluation? 

Project Objectives 

1. Successfully train staff at Girls Inc. to participate in the evaluation (i.e., obtain informed consent, 
collect survey data, track girls for follow up),  

2. Conduct a process evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion. 

3. Conduct an outcome evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion. 

M 
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Background 

Girls’ Risk Behavior and Delinquency  

s the number of girls entering the juvenile justice system has grown over the past two decades, it 
has become increasingly clear that more research is needed to understand the causes and 

correlates of girls’ delinquency. Historically, delinquency research has focused on boys. Much remains to 
be learned about how risk and protective factors affect girls’ pathways to delinquency. In an effort to 
address this knowledge gap and provide a foundation to guide the development and implementation of 
programs specifically designed to prevent girls’ delinquency, OJJDP established the Girls Study Group, 
which was charged with conducting research activities to promote understanding of female juvenile 
offending and identifying effective strategies for preventing and reducing girls’ delinquency.  

The Girls Study Group identified factors for girls’ delinquency in several domains, including individual-
level factors and factors related to a girl’s family, peer group, neighborhood, and school. Some of these 
factors were found to be important in both boys’ and girls’ pathways to delinquency. These factors 
included economic disadvantage, exposure to violence, physical and sexual maltreatment, and lack of 
family supervision. Other factors are more strongly related to girls’ delinquency.  

 Peers are a particularly important factor in girls’ risk of delinquency. One study (Epstein et al., 2009) 
found that, for girls, their friends’ ambivalent or permissive attitudes toward smoking were associated 
with their own poly-drug use (i.e., using two or more of the following substances: tobacco, alcohol, and 
marijuana). Boys’ poly-drug use was, instead, predicted by the extent to which they believed smoking to 
be prevalent among other boys their age. Analysis of data from the Study of Adolescent Health found 
that girls whose romantic partners participated in delinquent or risky behavior were more likely to 
report similar behavior (Haynie, 2003). Of particular relevance to this study, girls may use drugs or 
alcohol to win their partner’s approval or fit in with peers (Giordano, Cernkovich, & Rossol, 2002).  

Individual factors may buffer the effects of peers on girls. For example, girls may be less susceptible to 
peer pressure and less likely to engage in antisocial behavior with peers if they have strong prosocial and 
refusal skills (Hawkins & Weis, 1985). In fact, several studies of girls who had been adjudicated as 
delinquent offenders found that they reported greater levels of perceived peer pressure than other girls 
(Claes & Simard, 1992; Giordano, Cernkovich, & Pugh, 1986).  

Description of Friendly PEERsuasion  

In order to be effective girls’ delinquency prevention and intervention programs must target 
specific and often interrelated risk and protective factors. Girls Inc.’s Friendly PEERsuasion is an 
evidence-based program focused on individual and peer-related risk and protective factors related to 
substance use. The program is designed to help girls ages 11 to 14 acquire knowledge, skills, and support 
systems to avoid substance use, and consists of 15 hour-long sessions with a trained adult leader.  

Friendly PEERsuasion uses a combination of adult leadership and peer reinforcement to teach girls to 
respond critically to messages and social pressures that encourage substance use. Girls learn the short-

A 
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term and long-term effects of substance abuse, how to recognize media and peer pressures, and skills 
for making responsible decisions about substance use. They then identify healthy alternatives and invite 
peers to join them in acting on their smarter choices. Finally, girls practice communication skills and 
healthy strategies to respond to stress.  

Results of Prior Studies of Friendly PEERsuasion  

The Girls Study Group reviewed 61 girls’ delinquency programs and found that most lacked sufficient 
evidence to make any conclusions about their effectiveness. Friendly PEERsuasion was one of the 
programs reviewed and rated as having inconclusive evidence of effectiveness, which according to the 
What Works Repository Methodological Criteria was defined as having an “adequately rigorous 
experimental or quasi-experimental research design that lacked sustained effects.”  

The original evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion included an experimental design, and findings showed 
that participation in the program reduced the incidence of drinking among intervention group girls who 
reported having drunk prior to participation as well as the initiation of drinking alcohol among 
participants who had never drunk alcohol before. The estimated effect of program participation was a 
14-percentage-point reduction in the likelihood of drinking during the study period (p=0.02). The study 
also found that intervention group participants were more likely to leave gatherings where people were 
drinking alcohol and to disengage from peers who smoked or took drugs. Despite these promising 
findings, follow-up data were not collected, so no assessment could be made of whether or not effects 
were sustained over time. The study conducted under this OJJDP grant addressed this shortcoming by 
including a one-year follow-up survey to examine the long-term effects of program participation. 
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Study Approach and Methods 

Research Questions  

he goal of work conducted under this grant was to test the effectiveness of existing delinquency 
prevention, intervention, and intervention programs for girls. As such, this study addressed four key 

research questions related to the effectiveness of Friendly PEERsuasion.  

1. Is Friendly PEERsuasion effective in delaying or reducing girls’ use of alcohol, tobacco, and other 
drugs (ATOD)?  

2. Is Friendly PEERsuasion effective in changing girls’ attitudes toward ATOD use and their 
associations with peers who use substances?  

3. Are demonstrated effects sustained for one year after program completion?  

4. What factors are critical to successful implementation of the program and its evaluation? 

In order to answer these questions, the evaluation team identified three key objectives of work under 
this grant: (1) successfully train staff at Girls Inc. to participate in the evaluation (i.e., obtain informed 
consent, collect survey data, track girls for follow up), (2) conduct a process evaluation of Friendly 
PEERsuasion, and (3) conduct an outcome evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion. 

Research Design  

The first three research questions comprise the outcome evaluation. To answer these questions, an 
experimental design was implemented in which girls were randomly assigned to either a intervention or 
a delayed-entry control group. In order to answer the fourth research question, we conducted a process 
evaluation, which included collection of Session Assessment Forms, monthly conference calls with Girls 
Inc. staff, and ongoing conversations with program providers at each of the participating Girls Inc. 
affiliates. 

Answering the research questions required investment of considerable time and effort into working 
with the Girls Inc. affiliates to ensure they were equipped to support implementation of the evaluation 
design, including recruiting subjects, providing the Friendly PEERsuasion program as intended, collecting 
and submitting data, and following up with participants to improve the chances of retaining them for 
the one-year follow-up survey. Below we describe our approach to each of the three project objectives.  

Project Objective 1: Training Girls Inc. Staff  

Included in MANILA’s proposal to OJJDP for work conducted under this grant were fully executed 
Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with the Girls Inc. National Office and six of their affiliates that 
agreed to participate in the evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion. MOUs stipulated that each affiliate 
would contribute 50 girls to the study (25 intervention and 25 delayed-entry control) who would 
participate in all waves of data collection (i.e., pre-program, post-program, and one-year follow-up 
surveys). The Girls Inc. Director of Research had lengthy conversations with each affiliate about the 

T 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 

and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



 
Evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion 9 
 

requirements of the study and screened out affiliates that were unable to meet study requirement. 
Affiliates agreed to oversample girls at baseline to ensure that they met study enrollment and retention 
goals.  

Identifying and Orienting Liaisons 

Upon grant award in October 2011, the Girls Inc. Director of Research worked with each affiliate to 
designate an Affiliate Liaison who served as the research team’s primary point of contact. Each affiliate 
was assigned a Site Liaison who served as the primary contact with the study team. During the first two 
years of the study, the two Site Liaisons, each of whom was responsible for three affiliates, were in 
regular contact with their respective Affiliate Liaisons and other affiliate staff, as needed, to answer 
questions and encourage timely submission of data. Subsequently the Principal Investigator became the 
primary point of contact due to turnover in staff. 

As soon as the Affiliate Liaisons were identified, the Site Liaisons scheduled individual kickoff calls with 
each affiliate. Participants included the Affiliate Liaison, the affiliate’s Executive Director, and any other 
stakeholders the Affiliate Liaison identified. During the kickoff call, the Site Liaison explained roles and 
responsibilities, discussed steps to prepare for study implementation, answered questions, and obtained 
availability for a webinar, which was used to train Girls Inc. staff on study procedures. Topics covered 
during the webinar included the goal of the study, roles and responsibilities of Affiliate Liaisons, 
procedures for recruitment and obtaining informed consent, steps to ensure confidentiality of data, 
types of data to be collected, data collection procedures, and resources provided by the evaluation 
team. (See Appendix 1 for the PowerPoint presentation.) 

In order to ensure that affiliates were well-equipped to implement Friendly PEERsuasion, program 
facilitators at each affiliate (most of whom were also the Affiliate Liaison) participated in an online 
refresher training on Friendly PEERsuasion prior to randomizing girls into the study (See Appendix 2 for 
the PowerPoint presentation). This ensured that affiliate staff was well- prepared to implement the 
program as intended.  

Recruitment of Research Subjects 

Each Affiliate Liaison was responsible for recruiting girls to participate in the study. Study participants 
were recruited primarily from the pool of girls currently participating in Girls Inc. activities at the affiliate 
and from middle schools with which the affiliates had established relationships. The evaluation team 
drafted a flyer describing the study that Affiliate Liaisons distributed to girls and their parents. (See 
Appendix 3 for the flyer.) At the request of the affiliates, the flyer was translated into Spanish.  

Affiliate Liaisons were encouraged to schedule at least one informational meeting about the study, 
during which they described the study, eligibility requirements, the random assignment process, data to 
be collected, incentives, and the steps taken to ensure the confidentiality of all survey responses. 
Affiliate Liaisons were instructed to explain that girls who were assigned to the delayed-entry control 
group would not be able to participate in Friendly PEERsuasion for one year after the intervention group 
completes the program. Girls assigned to the control group were, however, welcome to participate in 
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other Girls Inc. activities and programs, and were able to participate in Friendly PEERsuasion one year 
later. Affiliate Liaisons were also coached to make clear that if a girl and her parent consented to 
participation in the study, the girl had an equal chance of being assigned to the intervention or delayed-
entry control group.  

