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Abstract
Personal responsibility beliefs of HIV-positive individuals to protect sex partners are an important
determinant of engagement in transmission risk behavior. However, the degree to which such
beliefs vary across different partners is unknown. HIV-positive men who have sex with men in the
United States (N = 248) completing an online survey rated their personal responsibility beliefs for
partners met in up to four different ways: a) in a bar; b) through the internet; c) in a public sex
environment (PSE); or d) through friends or family. About a third of respondents reported
variation in responsibility ratings. For those reporting two or more partner-meeting venues in the
prior three months (n = 98), means among the venues were compared in pairwise fashion, with the
strongest beliefs accruing to partners met through friends or family and the least with partners met
in PSEs. These results provide further evidence that identifying ways to increase personal
responsibility beliefs is an important goal, as well as is the application of Bandura’s theory of
moral agency to HIV transmission risk behavior.
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Introduction
Serodiscordant unprotected sexual intercourse involving a partner who is aware of his or her
serostatus and does not disclose it may have practical and moral implications given the
potential for HIV transmission. A recent review of the literature showed that holding a high
standard of personal responsibility to not transmit the virus to others is associated with
reduced sexual risk behavior (1), suggesting that interventions to heighten personal
responsibility beliefs among persons with low beliefs may be important. Although the
associations between personal responsibility beliefs, disclosure, and risk behavior are
complex (2), greater understanding of situational variations in personal responsibility beliefs
would benefit the design of such interventions (3). To date, no studies have explored
whether personal responsibility beliefs among persons living with HIV vary by context in
which sex partners are met (e.g., online vs. offline). The overall aim of this study is to fill
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that gap in the literature by examining the degree to which personal responsibility beliefs
vary by where and how sex partners are met among a sample of men who have sex with men
(MSM) living with HIV.

Studies of HIV serostatus disclosure (which may be a proxy for underlying personal
responsibility beliefs) provide insight into whether personal responsibility beliefs may vary
by context. A study by Carballo-Dieguez and his colleagues found that 17% of HIV-positive
MSM revealed their serostatus to partners met online but not to offline partners (4).
However, a more recent study (5) showed that equivalent proportions of men disclosed their
HIV status to partners met online and offline (49% vs 44%). How consistently persons
living with HIV disclose their serostatus across sexual contexts may be associated with
actual risk behavior. In a study of HIV status disclosure among HIV-positive MSM (6), the
highest levels of sexual risk behavior were reported by men whose disclosure behaviors
were inconsistent compared to men who consistently disclosed or did not disclose their HIV
status. The authors interpreted this finding to indicate that entering into a situation without a
clearly-established guideline for behavior were likely to become flustered and impulsive in
the moment. It thus seemed possible that inconsistency in responsibility beliefs might be
associated similarly with higher levels of transmission risk behavior.

Based on the results of studies of serostatus disclosure, the current study has two aims. First,
we sought to examine whether responsibility beliefs varied by situation in which sex
partners were met. The second aim was to determine whether the consistency of
responsibility beliefs was significantly associated with transmission risk behavior. The
sample was comprised of HIV-positive MSM recruited to complete an online survey, in
which they rated their personal responsibility beliefs regarding sex partners met in four
different contexts: in a bar, through the Internet, at a public sex environment (PSE), or
through friends or family.

Methods
Recruitment and Enrollment

Data used for the purpose of the current study were collected from a larger (i.e., “parent”)
study of the associations between state laws affecting gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender
(GLBT) residents, alcohol use, and availability of the Internet. Recruitment for the parent
study was guided a priori by the degree to which legal and HIV experts believed that the
state laws were generally favorable or unfavorable to GLBT residents, and matched on
population size and the number of alcohol establishments catering to the GLBT community.
The focus of the current paper (i.e., responsibility beliefs and their variation across the venue
in which partner was met) is unrelated to the matching criteria (city size, GLBT-related
laws, the number of alcohol establishment) and therefore there is no reason to believe that
the selection criteria would bias the responsibility belief estimates reported in the analyses of
this paper.

