Appendix A
Compliance analyses

After randomization, not all individuals who were in the intervention group received the intervention. While analysis based on “intention to treat” preserves random assignment, it is not a good test of the intervention effects to the extent that some people who did not receive the intervention are included in the treatment group for analyses. The alternative is to compare those who received a meaningful dose of the intervention with those who did not. This is termed compliance analyses. Use of compliance analyses to estimate effects for individuals who received a meaningful dose of an intervention is appropriate if assessed variables provide a useful and valid estimate of those likely to participate and if non-participators among those assigned to the experimental condition do not differ in outcomes from control condition youth (Jo, 2002a, 2002b). In the current study, both requirements were met, as outlined below. Estimating the likelihood of participation among control group youth, had they been assigned to the experimental group, requires availability of baseline variables that account for the difference between ITT experimental group youth who were participators and those who were nonparticipators (Jo, 2002a). In our case, participation is defined as coming to school for the intervention, nonparticipation as not being in school. Indeed, demographic and pre-intervention variables significantly accounted for ‘participation’ thus defined. As expected given that most non-participating youth were suspended or expelled, non-participating experimental youth differed significantly, at pre-intervention, from participating experimental youth (multivariate F(13, 250) = 5.86, p < .001); the non-participating youth were significantly older than participating youth (38.9% vs. 15.4% were over 14, the normative age for 8th grade), suggesting they had already been held back or experienced other educational setbacks. Prior to the intervention, non-participating youth self-reported lower grades, more absences, and less time doing homework; teachers rated them as more disruptive and lower in initiative; they generated fewer balanced APS and more feared off-track PS. Because we could estimate likelihood of non-participation, we could identify and remove from the complier control group youth similar to non-participating experimental group youth.  

To establish the validity of the compliance model, we determined that the "exclusionary restriction" assumption was met, that the model was additive, and that covariate effects were constant (Jo, 2002b). We first established that control group and “noncompliant” intervention youth (those who went to fewer than 5 STJ sessions) did not differ on outcomes (e.g., for spring of 8th grade outcomes, multivariate F (11, 136) = 1.54, p = .13). We then determined that intervention effects were additive and that covariate effects were constant (Jo, 2002b). Specifically, in the compliant sample, relationships between outcomes and compliance-related covariates (e.g. age) did not differ by condition -- multivariate F(11, 214) = 1.40, p = .17. Also, in the ITT sample, relationships between outcomes and compliance-related covariates did not differ between the compliant and noncompliant samples – e.g., for age, multivariate F(11, 250) = 1.13, p = .34. Thus, all tests of assumptions were met, supporting the validity of the compliance model.