At the outset of the study, the study team anticipated that each Girls Inc. affiliate would require up to 
three implementation cycles of Friendly PEERsuasion in order to obtain a sample of at least 50 girls, 
divided equally between intervention and delayed-entry control conditions. At least one month prior to 
each implementation cycle, Affiliate Liaisons were asked to send their Site Liaison a list of all girls for 
whom consent to participate in the study had been obtained. Using a random number generator, girls 
were randomly assigned to either the intervention or delayed-entry control group. Each girl was 
assigned a unique identifier, and the Site Liaison forwarded the list of assignments and codes to the 
Affiliate Liaison who was instructed to keep the list in a secure (i.e., locked) location. The Affiliate Liaison 
then notified girls of the group to which they were assigned.  

During the first six months of the project it became clear that affiliates were struggling to successfully 
recruit girls to participate in the study. As a result, the study team developed an Implementation Plan 
form that each affiliate was required to complete by June 15, 2012. Affiliates were asked to provide a 
detailed implementation plan that clearly specified how they would ensure that they had served or 
enrolled 80 percent of their sample (40 girls) by September 30, 2012. Topics included number of 
implementation cycles planned, site recruitment strategies, recruitment plans, strategies to obtain 
consent and assent, details of implementation (e.g., site at which the program would be implemented, 
frequency of program sessions, incentives), and tracking plans to ensure girls participated in the one-
year follow-up survey. Affiliates were also required to provide detailed back-up plans, should their 
original plan not be feasible. The Implementation Plan form can be found in Appendix 4. 

Despite these efforts, recruitment numbers remained low in 2012, and the study team recognized that 
the initial group of six affiliates was unlikely to meet the sample size goal of 300 girls. As a result, the 
Girls Inc. Director of Research worked diligently to screen and identify two additional affiliates to 
participate in the study.  

Strategies to Retain Participants 

 One of the key challenges to carrying out any experimental longitudinal study is retention of study 
participants. To address this, two important strategies were implemented in an effort to minimize 
attrition and attain the target sample of 300 girls. First, girls were provided incentives to participate in 
the evaluation. Girls in the control group received a $15 gift card for each of the first two surveys they 
completed. All girls (i.e., both intervention and control) who completed the one-year follow-up survey 
received a larger incentive, a gift card for $20. Second, each Affiliate Liaison was strongly encouraged on 
both individual calls and monthly conference calls to contact all girls in the study at least every other 
month to obtain up-to-date contact information. One month prior to the follow-up survey 
administration, the Affiliate Liaisons were encouraged by the study team to contact girls to remind them 
of the final data collection time point.  
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Project Objective 2: Conduct Process Evaluation  

The fourth research question regarding factors that are critical to the successful implementation of 
Friendly PEERsuasion was addressed by the process evaluation. The process evaluation included several 
components. First, to assess fidelity to the program model, program providers completed the 
facilitator’s Session Assessment Form following each session. This form was developed specifically for 
the Friendly PEERsuasion program and is included with the curriculum. The form can be found in 
Appendix 5. Data gathered using the Session Assessment Form allowed documentation of the actual 
delivery of Friendly PEERsuasion and assessment of the extent to which it was implemented as intended. 

Second, monthly conference calls that included all of the liaisons from each affiliate allowed for 
discussion of issues encountered with study and program implementation. Regular calls (bimonthly 
during the first year of the study) with individual Affiliate Liaisons also provided an opportunity to 
identify barriers to and facilitators of study and program implementation. Notes were taken during 
these calls and analyzed using content analysis to identify key themes, which are described below.  

It should be noted that the study team originally proposed to do site visits following program 
implementation to conduct interviews with those involved with program delivery. As work with the 
affiliates progressed it became clear that there would not be much more to be learned from a site visit. 
The Affiliate Liaisons were implementing the program and regular telephone calls and email exchanges 
with them provided the information needed to understand barriers to and facilitators of program and 
study implementation. In fact, with only a few exceptions, there were rarely challenges to 
implementation of the Friendly PEERsuasion program. Implementation of the study, however, was much 
more challenging as we discuss in the Findings section below.   

Project Objective 3: Conduct Outcome Evaluation  

The outcome evaluation used a survey to collect quantitative data to answer the first three research 
questions described above. These data were collected for girls in the intervention and delayed-entry 
control groups at three time points: (1) prior to the intervention group’s participation in Friendly 
PEERsuasion, (2) immediately following the intervention group’s participation in the program, and (3) 
one year following the intervention group’s completion of the program.  

The survey collected information on three outcomes that are tied directly to the Friendly PEERsuasion 
program: (1) age at first use and past 30 day use of ATOD, (2) attitudes and beliefs about ATOD, and (3) 
association with peers who use substances. Data collection instruments included two Center for 
Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP) Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) measures to 
assess the first two outcomes. The CSAP GPRA measure of ATOD use asks youth to report on lifetime 
and past 30 day use of ATOD, and the measure of attitudes asks youth to report on their perceptions of 
harm from using substances and their intentions regarding substance use. Both of these questionnaires 
were designed to gather outcome data on participants in CSAP-funded prevention programs. Questions 
from the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) were used to assess the third outcome, association with 
peers who use substances. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) has used this instrument for almost 20 
years to monitor youth risk behavior. Demographic data and information on the number of sessions girls 
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attend was also collected. The survey, which took girls approximately 15-20 minutes to complete, can be 
found in Appendix 6.  

The survey was submitted to the MANILA Institutional Review Board, along with consent and assent 
forms (Appendix 7), the study flyer described previously, and a script the Affiliate Liaison was instructed 
to read prior to survey administration (Appendix 8). Study recruitment began shortly after the study 
team received IRB approval. Prior to survey administration, the study team conducted a pilot test of the 
instruments with a convenience sample eight girls from Fairfax County, VA, all of whom reported being 
able to understand and answer the survey questions.  

Quantitative Analysis 

 Prior to analysis, data cleaning was conducted to examine the dataset and to apply exclusions. Girls who 
did not provide baseline data or at least one follow-up survey were excluded. One girl was 18 years old 
at baseline and was also excluded (all other participants were between 10 and 15 years old at baseline).   

Retention in the evaluation was described overall, by site, and by intervention/control group (overall 
and by baseline use of cigarettes, alcohol, or drugs). Differences in evaluation retention by intervention 
and control group were assessed using a Chi-square test or Fisher’s exact test for analyses with small 
expected cell sizes. Demographic characteristics were described, including age, race/ethnicity, grade, 
living situation, friends’ drug use/attributes at baseline, decisions/planned behavior, personal use of 
tobacco/alcohol/drugs, and baseline perceived risks and attitudes. Differences in baseline attributes by 
intervention and control group were assessed using Chi-square test or Fisher’s exact test for analyses 
with small expected cell sizes.   

Outcome variables included any substance use in the last 30 days (cigarettes, alcohol, drugs); use of 
cigarettes, alcohol, alcohol (drunk/high), marijuana, glue/aerosol/other, and/or any other illegal drug; 
attitudes toward substance use; friend attributes; perceived risk; and “how wrong” it is for someone to 
use substances. Substance use was examined as a dichotomous variable (any use/no use) and using 
survey categories describing the amount used. Outcomes by time point and intervention and control 
group were summarized using the percent for dichotomous variables and median categories for 
categorical variables.  

Changes in outcomes were assessed using generalized estimating equations (GEE). Empirical (robust) 
standard errors/confidence intervals were applied. GEE models account for the lack of independence 
between repeated observations for individuals in the study (Zeger & Liang, 1986). Logistic models were 
used to assess dichotomous outcomes, and multinomial (ordinal) models were used for categorical 
outcomes.  Because age group was significantly different between the intervention and control groups, 
models were adjusted for age group. The independent variables assessed included follow-up 1 and 
follow-up 2 compared to baseline, reflecting changes at each time point in the control group. 
Intervention was included in the model to adjust for baseline differences in each outcome between the 
intervention and control group. An interaction between each follow-up and the intervention were 
included in the model to assess differential change at follow-up in the intervention group as compared 
to the control group. All analyses were conducted using SAS 9.4 (Cary, NC).   
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In order to supplement the planned population average analyses, individual matched analyses were also 
conducted to separately compare individual changes in outcomes at each of follow-ups 1 and 2 
compared to baseline. For dichotomous outcomes, McNemar’s test was used and conditional odds 
ratios were generated. For categorical outcomes, Wilcoxon Signed Rank test was used and the number 
of girls who increased, stayed the same, and decreased was reported.   
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Research Settings and Participants 
 total of eight affiliates participated in the study. Two affiliates, Chattanooga, Tennessee, and 
Hagerstown, Maryland, dropped out early in the project period. The Tennessee site had 

experienced a change in leadership between grant submission and award, and did not participate in the 
project kickoff calls. Tennessee was replaced by Girls Inc. of Owensboro-Daviess County, Kentucky. Girls 
Inc. of Hagerstown, Maryland, participated in initial project phone calls but subsequently withdrew from 
the study due to concerns about recruitment. The affiliate was replaced by Girls Inc. of Meriden, 
Connecticut. Due to the initial turnover of affiliates, an additional affiliate, Girls, Inc. of Sarasota, Florida, 
was add to the evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion, increasing the anticipated total sample size of 350. 
Girls Inc. of Meriden, Connecticut, subsequently dropped out of the study and was replaced by two 
additional affiliates, Girls Inc. of Tarrant County, Texas, and Girls Inc. of Jackson County, Indiana.  

Consent and assent forms were collected from a total of 610 girls from the eight affiliates that ultimately 
participated in the study. These 610 girls were randomly assigned to either the intervention or delayed-
entry control group, though the final dataset, as described below, included 343 girls. Reasons for this 
attrition include having complete implementation cycles excluded because posttests were not 
completed before the end of the school year (two affiliates), implementation cycles being cancelled as a 
result of scheduling conflicts at the schools and centers, and girls changing their minds about 
participating in Friendly PEERsuasion or being removed by school administrators and placed in other 
classes (e.g., study hall). Table 1 provides an overview for each affiliate of the number of program cycles 
implemented, the number of girls enrolled, and the location in which the program was implemented.    