Participants were recruited in a 3.5 month period in 2008 from online banner advertisements
placed on two websites popular among gay and bisexual men to meet sexual partners.
Banner ads stated, “Participate in University Research on Sex and Alcohol and Earn $30”,
included the university and study logo, and a picture of a man. To be eligible for the study,
participants must have self-identified as male, 18 years of age or older, and residing in the
US or one of its territories. Having ever had sex with a man was an additional eligibility
requirement. Of the men who clicked on the banner ad (n=3370), 56% (n=1874) met
eligibility requirements and enrolled in the survey, and 92% (n=1725) of the men completed
the survey. The present analyses were conducted on 248 men who reported that they were
HIV-seropositive.
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Procedures
We used procedures consistent with best practices for online survey methodology (7).
Participants who clicked on the study banner advertisement were taken to the secure study
website. Prospective participants viewed a welcome page with an overview of procedures
and information about the study and staff. After answering eligibility questions, eligible
respondents were guided through the consent process in accordance with procedures
approved by the University of Minnesota Institutional Review Board. An e-mail was sent to
participants with a link to the survey for re-entry if he chose to end before completion.
Participants who started the survey without finishing were sent reminder messages. The
mean completion time was approximately 70 minutes. Automated and manual de-
duplication and validation protocols were applied to ensure that each case represented a
unique respondent. Specifically, respondent data were examined to identify identical or
similar IP addresses, referring URLs, e-mail addresses, last names, and mailing addresses.
Flagged cases were examined by two research staff and a decision was made regarding
whether the cases were duplicate, following which the first case was retained in the dataset
and the second case was deleted. Ineligible persons were taken to another webpage that
thanked them for their interest.

Measures
The questions used for the purpose of this study were taken from a larger online survey of
online and offline sexual attitudes and behaviors, substance use, and laws relevant to the
GLBT community. Using algorithms, participants were asked a variable number of
questions depending on their responses. Participants responded to each relevant question
with either their answer or by clicking a “refuse to answer” option.

Demographic factors included age (open-ended format), HIV-status (with response options
including “No, I have never been diagnosed with HIV”, “Yes, I was diagnosed in the past 12
months”, and “Yes, I was diagnosed more than 12 months ago,” ethnicity (Latino v. non-
Latino) and race (check box for American Indian, Asian American, Black, Pacific Islander,
White, or an open-ended text box for “other” race), and educational attainment. Participants
self-reported their sexual identity (gay, bisexual, heterosexual, or a different sexual identity),
as well as their comfort with their sexual orientation (Likert scale from 1=Very Comfortable
to 5=Very Uncomfortable).

Responsibility to protect sexual partners from HIV and other STIs was assessed by asking
participants to rate the degree to which they agreed with the statement, “I feel responsible
for protecting my [online sexual partners; sexual partners I meet in gay bars/clubs; sexual
partners I meet in bathhouses, adult book stores and public parks; sexual partners I meet
through friends, family and other social connections ] from HIV and/or other sexually
transmitted infections” (1=Strongly agree to 7=Strongly disagree). These questions were
answered for every situation in which actual sex partners had been met during the preceding
three months; thus, responsibility scores were obtained for partners met through one to four
venue types. They were reverse-coded so that higher scores indicate stronger beliefs about
personal responsibility. This type of single-item question has been used extensively in the
past, and has shown good validity in that it is consistently associated with transmission risk
behavior (1). It should be noted that, although we only used responsibility data regarding
venues that the men reported they had actually met partners through, their judgments are
general ones and do not rely on memory.

Participants were asked separately about their sexual behaviors with partners met online, at a
bar, and locations other than online or a bar. For each venue, participants were asked to
report the number of male sexual partners they had in the past 3 months, the number with
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whom they engaged in anal intercourse (AI), as well as the number with whom they had
unprotected anal intercourse (UAI). Next, men were asked the HIV status of their UAI male
partners (HIV-positive, HIV-negative, or HIV-unknown).

Analyses
Statistical analyses were performed using STATA 9.2. Age, ethnicity and race, education,
sexual orientation, and comfort with sexual orientation were recoded as shown in Table 1.
Responses to each of the four responsibility items were reverse coded such that higher
scores indicated greater responsibility for protecting partners from HIV and other STIs.
Responsibility consistency could be calculated only for participants who provided
responsibility scores for 2 or more situation-partners (n=98/248). To examine consistency of
responsibility across partner types, a new variable (“Responsibility Consistency Group”)
was created that indicated whether responsibility scores across all situation-partners were
consistently extremely high (i.e., 7s across two or more partner types), consistently lower
(i.e., the same score across all partner types, but not 7s), or inconsistent (i.e., scores varied
across partners for those with 2 or more situation-partners). Participants were grouped in this
way since responsibility scores were highly skewed toward 7, ranging from 35% of men
reporting a personal responsibility score of 7 for PSE sex partners to 60% of men who rated
a personal responsibility score of 7 for partners met through friends and family. Therefore, a
cutpoint between 6 and 7 to form higher and lower responsibility categories was used. The
total number of UAI partners was calculated by summing the total number of partners
participants met online, at a bar, and locations other than online or a bar. The total number
of serodiscordant UAI (SDUAI) male partnerships was calculated as the total number of
UAI partners that participants reported were HIV-negative or had an unknown HIV status.