Table 1: Overview of Research Settings and Participants 

Affiliate Number of Friendly PEER 
implementation cycles 

Number of Girls 
Enrolled* 

Implementation   
Site 

Girls Inc. of the Berkshires 
(MA) 

3 (One cycle thrown out because 
posttests were not completed) 68 Middle schools 

Girls Inc. of Owensboro-
Daviess County (KY) 3 58 Girls Inc. location 

Girls Inc. of Greater 
Atlanta (GA) 

1 (One cycle thrown out because 
posttests were not given prior to the 

end of the school year) 
86 Middle school 

Girls Inc. of Albany (GA) 3 (First cycle never undertaken) 99 Middle schools 
Girls Inc. of the Greater 
Peninsula (VA) 2 123 Girls Inc. location 

Girls Inc. of Sarasota (FL) 4 61 Middle schools 
Girls Inc. of Jackson 
County (IN) 2 41 Middle school 

Girls Inc. of Tarrant 
County (TX) 2 74 Girls Inc. location 

*The number of girls from whom signed consent and assent forms were received and who were randomly assigned 
to intervention or control groups 
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Findings 

Process Evaluation  

Friendly PEERsuasion Program Implementation 

he process evaluation was originally intended to address the study’s fourth research question: What 
factors are critical to successful implementation of the program? The Session Assessment Forms, 

which provided data to answer this question, showed very little variability in program fidelity. Ten of the 
11 sets of complete Session Assessment Forms (i.e., sets that included assessments of all 15 sessions) 
had all or almost all sessions rated as being implemented “very well,” with an occasional rating of 
“okay.”  Reasons for an "okay" rating from these 10 implementation cycles included having to change 
rooms during the session, which cut into session time; length of time between sessions necessitating 
review of the previous session; and girls “acting silly” and/or being “talkative.” Facilitators’ suggestions 
for improvement included "having more time" (most sessions were reported to be 1 hr or 50/55 
minutes) and "condense drug types" so that sessions on specific types of drugs were shorter. 

Only one of the affiliates rated an implementation cycle as has having fewer sessions that went “very 
well” than that were “okay” or went “poorly.” That affiliate had six sessions that went “very well,” six 
sessions that were “okay,” and two sessions that went “poorly.” The reasons the sessions went poorly or 
okay were that the girls were disruptive, disrespectful, and/or didn't work well together, or that they 
were bored. The facilitator’s suggestions were consistent with the suggestions made by facilitators of 
the implementation cycles that were rated as going well (i.e., "more time" and not including so many 
types of drugs because it was hard to cover in one hour). Interestingly, the facilitator of this 
implementation cycle was the only one to include entries for "other relevant topics not covered by 
Friendly PEERsuasion." Suggestions included discussion of "e-cigarettes" and "changing marijuana laws 
throughout the country."  

The other two sources of qualitative data that informed the process evaluation included monthly 
conference calls with all Affiliate Liaisons and individual telephone calls and emails with the Affiliate 
Liaisons and occasionally their Executive Directors. Although the calls were originally intended to focus 
on both program and evaluation implementation, it quickly became clear that the affiliates’ primary 
concern was implementation of the study requirements. Friendly PEERsuasion is a very popular Girls Inc. 
program and all of the affiliates had experience providing it. The only challenge to program 
implementation identified by the affiliates was attendance, particularly where the program was 
implemented in schools. Girls were required to complete 12 of the 15 sessions in order to be counted 
toward the affiliate’s quota of 50 girls. In school-based settings, girls were sometimes kept out of the 
program because of poor grades in academic subjects. For example, in one affiliate site, three girls in the 
intervention group had to drop out of the study because of low grades and their teacher’s concern that 
the study was a distraction. Also at this site, girls did not attend all sessions because of other activities 
(e.g., study hall) that occurred during the time slot designated for Friendly PEERsuasion. 
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Study Implementation 

A number of key themes related to study implementation were identified during monthly group calls 
with the Affiliate Liaisons, through one-on-one calls and emails with them, and through our work with 
the Girls Inc. Director of Research. Themes, which are described below, included challenges involving 
attrition and turnover, recruitment of schools, recruitment of girls, and follow-up with girls.  

Attrition and Turnover 

Affiliates: As discussed previously, two affiliates dropped out of the study at the outset of the project. 
One of the replacement affiliates also subsequently dropped out due to an inability to recruit girls to 
participate in the study. In early 2012 an additional Girls Inc. affiliate, Sarasota, Florida, was added to the 
study. Given the early attrition among the affiliates, an additional site provided a buffer if another 
affiliate dropped out or failed to meet their quota of girls. In 2013, two additional affiliates (Jackson 
County, Indiana, and Tarrant County, Texas) were added to the study due to recruitment challenges and 
difficulties obtaining the desired sample size.  

Affiliate Staff: Of the original six affiliates, only one maintained the same Affiliate Liaison throughout 
the course of the study. Two of the affiliates had three different Affiliate Liaisons assigned.  

Implications of Turnover: There were three important implications of the turnover experienced during 
the course of this study. First, the possibility of turnover required vigilance on the part of the study team 
to ensure we were aware when turnover was anticipated or had happened. Second, when liaisons left 
the affiliate, additional resources were required to train the new Affiliate Liaison on both the study 
methods and Friendly PEERsuasion. Finally, the new Affiliate Liaison did not have a relationship with the 
girls already enrolled in the study, making it more difficult for her to follow up regularly with them 
between the posttest and the one-year follow-up survey. This in turn made finding girls for the one-year 
follow up more challenging. 

Recruitment of Schools 

Five of the eight affiliates reported significant challenges recruiting schools to participate, particularly 
schools in which Friendly PEERsuasion was already offered. In fact, the Meriden, Connecticut, affiliate 
dropped out of the study as a result. One affiliate initially thought it would be easy to get into the 
schools but of the eight schools contacted none accepted the invitation to participate. Some principals 
cited the transient population they served, while others reported not being comfortable with random 
assignment of the girls. Another affiliate reported that some schools administrators had ethical concerns 
about denying some girls a program that could help them. Yet another affiliate encountered problems 
with school counselors not wanting to implement the program and study because of statewide testing.  

One affiliate reported that she was already implementing Friendly PEERsuasion in schools in her 
metropolitan area so there was not much incentive for the schools to participate in the study. The same 
affiliate approached other counties with which she had worked previously and was informed that the 
school board would have to approve the additional programming, which would be time-consuming and 
ultimately unlikely. She noted that all of the counties were different and it was important to tailor her 
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approach to those differences. One of the charter schools she approached preferred not to have parents 
involved. When she first met with officials from that school, she explained plans for a parent orientation 
and the school declined to participate. Even the one affiliate that had a very good relationship with 
school administrators found it initially difficult to secure meetings with guidance counselors because of 
budget cuts and reductions in school staff hours.  

Recruitment of Girls: Interest versus Obtaining Signed Permission Slips 

In general, affiliates reported being able to generate interest among girls in participating in the Friendly 
PEERsuasion program and the associated study. Affiliates described a variety of recruitment strategies, 
including setting up a table in the lunch room complete with balloons and Girls Inc. swag, participating in 
Back-To-School Nights with parents, holding pizza parties, and sponsoring “meet-and-greets” at which 
girls and parents could learn more about the program.  

Although generating interest among girls was relatively straightforward, obtaining signed consent and 
assent forms was very challenging. Affiliates tried to hold recruitment events that included parents, but 
this was often impossible for a variety of reasons (e.g., parents did not regularly attend school events, 
parents lacked transportation). In one of the more successful cases, an Affiliate Liaison who had sent 
consent forms to parents over the summer and had not received any signed forms participated in the 
first Middle School Open House of the school year, successfully obtaining signed consent forms from 50 
parents.  

In most case cases, however, the Affiliate Liaison met only with the girls and relied on them to get the 
consent form signed by their parent and to return it. With few exceptions, this resulted in a very low 
rate of return of signed forms. For example, an informational meeting about the study was held with 
girls from one middle school, and although 53 girls attended the meeting, only 12 girls returned signed 
consent and assent forms (36 girls signed an assent form but did not return a signed consent form from 
a parent or guardian). Another affiliate reported being “shocked by how many girls said they didn’t see 
their parents.” She was confident that she could have served more than twice as many girls if she had a 
more efficient way to get parental consent. She encouraged exploration of ways to use technology to 
replace the paper forms (e.g., offering an online option or gathering consent through cell phones).   

Lack of signed consent forms for girls to participate in planned program implementation cycles did 
sometimes result in cancellation of the program. In other cases, the last-minute receipt of signed 
consent forms presented logistical problems in getting packets of materials (e.g., coded surveys, gift 
cards, name-code index) to the Affiliate Liaison in advance of the program start date.  

Finally, although the girls were generally interested in the program, parents sometimes had concerns. 
One affiliate reported that parents were reluctant to acknowledge that their middle school-aged girls 
may be pressured to use substances. These parents refused to allow their children to participate 
because they did not believe the subject matter was relevant to them.  
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Follow-up with Girls 

One of the challenges of longitudinal research is maintaining contact with study participants. 
Unsurprisingly, Affiliate Liaisons had difficulties maintaining contact with girls enrolled in this study. As 
we discuss in the Outcome Evaluation section below, slightly more than half of the girls completed 
surveys at all three time points. Affiliate Liaisons who were most successful at securing one-year follow-
up surveys shared some common characteristics, including willingness to search out individual girls, 
sometimes going to several different schools to find them; good relationships with school counselors 
who could help contact girls; regular and fun “check-ins” with the girls (e.g., quarterly pizza parties); and 
a party or celebration at the one-year mark during which the girls completed surveys in a group setting.     

Outcome Evaluation 

Data Cleaning and Exclusions 

 Prior to analysis, four duplicate surveys (for the same individual and time point) were removed from the 
dataset. Exclusions applied prior to analysis are summarized in Figure 1. Four individuals did not provide 
a baseline survey, and 34 did not provide any follow-up surveys.  One individual who was 18 years old at 
baseline was excluded (all other participants were 10 to 15 years old at baseline).   

Figure 1: Exclusions 

 

Control 
N=190 

Intervention 
N=192 

Starting Dataset 
N=382 

No Baseline Survey 
N=1 

Analysis Dataset 
N=174 

No Baseline Survey 
N=3 

No Follow-up Survey 
N=15 

Analysis Dataset 
N=169 

No Follow-up Survey 
N=19 

Age=18 
N=0 

Age =18 
N=1 
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Retention in the Evaluation 

Retention in the evaluation is reported in Tables 2 and 3.  More than half of the girls completed all three 
surveys, more than a quarter completed the posttest survey (referred to as Follow-up 1) but not the 
one-year follow-up (referred to as Follow-up 2), and less than 10% completed the baseline and follow-
up 2 but not follow-up 1. Nearly 9% only completed the baseline survey, and 1% were missing the 
baseline survey. Affiliate 2 reported the lowest retention with approximately 30% completing all three 
surveys. All girls completed all three surveys at Affiliate 6. Retention in the intervention was similar for 
the intervention and control groups overall and when stratified by use of cigarettes/alcohol/drugs at 
baseline (all p>.05).   

Table 2: Retention in the Evaluation by Site and Overall* 

Affiliate Missing baseline 
survey 

Baseline survey 
only 

Baseline and 
follow-up 1 

Baseline and 
follow-up 2 

Completed all 
three surveys 

Affiliate 1 0 12 (20.0%) 0 0 48 (80.0%) 
Affiliate 2 0 4 (9.3%) 25 (58.1%) 1 (2.3%) 13 (30.2%) 
Affiliate 3 2 (12.5%) 0 0 0 14 (87.5%) 
Affiliate 4 1 (1.3%) 14 (18.7%) 31 (41.3%) 2 (2.7%) 27 (36.0%) 
Affiliate 5 0 3 (6.7%) 42 (93.3%) 0 0 
Affiliate 6 0 0 0 0 42 (100.0%) 
Affiliate 8 1 (2.9%) 0 0 0 33 (97.1%) 
Affiliate 9 0 1 (1.5%) 0 33 (49.3%) 33 (49.3%) 
Total 4 (1.0%) 34 (8.9%) 98 (25.7%) 36 (9.4%) 210 (55.0%) 

Note: Affiliate 7 dropped out of the study. 

Table 3: Retention in the Evaluation by Control/Intervention and Any Exposure to Cigarettes, Alcohol, 
or Drugs at Baseline 

 Surveys 
Completed  

Total 
Any exposure to cigarettes, 

alcohol, or drugs at 
baseline 

No exposure to cigarettes, 
alcohol, or drugs at 

baseline 
Control Intervention Control Intervention Control Intervention 

Completed All 
Three Surveys 109(57.7%) 101(53.4%) 12(63.2%) 12(50.0%) 97(57.1%) 89(53.9%) 

Baseline and 
Follow-up 1 46(24.3%) 52(27.5%) 4(21.1%) 5(20.8%) 42(24.7%) 47(28.5%) 

Baseline and 
Follow-up 2 19(10.1%) 17(9.0%) 3(15.8%) 6(25.0%) 16(9.4%) 11(6.7%) 

Baseline only 15(7.9%) 19(10.1%) 0(0.0%) 1(4.2%) 15(8.8%) 18(10.9%) 
Differences in control/intervention groups tested using Chi-square and Exact tests (for small cell sizes).  All p-values 
> .05
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Baseline Population Characteristics 

Study population characteristics at baseline are described in Tables 4-6. More than half of the 
participants were 12-13 years old, but participants in the control group were significantly younger than 
those in the intervention group (p<.05).  In the control group, 35% of girls were 10-11 years old and 62% 
were 12-13 years old, compared to 23% ages 10-11 years and 62% ages 12-13 years in the intervention 
group.  No differences with respect to race or ethnicity; grade; individuals with whom they live; 
exposure to ATOD; decisions or planned behavior regarding ATOD use; or attitudes  and perceived risk 
were observed between the control and intervention groups at baseline.  More than half of the 
participants were in the sixth grade, 47% lived with their mom and dad, and 43% lived with their mom 
only. The most frequently reported race/ethnicity was black/African American, followed by white.   

At baseline, friends’ use of substances ranged between less than 3% using other illegal drugs (excluding 
marijuana) and more than 11% who had a friend who had tried alcohol. More than 86% reported that 
they were committed to be drug free and more than 90% had made a decision to stay away from 
marijuana. Just more than 1% decided to smoke cigarettes and 2% planned to get drunk in the next 
year. Marijuana was the most commonly reported substance used in the last 30 days (5%), followed by 
cigarettes and alcohol (both between 4 and 5%).  Between 2%  and 3% of participants reported that they 
had been drunk/high from alcohol in the past 30 days. Ketamines were the most commonly reported 
other illegal drug, with 1.5% reporting use in the last 30 days. More than 20% of the girls had alcohol in 
their lifetime, with the median age of first drink being 11 years old. Median age for the first cigarette 
smoked was 11.5 years old, for first using marijuana/hashish was 13 years old, and for first using other 
illegal drugs was 12 years old.   

With respect to perceived risks, most girls reported that smoking a pack per day, smoking marijuana 
regularly, and having five or more drinks each weekend was a great risk. A lower percentage considered 
it a great risk to try marijuana once or twice (approximately 10%) or to have one or two drinks per day 
(approximately 44%). Most participants reported that it was very wrong for someone their age to drink 
beer/wine/hard liquor regularly, smoke cigarettes, smoke marijuana, or use LSD, cocaine, 
amphetamines, or other illegal drugs.   

Table 4: Demographic Characteristics at Baseline 

Characteristics Total          
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group   

(N=169) 

Control 
Group (N=174) p-value 

Age Group     
    10-11 29.2 23.1 35.3 0.0217 
    12-13 55.0 62.1 48.0  
    14-15 15.8 14.8 16.8  
Race/Ethnicity     
    Hispanic 17.2 17.5 17.0 0.7624 
    Non-Hispanic:      
        Black/African American 47.7 49.4 46.1  
        White 35.1 33.1 37.0  
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Characteristics Total          
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group   

(N=169) 

Control 
Group (N=174) p-value 

Grade†      
    5 2.9 2.4 3.5 0.7730 
    6 51.8 50.9 52.6  
    7 17.6 16.6 18.7  
    8 22.4 25.4 19.3  
    9 2.9 3.0 2.9  
    10 2.4 1.8 2.9  
Living with     
    Mom and Dad 46.9 49.7 44.3 0.3118 
    Dad only  4.4 3.6 5.2 0.4627 
    Mom only 43.4 42.0 44.8 0.5989 
    Grandparents 5.8 8.3 3.4 0.0560 
    Brother 13.4 11.2 15.5 0.2455 
    Sister  16.0 14.8 17.2 0.5367 
    Other relative† 2.9 3.0 2.9 1.0000 
    Other 5.2 4.1 6.3 0.3654 

P-values calculated using Chi-squared; Groups with small numbers were excluded from analyses including 16-18 
(n=1), race/ethnicity=multiple races (n=10) or other (n=5); †Fisher’s Exact test used due to small predicted cell sizes 
in the frequency table. 
 
Table 5: Baseline Exposure to alcohol, tobacco, and drugs 

Characteristics Total 
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group 

(N=169) 

Control 
Group 

(N=174) 
p-value 

One or more of my Friends     
    Smoked cigarettes 7.9 7.1 8.6 0.6124 
    Tried alcohol 11.4 11.3 11.5 0.9572 
    Used marijuana 7.6 8.3 6.9 0.6162 
    Used other illegal drugs† 2.6 1.8 3.4 0.5028 
    Made commitment to be drug free 78.4 76.8 79.9 0.4865 
    Sold drugs† 1.5 1.8 1.1 0.6803 
Decisions/Planned Behavior     
    Committed to drug free 86.3 85.8 86.8 0.7913 
    Decision to stay away from marijuana 90.1 88.2 91.9 0.2476 
    Decided to smoke cigarettes 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.9812 
    Plan to get drunk in next year 2.0 1.2 2.9 0.4486 
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Characteristics Total 
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group 

(N=169) 

Control 
Group 

(N=174) 
p-value 

Personal Exposure, last 30 days     
    Any exposure to cigarettes, alcohol, or drugs 12.0 13.0 10.9 0.5493 
    Cigarettes smoked, frequency     
        Smoked at all† 4.1 3.6 4.6 0.7865 

        How many (median category) † <1/day 
between 1-

5/day & 
<1/day 

<1/day 0.7798 

    Cigarettes smoked per day     
        Smoked at all† 4.7 3.6 5.7 0.4443 

        How many (median category) † 1-2/day 1-2/day 
between 1-

2/day & 
<1/day 

0.6535 

    Salvia smoked     
        Smoked at all† 0.3 0 0.6 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2/week N/A 1-2/week 1.0000 
    Occasions drinking alcohol      
        Any occasions† 4.7 3.0 6.3 0.2001 

        How many (median category) † 
between 
3-5 & 1-2 

times 
3-5 times 1-2 times 0.0619 

    Occasions drunk/high from alcohol     
        Any occasions† 2.6 2.4 2.9 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 3-5 times 0.6814 
    Occasions used marijuana/hashish      
        Any occasions† 5.0 5.3 4.6 0.8075 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 0.7837 
    Marijuana cigarettes per day in last month     
        Any marijuana cigarettes† 5.0 4.7 5.2 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † <1/day <1/day <1/day 0.9481 
    Occasions glue/aerosol/other      
        Any occasions† 4.1 4.1 4.0 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 0.8524 
    Occasions used LSD      
        Any occasions† 0.3 0 0.6 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 6-9 N/A 6-9 0.3237 
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Characteristics Total 
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group 

(N=169) 

Control 
Group 

(N=174) 
p-value 

    Occasions used amphetamines      
        Any occasions† 0.9 0.6 1.1 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 1.0000 
    Occasions used crack cocaine      
        Any occasions† 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 1.0000 
    Occasions used non-crack cocaine      
        Any occasions† 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 1.0000 
    Occasions used tranquilizers      
        Any occasions† 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0000 