Group differences were examined with Fisher’s exact or Wilcoxon sign-rank test where
appropriate. To assess whether responsibility consistency was associated with sexual risk-
taking, it and demographic factors significantly associated with UAI in bivariate analyses
were entered into two negative binomial regression analyses with UAI partners and SDUAI
partners in the last 3 months as the outcome variables. Logistic regression was not used in
the current analysis since the outcomes were not binary (e.g., 0=no SDUAI and 1= SDUAI).
A negative binomial regression analysis was used since the outcome (like nearly all sexual
behavior data) is not normally distributed and is generally right skewed. In such cases, rather
than transforming the outcome, a negative binomial regression is used.” Statistical
significance was set at p<.05.

Results
Sociodemographics

As can be seen in Table 1, participants tended to be older, with the largest group between 41
and 70. This may reflect the online recruitment methods, or the fact that becoming infected
and learning one’s HIV status tends to occur later in life. The sample was predominantly
white (78%), with at least a high school education, self-identified as gay, and comfortable
with their sexual orientation. About two-thirds were in a long-term relationship. Among
participants who provided 2 or more responsibility scores, only one demographic variable
distinguished among men based on the consistency and level of responsibility beliefs: Latino
men were more likely to hold consistently lower responsibility beliefs.

Personal Responsibility Beliefs by Where Sex Partner was Met
Of the 247 participants who reported an Internet partner, the mean responsibility score was
5.79 (not shown in table). This was slightly lower than the mean responsibility score for all
participants who reported bar partners (n=68; M=5.88) and meeting partners through friends
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or family (n=57; M=6.07), but slightly higher than the average responsibility score for all
participants who reported public sex environment partners (n = 57; M=5.33). Because
participants could report a mean responsibility score for more than one partner (and
therefore the means reported above do not represent mutually exclusive categories), we
categorized men into mutually exclusive categories based on their pattern of sex partners
(see Table 2). Most men (60.48%) reported only meeting men online, and the mean
responsibility score for their online partners was 5.84. The next most frequent pattern of
venues in which sex partners were met was online and at the bar (16.53%). For men, who
reported meeting partners online and at the bar only, the mean responsibility score for online
partners was 5.93 and for bar partners was 5.88. Only one participants met partners at public
sex environments and through friends and family, however 11.69 percent of men met
partners online, at public sex environments and through friends and family, with mean
responsibility scores ranging from 5.00 for PSEs to 5.90 for friends and family. Finally,
10.89% of men reported meeting partners in all 4 venues, with the highest mean
responsibility score for friends and family (M=6.33) and the lowest responsibility score for
partners met at PSEs (M=5.63). Although examining patterns of responsibility scores within
combinations of venues in which sex partners were met appears to suggest that mean
responsibility ratings vary across partners, this cannot be statistically determined.

To statistically test whether responsibility scores vary across venue in which partners are
met, we compared responsibility scores for pairs of venues reported by respondents (Table
3). Ninety-eight participants gave responsibility scores for two or more venues (as was noted
above that 150 men only reported Internet partners). Pairs for which responsibility scores
differed significantly were internet versus PSE (higher responsibility for internet); internet
versus friend/family (higher responsibility for friend/family); bar versus friend/family
(higher scores for friend/family); and PSE versus friend/family (higher scores for friend/
family).

Consistency of Personal Responsibility Beliefs and Association with Transmission Risk
Behavior

Relationships between consistency of responsibility beliefs and high transmission risk
behaviors for participants reporting 2 or more responsibility scores are given in Table 4 (n =
98). Significant group differences were found both for UAI and SDUAI partners. In both
cases, men with consistently extremely high responsibility beliefs (i.e., 7s across all partner
types) had significantly fewer UAI and SDUAI partners than participants whose scores were
consistently lower or inconsistent.