        How many (median category) † 
between 
3-5 & 1-2 

times 
1-2 times 3-5 times 0.7449 

    Occasions used barbiturates      
        Any occasions 0 0 0 NA 
        How many (median category)  NA NA NA NA 
    Occasions smoke/inhale crystal meth      
        Any occasions† 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 1.0000 

Occasions used Q40?? (says amphetamines 
again)      

        Any occasions 0 0 0 NA 
        How many (median category) NA NA NA NA 
    Occasions used heroin      
        Any occasions 0 0 0 NA 
        How many (median category) NA NA NA NA 
    Occasions used non-heroin narcotics      
        Any occasions 0 0 0 NA 
        How many (median category) NA NA NA NA 
    Occasions used MDMA (ecstasy)      
        Any occasions† 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 1.0000 
    Occasions used Rohypnol (roofies)     
        Any occasions† 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0000 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 1.0000 
    Occasions used GHB     
        Any occasions† 0.3 0.6 0 0.4927 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times NA 0.4927 
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Characteristics Total 
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group 

(N=169) 

Control 
Group 

(N=174) 
p-value 

    Occasions used Ketamine     
        Any occasions† 1.5 1.8 1.1 0.6812 
        How many (median category) † 1-2 times 1-2 times 1-2 times 0.6812 
Occasions had alcohol, lifetime     
        Any occasions 20.1 20.7 19.5 0.7870 
        How many (median category) 1-2 times 3-5 times 1-2 times 0.5382 
Age when first (median)     
    Smoked part or all of a cigarette 11.5 11 12 0.2463 
    Had a drink of an alcoholic beverage 11 12 11 0.7403 
    Used marijuana or hashish 13 12.5 13 0.5328 
    Other illegal drugs 12 12 12.5 0.4072 

Analyzed using Chi-Square; †Fisher’s Exact test used due to small predicted cell sizes in the frequency table. 
*Missing values excluded from percentages; percentages may not add up due to rounding 

Table 6: Baseline Attitudes and Perceived Risk 

Characteristics Total 
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group 
(N=169) 

Control 
Group 
(N=174) 

p-value 

Perceived Risk     
    Smoking a pack/day     
        Can’t say 3.2 3.6 2.9 0.4955 
        No risk 2.9 1.8 4.0  
        Slight risk 4.1 5.4 2.9  
        Moderate risk 11.4 10.1 12.6  
        Great risk 78.4 79.2 77.6  
     Trying marijuana once or twice     
        Can’t say 3.8 3.6 4.0 0.9972 
        No risk 6.7 6.5 6.9  
        Slight risk 12.9 13.1 12.6  
        Moderate risk 66.4 66.1 66.7  
        Great risk 10.2 10.7 9.8  
    Smoke marijuana regularly     
        Can’t say 2.7 2.4 2.9 0.8345 
        No risk 2.4 2.4 2.3  
        Slight risk 5.9 5.4 6.4  
        Moderate risk 6.8 5.4 8.2  
        Great risk 82.3 84.5 80.1  
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Characteristics Total 
(N=343) 

Intervention 
Group 
(N=169) 

Control 
Group 
(N=174) 

p-value 

    1-2 drinks per day     
        Can’t say 2.4 2.4 2.3 0.7907 
        No risk 2.9 3.6 2.3  
        Slight risk 12.6 10.8 14.5  
        Moderate risk 38.2 40.1 36.4  
        Great risk 43.8 43.1 44.5  
    5+ drinks each weekend     
        Can’t say 2.3 2.4 2.3 0.6917 
        No risk 2.3 2.4 2.3  
        Slight risk 5.9 4.2 7.5  
        Moderate risk 37 35.7 38.2  
        Great risk 52.5 55.4 49.7  
How wrong for someone your age to…     
    Drink beer, wine, or hard liquor regularly     
        Not at all 0.3 0 0.6 0.3458 
        A little bit 6.2 5.9 6.4  
        Wrong 7.3 9.5 5.2  
        Very wrong 86.2 84.6 87.8  
    Smoke cigarettes     
        Not at all 0.3 0.6 0 0.0960 
        A little bit 3.2 5.3 1.1  
        Wrong 8.5 8.3 8.6  
        Very wrong 88.0 85.8 90.2  
    Smoke Marijuana     
        Not at all 0.3 0.6 0 0.5677 
        A little bit 6.4 7.7 5.2  
        Wrong 4.4 4.7 4  
        Very wrong 88.9 87 90.8  
    Use LSD, cocaine, amphetamines or other illegal drug     
        Not at all 0 0 0 0.3308 
        A little bit 0.6 1.2 0  
        Wrong 3.2 3.6 2.9  
        Very wrong 96.2 95.3 97.1  

Changes in Outcomes by Time Point 

Descriptive data on outcomes by time point are provided in Table 7, and the population average model 
results are provided in Table 8. Compared to baseline, any substance use at follow-up 1 was not 
changed in the control group, but it was significantly higher at follow-up 2 (OR=2.39, p<.01). Although 
the point estimates for the interaction terms were less than one (indicating a smaller increase in the 
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intervention group), neither parameter was statistically significant. Any use of alcohol was also 
significantly higher at follow-up 2 in the control group (OR=2.86, p<.05) but the interaction terms (both 
>1) were non-significant. Any use of other (not marijuana) illegal drugs was also significantly higher in 
the control group at follow-up 2 (OR=2.08, p<.05) with non-significant interaction terms both less than 
1. The amount of alcohol (OR=2.79, p<.05) and marijuana (version 1, OR=2.52, p<.05) used was 
significantly higher at follow-up 2 compared to baseline.   

Significantly fewer control group participants planned to get drunk in the next year at follow-up 1 
(OR=0.72, p<.001), but the number was significantly higher at follow-up 2 (OR=1.45, p<.001). 
Intervention participants less frequently reported that they planned to get drunk in the next year at 
baseline (OR=0.35, p<.001), but the interactions terms indicate that increases were higher for 
intervention participants at follow-up 1 (OR=1.57, p<.001) and follow-up 2 (OR=3.67, p<.001). 
Significantly fewer control group participants reported that they were committed to be drug free 
(OR=0.38, p<.001) or that they made a decision to stay away from marijuana (OR=0.22, p<.001) at 
follow-up 2 as compared to baseline.   

No significant interactions between intervention and changes in friend attributes, perceived risk, or 
“how wrong” it is to use substances were observed.  In the control group, having friends who used 
cigarettes, alcohol, marijuana, or sold drugs were all significantly higher at follow-up 2 as compared to 
baseline, while having friends who made a commitment to be drug free was significantly lower. The 
perceived risk of smoking marijuana regularly was lower at follow-up 2 as compared to baseline, and 
how wrong it is for someone their age to drink beer, wine, or hard liquor regularly, smoke cigarettes, 
and use LSD, cocaine, amphetamines,  or other illegal drugs was significantly lower at follow-up 2. How 
wrong it is for someone their age to smoke marijuana was significantly lower at both follow-ups in the 
control group.   

Table 7: Description of Outcomes by Time Point 

Outcome 

Control Group                             
(N=174) 

Intervention Group                
(N=169) 

Baseline Follow-up 
1 

Follow-up 
2 Baseline Follow-up 

1 
Follow-up 

2 
Substance use in the last 30 days (any), 
percent       

Any exposure to cigarettes, alcohol, or 
drugs 10.9 9.2 22.0 13.0 9.4 24.6 

Cigarettes† 5.7 2.6 7.1 3.6 1.3 9.3 
Alcohol 6.3 5.8 16.5 3.0 5.3 19.5 
Alcohol (drunk/high from alcohol) 2.9 5.2 5.6 2.4 2.0 12.7 
Marijuana† 5.7 2.6 11.0 5.3 2.0 11.9 
Glue/aerosol/other 4.0 3.2 5.5 4.1 2.6 5.9 
Any other illegal drug(s) 8.6 6.5 17.3 11.2 6.0 17.9 
Substance use in the last 30 days, 
amount/median category       
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Outcome 

Control Group                             
(N=174) 

Intervention Group                
(N=169) 

Baseline Follow-up 
1 

Follow-up 
2 Baseline Follow-up 

1 
Follow-up 

2 

Cigarettes (1) <1/day <1/day <1/day 
between 

1-5 & 
<1/day 

between 
1 & ½ pack 

/day 
<1/day 

Cigarettes (2) 
between 

1-2 & 
<1/day 

between 
1-2 & 

<1/day 
<1/day 1-2/day 3-7/day <1/day 

Alcohol 1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

3-5 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

Alcohol (drunk/high from alcohol) 3-5 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

Marijuana (1) 1-2 
occasions 

3-5 
occasions 

between 
3-5 & 1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

Marijuana (2) <1/day 1/day <1/day <1/day <1/day <1/day 

Glue/aerosol/other 1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

between 
3-5 & 1-2 
occasions 

1-2 
occasions 

Attitudes toward substance abuse, %       
Committed to drug free 86.8 86.4 69.5 85.8 87.5 66.9 
Decision to stay away from marijuana 91.9 90.9 72.7 88.2 85.4 70.3 
Decided to smoke cigarettes 1.2 1.9 3.9 1.2 1.3 6.8 
Plan to get drunk in next year 2.9 2.0 4.7 1.2 1.3 5.9 
One or more of my Friends, %       
Smoked cigarettes 8.6 7.1 18.0 7.1 4.6 16.9 
Tried alcohol 11.5 11.7 25.8 11.3 13.8 37.1 
Used marijuana 6.9 5.2 23.6 8.3 8.6 25.4 
Used other illegal drugs 3.4 2.0 5.5 1.8 1.3 6.0 
Made commitment to be drug free 79.9 79.9 66.9 76.8 78.9 69.5 
Sold drugs 1.1 2.6 9.4 1.8 1.3 8.5 
Perceived Risk, median category       
Smoking a pack per day Great risk Great risk Great risk Great risk Great risk Great risk 

Trying marijuana once or twice Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Smoking marijuana regularly Great risk Great risk Great risk Great risk Great risk Great risk 

1-2 drinks per day Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk 

5+ drinks each weekend Moderate 
risk 

Moderate 
risk Great risk Great risk Great risk Great risk 

How wrong for someone your age to…       

Drink beer, wine, hard liquor regularly Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 
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Outcome 