Table 5 shows the estimated effect of responsibility belief consistency on UAI and SDUAI,
adjusted for sociodemographic factors that were significantly associated with the outcome in
the bivariate analyses (not shown, however these were long-term relationship, race/ethnicity,
and comfort with sexual orientation). Compared to men who reported inconsistent
responsibility beliefs across partner types, those who reported consistently high
responsibility beliefs were significantly likely to have fewer SDUAI partners in the past 3
months, IRR=0.26, 95% CI (0.11, 0.60).

Discussion
The data presented here show that personal responsibility beliefs for protecting sex partners
from HIV is not a static, dispositional variable, but may vary depending on the
circumstances surrounding meeting the partner. This indicates that personal responsibility is
not a monolithic internalized self-standard for many men. In general, men saw themselves as
having the least responsibility for protecting partners met in public sex environments, and
the most for those met through friends or family. Interestingly, about half (n = 16/29) of men
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who were inconsistent in their responsibility beliefs displayed the same pattern: they felt
more responsible for partners met through friends and family than through any of the other
meeting venues. One could speculate that in the case of partners met through friends or
family, perceptions of responsibility may be based on concerns about social reprisal should
the men engage in irresponsible behavior and the partner reveal this to the friend or family
member. It may also be the case that friends of friends or family are seen as being more
similar to the self and thus more protected with respect to disengagement of moral
mechanisms (8, 9).

As has been shown in prior studies (1), responsibility beliefs were associated with
transmission risk behavior in the expected direction: men who felt more responsible for
protecting partners engaged in less risky behavior. Unlike the findings of Parsons and
colleagues (2005) regarding serostatus disclosure, men with inconsistent responsibility
beliefs did not show the riskiest behavior, but rather displayed risk levels similar to those
consistently low in personal responsibility. The fact that many men vary in how strongly
responsible they feel for protecting partners met in different ways suggests that they may be
using different mechanisms for moral disengagement (8, 9) depending on how the partner
was met. For example, partners who frequent public sex environments may be
depersonalized and seen as being responsible for their own behavior and outcomes.
Similarly, partners met on the internet may be screened for HIV status, and those met in
PSEs may be assumed to already be HIV-positive (10). Both of these procedures are ways of
minimizing potentially injurious consequences (8).

The results of the current study should be interpreted with caution. First, the number of men
who reported responsibility beliefs for partners met in two or more venues (n=98) was
relatively small, and therefore may not be representative of the larger population of Internet-
using MSM or MSM overall. Second, men were recruited from the Internet and may not be
representative of MSM who do not use the Internet. Third, although there is no obvious
reason to believe that the selection criteria for choosing men from the 16 cities in the parent
grant would affect the responsibility belief or risk behavior estimates, we cannot be certain.
Therefore, the results of this study should be replicated with larger samples and more
geographically diverse MSM.

Keeping these limitations in mind, variation reported by men in levels of responsibility for
protecting partners met in different ways suggests that interventions to reduce transmission
risk behavior may need to address responsibility beliefs for different partner types. For
example, if different mechanisms for moral disengagement are used for different partner
types, these should all be addressed if an intervention for HIV-positives is to be maximally
efficacious. In general, interventions that increase levels of personal responsibility for
protecting sex partners from their HIV infection may be a promising avenue for future
research. In an earlier review (1), we outlined several speculative methods for changing
responsibility beliefs; the interested reader is referred to this paper for possible intervention
strategies.

Personal responsibility is one of the strongest and most consistent predictors of transmission
risk behavior. The HIV prevention field is increasingly turning its attention to prevention for
positives and combination (biomedical and behavioral) prevention. Personal responsibility
for protecting others is therefore deserving of attention, both in research and in the
development of interventions for HIV-positive individuals.

Acknowledgments
This study was undertaken as part of the “Structural Interventions to Lower Alcohol-related STI/HIV,” grant
number R01AA01627001, funded by the U.S. National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA). The

O’Leary et al. Page 6

AIDS Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



findings and conclusions in this article are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the views of the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

References
1. O’Leary A, Wolitski RJ. Moral agency and the sexual transmission of HIV. Psychol Bull. 2009;

135:278–294.

2. Adam BD, Husbands W, Murray J, Maxwell J. Silence, assent and HIV risk. Cult, Health &
Sexuality. 2008; 10:759–772.

3. Mischel, W. Challenging the traditional personality psychology paradigm. In: Sternberg, RJ., editor.
Psychologists defying the crowd: Stories of those who battled the establishment and won.
Washington, D. C., U.S: American Psychological Association; 2003. p. 139-156.

4. Carballo-Dieguez A, Miner M, Dolezal C, Rosser BR, Jacoby S. Sexual negotiation, HIV-status
disclosure, and sexual risk behavior among Latino men who use the internet to seek sex with other
men. Arch Sex Behav. 2006; 35:473–481. [PubMed: 16933107]

5. Horvath KJ, Oakes JM, Rosser BRS. Sexual Negotiation and HIV Serodisclosure among Men who
Have Sex with Men with Their Online and Offline Partners. J Urban Health. 2008; 85:744–758.
[PubMed: 18649141]

6. Parsons JT, Schrimshaw EW, Bimbi DS, Wolitski RJ, Gomez CA, Halkitis PN. Consistent,
inconsistent, and non-disclosure to casual sexual partners among HIV-seropositive gay and bisexual
men. AIDS. 2005; 19(Suppl 1):S87–S97. [PubMed: 15838198]

7. Pequegnat W, Rosser BR, Bowen AM, Bull SS, Diclemente RJ, Bockting WO, et al. Conducting
Internet-Based HIV/STD Prevention Survey Research: Considerations in Design and Evaluation.
AIDS Behav. 2007; 11:505–521. [PubMed: 17053853]

8. Bandura A. Moral disengagement in the perpetration of inhumanities. Pers Soc Psych Rev. 1999;
3:193–209.

9. Bandura A. Selective moral disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. J Moral Educ. 2002;
31:101–119.

10. O’Leary, A. Guessing Games: Sex Partner Serostatus Assumptions in the SUMS. In: Halkitis, PN.;
Gomez, C.; Wolitski, RJ., editors. Positive Sex: The psychological and interpersonal dynamics of
HIV Seropositive Gay and Bisexual Men’s relationships. Washington, D.C: American
Psychological Association; 2005. p. 121-132.

O’Leary et al. Page 7

AIDS Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

O’Leary et al. Page 8

Ta
bl

e 
1

Pa
rt

ic
ip

an
t b

ac
kg

ro
un

d 
va

ri
ab

le
s 

fo
r 

al
l p

ar
tic

ip
an

ts
 (

n=
24

8)
 a

nd
 b

y 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

co
ns

is
te

nc
y 

gr
ou

p 
(m

en
 r

ep
or

tin
g 

2 
or

 m
or

e 
ve

nu
es

, N
 =

 9
8)

.

A
ll 

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

 (
n=

24
8)

C
on

si
st

en
tl

y 
L

ow
er

 (
1–

6)
 (

n=
31

)
In

co
ns

is
te

nt
 R

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 S
co

re
(n

=2
9)

C
on

si
st

en
tl

y 
E

xt
re

m
el

y 
H

ig
h 

(7
)

(n
=3

8)
F

is
he

r’
s 

E
xa

ct
 (

F
E

)
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
 V

al
ue

C
ol

 %
n 

(R
ow

 %
)

n 
(R

ow
 %

)
n 

(R
ow

 %
)

A
ge

 (
ye

ar
s)

FE
=

0.
49

 
18

–2
0

2
0 

(0
)

1 
(1

00
)

0 
(0

)

 
21

–3
0

18
3 

(1
6)

7 
(3

7)
9 

(4
7)

 
31

–4
0

28
7 

(2
8)

8 
(3

2)
10

 (
40

)

 
41

–7
0

52
19

 (
37

)
13

 (
25

)
19

 (
37

)

E
th

ni
ci

ty
/R

ac
e

FE
=

0.
01

 
W

hi
te

78
21

 (
30

)
24

 (
34

)
26

 (
37

)

 
L

at
in

o
15

10
 (

53
)

1 
(5

)
8 

(4
2)

 
O

th
er

 R
ac

es
7

0 
(0

)
4 

(5
0)

4 
(5

0)

E
du

ca
ti

on
FE

=
0.