Control Group                             
(N=174) 

Intervention Group                
(N=169) 

Baseline Follow-up 
1 

Follow-up 
2 Baseline Follow-up 

1 
Follow-up 

2 

Smoke cigarettes Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Smoke marijuana Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Use LSD, cocaine, amphetamines or  
other illegal drug 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

Very 
wrong 

†Including all who said that they used the substance for either of the two questions as using the substance; 
missing values excluded from percentages; percentages may not add up due to rounding 

Table 8: Population Average Model Results 

Outcome 

Follow-up 1 
compared to 

baseline, 
(control 
group) 

Odds Ratio 

Follow-up 2 
compared to 

baseline, 
(control 

group) Odds 
Ratio 

Intervention 
compared to 

control at 
baseline, 

Odds Ratio 

Intervention* 
Follow-up 1 
Odds Ratio 

Intervention* 
Follow-up 2 
Odds Ratio 

Substance use in the last 30 days 
(any)†      

Any exposure to cigarettes, 
alcohol, or drugs 0.99 2.39** 1.20 0.77 0.87 

    Cigarettes^ 0.57 1.22 0.66 0.75 2.43 
    Alcohol 1.01 2.86* 0.39 1.95 2.91 
    Alcohol (drunk/high from  
    alcohol) 

2.09 1.79 0.76 0.43 3.61 

    Marijuana^ 0.47 1.86 0.86 0.84 1.28 
    Glue/aerosol/other  0.91 1.34 0.96 0.70 0.99 
    Any other illegal drug(s) 0.81 2.08* 1.27 0.70 0.79 
Substance use in the last 30 days 
(amount)‡      

    Cigarettes (1)  0.59 1.44 0.77 0.65 1.93 
    Cigarettes (2) 0.51 1.27 0.69 0.72 2.19 
    Alcohol 0.96 2.79* 0.41 1.91 2.79 
    Alcohol (drunk/high from 
    alcohol) 

1.91 1.41 0.75 0.46 4.18 

    Marijuana (1) 0.59 2.52* 1.12 0.62 0.87 
    Marijuana (2) 0.38 1.61 0.84 0.73 1.43 
    Glue/aerosol/other  0.84 1.25 0.97 0.76 1.11 
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Outcome 

Follow-up 1 
compared to 

baseline, 
(control 
group) 

Odds Ratio 

Follow-up 2 
compared to 

baseline, 
(control 

group) Odds 
Ratio 

Intervention 
compared to 

control at 
baseline, 

Odds Ratio 

Intervention* 
Follow-up 1 
Odds Ratio 

Intervention* 
Follow-up 2 
Odds Ratio 

Attitudes toward substance 
abuse†      

    Committed to drug free 0.99 0.38*** 0.98 1.14 0.90 
    Decision to stay away from 
    marijuana 

0.72 0.22*** 0.66 1.02 1.32 

    Decided to smoke cigarettes 1.15 3.27 1.07 1.00 1.88 
    Plan to get drunk in next year 0.72*** 1.45*** 0.35*** 1.57*** 3.67*** 
One or more of my Friends†      
    Smoked cigarettes 0.92 2.29** 0.73 0.77 1.2 
    Tried alcohol 1.12 2.37** 0.88 1.20 2.02 
    Used marijuana 0.84 4.11*** 1.10 1.35 0.90 
    Used other illegal drugs 0.57 1.46 0.48 1.34 2.37 
    Made commitment to be drug 
    free 

0.96 0.56* 0.88 1.19 1.22 

    Sold drugs 2.69 8.39** 1.45 0.32 0.61 
Perceived Risk‡      
    Smoking a pack per day 1.00 0.66 1.12 1.15 1.3 
    Trying marijuana once or twice 1.05 0.72 1.05 1.18 1.58 
    Smoking marijuana regularly 0.85 0.37*** 1.39 1.07 1.19 
    1-2 drinks per day 0.85 1 1.08 1.26 1.01 
    5+ drinks each weekend 0.92 1.51 1.34 1.15 0.68 
How wrong for someone your age 
to‡      

    Drink beer, wine, hard liquor 
    regularly 

0.62 0.27*** 0.89 1.30 0.87 

    Smoke cigarettes 0.81 0.26*** 0.66 1.98 1.14 
    Smoke marijuana 0.54* 0.14*** 0.74 1.44 1.99 
    Use LSD, cocaine, amphetamines 
    or other illegal drug 

0.43 0.28* 0.63 2.74 1.07 

Covariates include age category; †Logistic GEE model; ‡Multinomial (ordinal) GEE model; ^Including all who said 
that they used the substance for either of the two questions as using the substance; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Paired Analyses 

In order to assess potential changes at the individual level (as opposed to population average changes), 
paired analyses were also conducted separately to compare follow-up 1 to baseline, and follow-up 2 to 
baseline. In each analysis, individuals with missing data at either time point being compared were 
excluded. Results in Table 9 include conditional odds ratios for dichotomous outcomes, and girls who 
reported higher, the same, or lower values at follow-up are reported for categorical variables. The 
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conditional odds ratio compares the number of girls who did not report the outcome at baseline but did 
at follow-up to those who did report the outcome at baseline but not at follow-up. The only significant 
change observed at follow-up 1 was an increase in the intervention groups’ perception of how wrong it 
is for someone their age to smoke cigarettes. Several outcomes increased significantly in both groups at 
follow-up 2, including any substance use, any alcohol use, amount of alcohol used, and having friends 
who smoked cigarettes, used marijuana, tried alcohol, or sold drugs. Significantly more girls were no 
longer committed to stay drug free or to staying away from marijuana at follow-up 2 in both groups. 
Variables regarding “how wrong” it is to use substances also significantly changed in both groups, being 
perceived as “less wrong” at follow-up 2.   

In the intervention group, any and/or amount of cigarette use and any and/or amount of getting drunk 
or high from alcohol increased significantly, as did the number of girls who decided to smoke cigarettes. 
In the control group, significantly more girls started using other illegal drugs, fewer girls had friends who 
made a commitment to be drug free, and the perceived risk of smoking a pack of cigarettes a day or 
smoking marijuana regularly was lower, but the changes in the intervention group were not significant. 

Table 9: Paired Analyses Results 

Outcome 
Control Intervention 

Baseline to 
follow-up 1 

Baseline to 
follow-up 2 

Baseline to 
follow-up 1 

Baseline to 
follow-up 2 

Substance use in the last 30 days (any)†     
    Any exposure to cigarettes, alcohol, or 
    drugs 

6/7=0.86 19/6=3.17** 7/9=0.78 16/5=3.20* 

    Cigarettes^ 2/5=0.40 6/6=1.00 0/3=0.00 7/0=N/A** 
    Alcohol 4/5=0.80 19/7=2.71* 5/2=2.50 19/0=N/A*** 
    Alcohol (drunk/high from alcohol) 4/1=4.00 6/4=1.50 2/3=0.67 13/1=13.00** 
    Marijuana^ 1/5=0.20 9/4=2.25 3/6=0.50 9/2=4.50* 
    Glue/aerosol/other  3/3=1.00 6/3=2.00 2/5=0.40 6/5=1.20 
    Any other illegal drug(s) 5/7=0.71 16/6=2.67* 5/9=0.56 11/6=1.83 
Substance use in the last 30 days 
(amount)‡     

    Cigarettes (1)  2/149/3 7/114/6 1/147/3 7/110/1* 
    Cigarettes (2) 2/148/5 7/113/7 0/146/5 8/109/1 
    Alcohol 5/143/7 19/101/7* 5/142/4 20/96/2*** 
    Alcohol (drunk/high from alcohol) 4/148/2 6/116/5 2/145/4 14/103/1** 
    Marijuana (1) 2/150/3 12/110/5 3/142/6 8/105/4 
    Marijuana (2) 2/148/5 8/114/5 2/144/5 7/110/1 
    Glue/aerosol/other  3/148/4 6/119/3 2/144/6 6/107/5 
Attitudes toward substance abuse†     
    Committed to drug free 10/8=1.25 7/26=0.27*** 13/9=1.44 4/25=0.16*** 
    Decision to stay away from marijuana 4/5=0.80 4/27=0.15*** 7/11=0.64 4/26=0.15*** 
    Decided to smoke cigarettes 3/2=1.50 5/2=2.50 1/1=1.00 8/1=8.00* 
    Plan to get drunk in next year 1/3=0.33 4/3=1.33 1/1=1.00 7/2=3.50 
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Outcome 
Control Intervention 

Baseline to 
follow-up 1 

Baseline to 
follow-up 2 

Baseline to 
follow-up 1 

Baseline to 
follow-up 2 

One or more of my Friends†     
    Smoked cigarettes 4/8=0.50 16/4=4.00** 2/6=0.33 17/7=2.43* 
    Tried alcohol 9/11=0.82 22/7=3.14** 8/5=1.60 29/3=9.67*** 
    Used marijuana 3/7=0.43 22/3=7.33*** 4/4=1.00 23/7=3.29** 
    Used other illegal drugs 0/3=0.00 5/2=2.50 1/2=0.50 5/1=5.00 
    Made commitment to be drug free 16/17=0.94 14/27=0.52* 17/12=1.42 14/22=0.64 
    Sold drugs 3/1=3.00 11/0=N/A*** 2/2=1.00 8/1=8.00* 
Perceived Risk‡     
    Smoking a pack per day 24/112/19 19/79/29* 20/117/14 18/77/22 
    Trying marijuana once or twice 19/119/16 29/61/37 21/113/16 32/55/29 
    Smoking marijuana regularly 17/119/16 12/68/44*** 13/123/15 11/80/26 
    1-2 drinks per day 22/108/24 31/53/42 28/100/21 28/54/34 
    5+ drinks each weekend 28/95/30 33/62/31 25/107/19 19/64/34 
How wrong for someone your age to‡     
    Drink beer, wine, hard liquor regularly 12/126/15 8/85/33*** 9/132/11 6/79/32*** 
    Smoke cigarettes 8/140/7 10/84/33*** 16/130/6* 10/79/28*** 
    Smoke marijuana 7/134/14 3/82/42*** 9/132/11 6/86/25*** 
    Use LSD, cocaine, amphetamines or  
    other illegal drug 2/145/8 4/111/13* 5/142/5 4/98/15** 

Separate analyses were conducted for each intervention group at each of follow-up 1 and 2 to determine whether 
changes at follow-up as compared to baseline were statistically significant; †Counts for those who reported “No” 
at baseline & “Yes” at follow-up/”Yes” at baseline & “No” at follow-up, analyzed using McNemar’s Test; ‡Counts 
for those whose follow-up was higher/same/lower, analyzed using Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test; *p<.05; **p<.01; 
***p<.001 

Summary of the Outcome Evaluation 

Final Sample 

 Fifty-five percent of study participants completed all three surveys, while another 35% 
completed the baseline and one of the two follow-up surveys. 