20

 
H

.S
. o

r 
le

ss
14

3 
(1

9)
5 

(3
1)

8 
(5

0)

 
T

ec
hn

ic
al

/S
om

e 
C

ol
le

ge
40

11
 (

27
)

11
 (

27
)

19
 (

46
)

 
C

ol
le

ge
 D

eg
re

e
33

14
 (

45
)

11
 (

35
)

6 
(1

9)

 
G

ra
d 

D
eg

re
e

13
3 

(3
0)

2 
(2

0)
5 

(5
0)

T
ot

al
 (

n=
24

8)
C

on
si

st
en

tl
y 

L
ow

er
 (

1–
6)

 (
n=

31
)

In
co

ns
is

te
nt

 R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 S

co
re

(n
=2

9)
C

on
si

st
en

tl
y 

E
xt

re
m

el
y 

H
ig

h 
(7

)
(n

=3
8)

F
is

he
r’

s 
E

xa
ct

 (
F

E
)

Si
gn

if
ic

an
ce

 V
al

ue

C
ol

 %
R

ow
 %

R
ow

 %
R

ow
 %

Se
xu

al
 I

de
nt

it
y

FE
=

1.
00

 
G

ay
94

29
 (

31
)

28
 (

30
)

36
 (

39
)

 
O

th
er

 (
e.

g.
, B

is
ex

ua
l)

6
2 

(4
0)

1 
(2

0)
2 

(4
0)

C
om

fo
rt

 w
it

h 
Se

xu
al

 O
ri

en
ta

ti
on

FE
=

0.
21

 
V

er
y

77
25

 (
32

)
21

 (
27

)
31

 (
40

)

 
C

om
fo

rt
ab

le
16

6 
(4

3)
5 

(3
6)

3 
(2

1)

 
L

es
s 

th
an

 c
om

fo
rt

ab
le

7
0 

(0
)

3 
(4

3)
4 

(5
7)

L
on

g-
te

rm
 R

el
at

io
ns

hi
p

FE
=

0.
76

 
N

o
66

23
 (

34
)

19
 (

28
)

25
 (

37
)

 
Y

es
34

8 
(2

6)
10

 (
32

)
13

 (
42

)

AIDS Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

O’Leary et al. Page 9

Ta
bl

e 
2

M
ea

n 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

ra
tin

gs
 (

ra
ng

e 
fr

om
 1

 in
di

ca
tin

g 
lo

w
er

 r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 to

 7
 in

di
ca

tin
g 

hi
gh

er
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

) 
by

 v
en

ue
 in

 w
hi

ch
 s

ex
 p

ar
tn

er
 w

as
 m

et
 (

in
on

e 
or

 m
or

e 
ve

nu
es

) 
in

 th
e 

pa
st

 th
re

e 
m

on
th

s.

W
it

hi
n 

V
en

ue
 C

om
bi

na
ti

on
s

In
te

rn
et

B
ar

P
SE

F
/F

V
en

ue
(s

)
n 

(%
)

M
ea

n
M

ea
n

M
ea

n
M

ea
n

 
In

t
15

0 
(6

0.
48

)
5.

84
--

--
--

 
In

t +
 B

ar
41

 (
16

.5
3)

5.
93

5.
88

--
--

 
PS

E
 +

 F
/F

1 
(0

.4
0)

--
--

7.
00

4.
00

 
In

t +
 P

SE
 +

 F
/F

29
 (

11
.6

9)
5.

38
--

5.
00

5.
90

 
In

t +
 B

ar
 +

 P
SE

 +
 F

/F
27

 (
10

.8
9)

5.
78

5.
89

5.
63

6.
33

N
ot

es
: -

- 
M

ea
n 

no
t a

va
ila

bl
e;

 I
nt

 =
 I

nt
er

en
t; 

PS
E

 =
 P

ub
lic

 S
ex

 E
nv

ir
on

m
en

t (
e.

g.
, P

ar
k,

 B
at

hh
ou

se
);

 F
/F

 =
 T

hr
ou

gh
 f

ri
en

ds
 o

r 
fa

m
ily

AIDS Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

O’Leary et al. Page 10

Ta
bl

e 
3

C
om

pa
ri

so
n 

of
 p

ai
rs

 o
f 

m
ea

n 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

sc
or

es
 (

no
te

: h
ig

he
r 

sc
or

es
 in

di
ca

te
 g

re
at

er
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

) 
fo

r 
m

en
 r

ep
or

tin
g 

m
or

e 
th

an
 o

ne
 v

en
ue

 ty
pe

 f
or

m
ee

tin
g 

pa
rt

ne
r,

 n
=

98
.

V
en

ue
 1

V
en

ue
 2

n
M

ea
n 

V
en

ue
 1

M
ea

n 
V

en
ue

 2

In
te

rn
et

B
ar

68
5.

87
5.