 Most participants were 12-13 years old, black/African American, and more than 86% had made 
a commitment to be drug free at baseline. 

 Age was significantly different when comparing participants in the intervention and control 
groups, so analyses were adjusted for age. In the control group, 35% of girls were 10-11 years 
old and 62% were 12-13 years old, compared to 23% ages 10-11 years and 62% ages 12-13 years 
in the intervention group.  No differences with respect to race or ethnicity; grade; individuals 
with whom they live; exposure to ATOD; decisions or planned behavior regarding ATOD use; or 
attitudes  and perceived risk were observed between the control and intervention groups at 
baseline.      
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Study Findings 

 Of the 343 girls in the study, 12% used cigarettes, alcohol, or drugs: more than 4% had used 
cigarettes, 5% had used marijuana/hashish, and nearly 5% had used alcohol in the last 30 days.  

 Both the intervention and control groups experienced an increase in use of cigarettes, alcohol, 
and/or drugs at the one-year follow up.   

 No significant improvements in cigarettes, alcohol, or drug use, attitudes toward substance use, 
friends’ drug use, or perceived risks associated with substance use were observed in the 
intervention group as compared to the control group at either follow-up time point.   

 The odds of reporting plans to get drunk in the next year were significantly lower in the 
intervention group at baseline in the multivariable population-average model (OR=0.35, p<.001), 
but that group experienced a significantly higher increase at follow-up 1 (interaction OR=1.57, 
p<.001) and follow-up 2 (interaction OR=3.67, p<.001) as compared to the control group.  All 
other outcomes were similar at baseline and interaction terms were not statistically significant.   

Limitations 

With respect to sample size, the study was powered to analyze changes in the target sample of 300 
girls.  Missing follow-up data therefore may have influenced findings.  Thirty-five percent of girls missed 
one of the two follow-up surveys, and 8% missed both of them.  Attrition was, however, similar when 
comparing the control and intervention groups overall and by baseline exposure to cigarettes, alcohol, 
or drugs.  If being lost to follow-up was associated with lower risk behavior at follow-up in the 
intervention group but not in the control group, this could have biased findings toward the null 
hypothesis.  Population-average analyses did not incorporate missing data imputation, resulting in the 
assumption that data were missing completely at random.  The results of paired analyses assessing 
individual-level changes produced results that were similar to population-average models.  No sub-
group analyses were performed for girls who may have been at higher risk for ATOD use because the 
group of girls who had exposure to substances at baseline was too small (n=41) to analyze separately.   
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Lessons Learned and Recommendations 
lthough the outcome evaluation failed to find evidence that Friendly PEERsuasion was effective in 
delaying or reducing girls’ use of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs (ATOD) or changing girls’ 

attitudes toward ATOD use and their associations with peers who use substances, the process 
evaluation identified several important lessons learned regarding conducting research in community-
based settings. First there was substantial variability in the affiliates’ experience participating in research 
studies. As a result, it was important to follow up with Affiliate Liaisons frequently to ensure they 
understood study procedures and were equipped to carry them out. In particular there were challenges 
with respect to random assignment, including matching coded surveys with the “right” girls and 
affiliates sometimes wanting to switch girls from the intervention group to the control group or vice 
versa. It is important to anticipate the possibility of these issues and work through them.  

Second, it was important to check in with liaisons frequently near the end of program implementation 
cycles. This is sometimes difficult because program end dates frequently change as a result of school 
scheduling changes, unanticipated testing, school holidays, and snow days. Particularly when programs 
conclude around the end of the school year, it is essential that the study team has frequent contact with 
the liaison to ensure posttests are completed prior to study participants getting out of school for 
summer vacation.  

Next it is important to screen community-based partners to ensure they have the capacity and capability 
to participate successfully in the study. This includes having time to devote to learning study procedures 
and implementing them. It is also critical to have the support of the partner’s Executive Director. He or 
she can be instrumental in ensuring that staff has the time and support needed to participate in the 
study.  

Finally, it is important for the study team to understand that community-based organizations and their 
staff face many competing priorities, including delivering high-quality services, fundraising, and 
responding to increasing demands for their service. Participation in a random assignment study is an 
added burden. Moreover, it is a responsibility for which many community-based service providers are 
unprepared. It is essential that the study team be sensitive to this issue, never assume anything, and 
demonstrate a commitment to ongoing collaboration, communication, and support.  

 

A 
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Appendix 1: Friendly PEERsuasion Evaluation Training 
Presentation 
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Appendix 2. Girls Inc. Friendly PEERsuasion® Refresher 
Webinar 
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Appendix 3. Friendly PEERsuasion Flyer
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Be Part of an Important National Evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion 
 

 
Girls Inc. of [your site] is pleased to announce that we are one of seven affiliates nationwide 

participating in an evaluation of the Friendly PEERsuasion program, a substance abuse 
prevention program for girls 11–14 years old. 

 
 
The evaluation is being conducted by MANILA Consulting Group, Inc. under a grant from the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.  
 
 The evaluation will test the effectiveness of Friendly PEERsuasion in helping girls to 

avoid substance use and related behaviors. It will also look to see if effects last for one 
year after the program ends.   

 
 We are recruiting girls ages 11 to 14 who have never been in the Friendly PEERsuasion 

program to participate in the evaluation.   
 
 Girls who want to take part in the evaluation must have a parent’s (or guardian’s) 

permission.  
 
 Girls who take part will be assigned either to a group that gets the program or one that 

does not. Girls who are in the group that gets the program must agree to attend all 15 
program sessions.  
 

 All girls will complete a survey before the program begins, after the program ends, and 1 
year later.   

 
 Girls will get gift cards for participating.   

 
 

This is an exciting opportunity for Girls Inc. to learn more about how our programs are 
working for the girls we serve. 

 
 

To Learn More Please…  
[Join Us for an Information Session, Time and Date] 

[Contact ‘specified person’ at this number XXX-XXX-XXXX] 
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Appendix 4. Girls Inc. Friendly PEERsuasion Study 
Implementation Plan
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Girls Inc. Friendly PEERsuasion Study 

 
Implementation Plans through September 2012 

 
This document is designed to help you work through your implementation plans for the Friendly PEER 
study.  Please be thoughtful when completing this document.  Your responses will serve as your final 
implementation plan and, as such, should be thorough and realistic. The plan must be implemented at 
your site, as stated here.   
 
Please plan to complete this document and return it to your site liaison by June 15, 2012.  Your site 
liaison can also be a resource to you as you work to complete the document.  Please call or email them 
with questions or requests for assistance.   
 
I. Requirements 

 
To ensure a plan that meets the study timeline, you will need to:   

 
• Have served or enrolled 80% of your sample (40 girls) by September 30, 2012—   “Served” 

includes those girls who have already participated in the study in either the experimental or 
control group.  “Enrolled” includes girls for whom you have signed consent and assent forms 
and who will participate in the next implementation session in either the experimental or 
control group.  For the “enrolled” group, you must have signed consent and assent forms by 
September 30, 2012.   

 
• Have served 50 girls by June 1, 2013—including 25 in each of the experimental and control 

groups1 
 
 
II. Specific Implementation Plans 

 
For each of the topic areas, please complete the questions or items as thoroughly as possible.   
 

1. Implementation sessions  
 

• How many implementation cycles are you planning to implement to serve the required 50 
girls?  

 
• For each planned implementation cycle, please provide specific dates for when each cycle 

will occur.   
 

• Will there be time to implement additional program cycles if the planned implementation 
cycles do not include the required 50 girls?   
 If yes, when will those additional sessions occur?  Please provide specific dates. 

                                                 
1 You have agreed to oversample by 10 girls, bringing the total number of girls you should plan to serve to 
60, 30 in each of the experimental and control groups.   
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 If not, how will the required 50 girls be served?   
 
2.  Recruitment, including obtaining assent and consent 

For each implementation cycle planned:   
 

• From what sites (e.g., schools, organizations, and/or centers) will girls be recruited?  
 
• From what other sites will girls be recruited, should those sites listed above decline to 

participate or fail to produce sufficient numbers of girls?   
• How will girls be recruited into the study?  Specifically, what recruitment activities will be 

implemented to recruit girls into the study?  
 

• What other activities will be implemented should planned recruitment activities not 
generate interest among a sufficient number of girls?     

 
• During what specific timeframe will these recruitment activities be implemented? 
 
• How will assent be obtained from girls?  Specifically, what activities will be implemented to 

obtain assent from girls? 
 
• What specific follow up activities will be implemented to ensure the highest possible 

numbers of assent forms?   
 
• How will parental consent be obtained?  Specifically, what activities will be implemented to 

obtain parental consent? 
 
• What specific follow up activities will be implemented to ensure the highest possible 

numbers of parental consent forms?   
 
• During what specific timeframe will activities to obtain assent and consent be implemented? 

 
3.  Program specific factors 

For each implementation cycle referenced in number 1, above:   
 

• Where will each session take place?  That is, at what specific location will each session be 
implemented? 
 

• How often will program sessions be implemented (e.g., once per week, twice per week)? 
 
• What activities will be implemented to ensure girls attend at least 12 of the 15 program 

sessions?  
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 Will incentives be provided to girls to increase attendance and decrease attrition rates?  
If yes, what incentives will be provided?   

 What other activities will be implemented to ensure girls attend the required number of 
program sessions? 

 
4.  Tracking girls over time 

 
• How will girls be tracked over time?  Specifically, what activities will be implemented to 

track girls to complete the 1-year follow up survey?   
 
 How often will each activity be implemented?  For example, if email reminders will 

be sent to each girl, how often will these emails be sent?  In addition, how will you 
maintain a current email list?  
 

• How will you ensure you reach 50 girls to complete the 1-year follow up survey?   
 
 Will any additional incentives (i.e., incentives other than the gift cards MANILA will 

supply) be provided to girls to increase participation?  If yes, what incentives will be 
provided?   

 What other activities will be implemented to ensure 50 girls complete the 1- year  
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Appendix 5. Facilitator’s Session Assessment Form:  
Friendly PEERsuasion
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Facilitator’s Session Assessment Form:  Friendly PEERsuasion 

The following form is designed to provide information about how you are implementing the Friendly 
PEERsuasion curriculum.  This information will be used as part of the evaluation for both program 
improvement and to provide a context for interpreting the pretest and posttest survey results.   

You should complete one of these forms for each of the 15 Friendly PEERsuasion sessions. It is important 
that you complete the form as soon after each session as possible.  Completing the form immediately 
after each session will help ensure that information about the session is still fresh in your mind.  Please 
try to be as thorough and complete as possible when completing the form.   

Please send the 15 completed forms (one for each session) to your MANILA Site Affiliate, along with 
your attendance records, and your surveys.      

Thank you very much for taking the time to provide this important information.   
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Instructor’s name: 

Community organization:   

Session date:  

Session number/name:  

Number of participants:   

____________________________________________________________________________ 

1. How long did the session last?   
 

2.  Overall, I thought this session went (check one): 
 
________ Very Well  _______ Okay  ____________ Poorly 

 
2a. If you checked “okay” or “poorly,” please tell us why.  

 
 
3. To what extent did you address each of the topics covered in this session?  (check one) 
 

_____Not at all _____ Somewhat     _____Mostly    _____Completely 

 
3a. If you checked “somewhat” or “not at all,” please tell us why. 

 
4.  Are there topics that you covered that are not part of the Friendly PEERsuasion curriculum? 
 

If yes, please explain.  
 
 
5.  I felt the participants were fully engaged during the session 

 
_____Not at all _____ Somewhat     _____Mostly    _____Completely 

 
5a. If you checked “somewhat” or “not at all,” please tell us why. 

 
6. The most successful activity in this session was: 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 
because  

___________________________________________________________________ 
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7. The least successful activity in this session was: 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 
because 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 

8. Next time, I will spend more time on (specific topics, activities, etc.): 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 
and less time on  

___________________________________________________________________ 
 

9. Other suggestions for improving this session in the future include: 
 

10. During this session, I made use of the following helpful resources not specifically recommended in the 
curriculum (check all that apply): 
 
______films or filmstrips 

______DVDs or videos  

______ charts  

______ handouts 

______ activities 

______ role-play situations 

______ speakers 

______ other (please explain) 
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Appendix 6. Friendly PEERsuasion Survey
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Evaluation of Friendly PEERsuasion 
 

Youth Assent Form 
 

Introduction 
Girls Inc., in partnership with MANILA Consulting Group, Inc., has received a grant from the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) to conduct an evaluation of 
Friendly PEERsuasion (Friendly PEER), a prevention program designed to help girls your 
age avoid alcohol, tobacco and other drugs. 

What am I being asked to do? 
You are being asked to take part in the evaluation of Friendly PEER.  Your parent has 
already given their consent (which means they said it’s ok) for you to take part, but that does 
not mean you have to participate. Your participation is totally voluntary, which means it is up 
to you to decide if you want to participate. 

Please read this form carefully.  Ask any questions you may have before you agree to take 
part in the evaluation. 

What is the evaluation about? 
The evaluation will look at whether the Friendly PEER program changes girls’ attitudes about 
and use of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs.  It will also look to see if effects last for one year 
after the program ends. We will do this by looking at survey results for girls who get the 
Friendly PEER program and those who do not. 

What will we ask you to do if you choose to take part in the evaluation? 
If you agree to take part in the evaluation, we will include your name on a list with all of the 
other girls who agreed to take part in the evaluation. We will then use a process similar to 
flipping a coin to assign you and the other girls to either a group that gets the Friendly PEER 
program or one that does not.  You have a 50-50 chance of being assigned to the group that 
gets the program or to the one that does not. If you are assigned to the group that does not 
get the program, you will not be able to get the program for one year.  But, you will be able to 
take part in other Girls Inc. programs during the one year time period. 

If you agree to participate, you (and all the other girls who agree to participate) will complete a 
survey at three time points: (1) before the Friendly PEER program begins, (2) immediately 
after the program ends, and (3) one year later. We will use the survey to collect information 
about girls’ behaviors and thoughts around alcohol and drugs and hanging out with friends 
that may or may not use alcohol or drugs. The survey will take about 15-20 minutes to 
complete. Your name will not be on the survey.  Instead you will be identified by a number that 
will be given to you at the beginning of the evaluation 
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Taking part is voluntary: You can only take part in the evaluation if you agree to do so. 
This means that no one can make you take part in the evaluation.  If you do not want to take 
part in the evaluation, it is ok. It won’t change how you are treated at [name affiliate] or the 
activities you get to do there.  You can also say yes and quit later if you change your mind, 
or say yes and skip some of the questions on the survey. 

Risks and benefits: There are no major expected risks or benefits to you for taking part in 
the evaluation. Your name will not be included on your survey. 

Compensation: If you are assigned to the group that does not get the Friendly PEER 
program, you will get a gift card for $15 when you complete and submit the first survey and 
another $15 gift card when you complete and submit the second survey. All girls (those who 
get the program and those who do not) will get a $20 gift card when they submit the one-year 
follow up survey. 

How will my survey answers be kept private? 
• In any type of report we write, we will not include anyone’s name, including yours. 
• We will keep surveys in a locked file cabinet at our office in McLean, VA and only the 

evaluation team will have a key to it. No one else but the team will see your survey 
answers. 

• Surveys and other study materials will be shredded 3 years after the evaluation ends. 

What if I have questions?  Please ask any questions you have now. If you have questions 
later, you may contact XXX. If you have any questions or concerns about your rights as 
someone participating in this evaluation, you may contact XXX, MANILA Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) Chair, at XXX. 

You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records. 

Statement of Consent: I have read and understand the information on this form.  Also, all 
of my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to take part in the 
evaluation. 

 
Your Signature                                                                        Date                                                  

 
Your Name (printed)                                                                                                                        

 
Name of youth for whom permission to participate is granted: 

 
                                                                                           Date                                                    

 
This consent form will be kept by the researcher for at least three years beyond the end of 
the evaluation and was approved by the IRB on December 19, 2011. 
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Appendix 8. Instructions for Survey Administration
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Instructions for Survey Administration 
 

Thank you for being a part of the Friendly PEERsusaion evaluation 
 
Before you begin, please keep in mind a few important considerations related to survey 
administration: 
 

1. Please be sure each girl has the correct survey.  Each survey has been coded with a 
number that has already been matched to a specific girl.  Please be sure that each girl 
receives the survey that is coded with her assigned number.    

2. Instructions are included in the pages that follow (Introductory Script for Survey 
Administration).  Please read the instructions verbatim, and do so slowly and clearly.  
Instructions can be repeated, if necessary.   

3. Once surveys are completed, please make sure that each girl inserts her survey into the 
manila envelope sent for this purpose.  Do not allow girls to hand their surveys to you.  
They must insert them into the envelope themselves.   

4. Once all the surveys have been completed and inserted into the envelope, seal the 
envelope and send it to MANILA.  Please do not review the surveys or take them out of 
the envelope for any reason.   
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Introductory Script for Survey Administration 

1. Girls Inc. of [affiliate name] is participating in a national evaluation of the Friendly 
PEERsuasion program. 

2. The evaluation is being conducted by MANILA Consulting Group, Inc. under a grant from 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.  

3. The evaluation will tell us if Friendly PEERsuasion helps girls like you to avoid using 
alcohol, tobacco and other drugs. The survey you fill out today will help answer 
important questions about how well the program works.     

4. The survey asks questions about your and your friends’ attitudes about and use of 
alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs.  

5. This is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers and you will not be timed. The 
survey should take about 20 to 25 minutes, but if you need more time, that’s ok.  

6. The answers you give are very important. Please read each question or statement 
carefully and answer it based on what you really know or do. Always answer the 
questions truthfully and as best as you can. Don’t pick a response just because you think 
it’s what someone wants you to pick.  Make sure your response is based on what you 
think.   

7. Your answers are private. As you can see, there is a number on your survey instead of 
your name. This is to protect your privacy by making sure your answers are not 
connected with your name. Do not put your name anywhere on the survey. No one other 
than the research team at MANILA will be able to connect you with your answers. No 
one here at [center or school name] will ever see your answers. 

8. Completing the survey is voluntary. You are here because your parents (or guardians) 
gave their permission for you to take part, but you don’t have to take the survey or 
complete any questions that you do not want to answer. If there are questions that you 
do not want to answer, simply skip them and go onto the other questions. However, 
remember that your answers are private. No one here at [center or school name] will 
ever see your answers. 

Anyone who does not wish to participate should tell me now.2  
 

9. For all questions, read the instructions for each section and then mark your answers 
right on the survey.  

  

                                                 
2 If there are girls who do not wish to participate, they will need to leave the room at this point. 
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10. Now you can read the directions on the first page and go to question number 1. When 
you have completed the entire survey, put your survey in this envelope (hold up the 
envelope). Do not hand your survey to me. To make sure your answers stay private, you 
need to put your survey in the envelope yourself.  When everyone is done and all the 
surveys are in the envelope, I will seal it and mail it to the research team.  

 
If you have any questions, please raise your hand. I may not be able to answer all of your 
questions, but I’ll try to help you if I can.  

Thank you. Please begin. 
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