88

In
te

rn
et

PS
E

56
5.

57
5.

30
*

In
te

rn
et

F/
F

56
5.

57
6.

11
**

*

B
ar

PS
E

27
5.

89
5.

63

B
ar

F/
F

27
5.

89
6.

33
*

PS
E

F/
F

27
5.

33
6.

07
**

*

* p<
.0

5,

**
p<

.0
1,

**
* p<

.0
01

PS
E

 =
 P

ub
lic

 S
ex

 E
nv

ir
on

m
en

t (
e.

g.
, P

ar
k,

 B
at

hh
ou

se
)

F/
F 

=
 T

hr
ou

gh
 f

ri
en

ds
 o

r 
fa

m
ily

AIDS Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

O’Leary et al. Page 11

Ta
bl

e 
4

M
ea

n 
un

pr
ot

ec
te

d 
an

al
 in

te
rc

ou
rs

e 
(U

A
I)

 a
nd

 s
er

od
is

co
rd

an
t U

A
I 

(S
D

U
A

I)
 p

ar
tn

er
s 

in
 th

e 
pa

st
 3

 m
on

th
s 

by
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 c
on

si
st

en
cy

 g
ro

up
 f

or
 m

en
re

po
rt

in
g 

m
or

e 
th

an
 o

ne
 v

en
ue

 ty
pe

 f
or

 m
ee

tin
g 

pa
rt

ne
r,

 n
=

98
.

C
on

si
st

en
tl

y 
L

ow
er

 (
1–

6)
 (

n=
31

)
In

co
ns

is
te

nt
 R

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 S
co

re
 (

n=
29

)
C

on
si

st
en

tl
y 

E
xt

re
m

el
y 

H
ig

h 
(7

) 
(n

=3
8)

M
ea

n 
U

A
I 

(S
D

a )
10

.1
3c

 (
13

.7
9)

8.
48

b  
(9

.3
5)

6.
21

b,
c  

(1
0.

46
)

M
ea

n 
SD

U
A

I 
(S

D
)

6.
16

e  
(9

.0
3)

5.
79

d  
(8

.0
3)

1.
63

d,
e  

(4
.0

0)

N
ot

e:
 s

up
er

sc
ri

pt
 le

tte
r 

pa
ir

s 
b–

e 
in

di
ca

te
 s

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
 g

ro
up

 d
if

fe
re

nc
es

.

a St
an

da
rd

 D
ev

ia
tio

n

b Z
=

2.
26

, p
<

.0
5

c Z
=

2.
00

, p
<

.0
5

d Z
=

2.
92

, p
<

.0
1

e Z
=

2.
75

, p
<

.0
1

AIDS Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

O’Leary et al. Page 12

Ta
bl

e 
5

E
st

im
at

ed
 e

ff
ec

t o
f 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y 
to

 p
ro

te
ct

 s
ex

ua
l p

ar
tn

er
s 

fr
om

 H
IV

/S
T

Is
 o

n 
un

pr
ot

ec
te

d 
an

al
 in

te
rc

ou
rs

e 
(U

A
I)

 a
nd

 S
er

od
is

co
rd

an
t U

A
I 

(S
D

U
A

I)
am

on
g 

In
te

rn
et

-u
si

ng
 m

en
 w

ho
 h

av
e 

se
x 

w
ith

 m
en

 in
 th

e 
pa

st
 3

 m
on

th
s 

(n
=

98
),

 a
dj

us
te

d 
fo

r 
lo

ng
-t

er
m

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
st

at
us

, r
ac

e/
et

hn
ic

ity
, a

nd
 c

om
fo

rt
w

ith
 s

ex
ua

l o
ri

en
ta

tio
n 

(C
SO

).

U
A

I 
P

ar
tn

er
s

SD
U

A
I 

P
ar

tn
er

s

IR
R

a
95

%
 C

I 
(L

L
, U

L
)

IR
R

95
%

 C
I 

(L
L

, U
L

)

R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 (

R
ef

: I
nc

on
si

st
en

t)
C

on
si

st
en

tly
 L

ow
er

 (
1–

6)
1.

20
0.

55
2.

62
0.

98
0.

42
2.

29

C
on

si
st

en
tly

 E
xt

re
m

el
y 

H
ig

h 
(7

)
0.

69
0.

34
1.

39
0.

26
**

0.
11

0.
60

In
 L

on
g-

te
rm

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p
0.

71
0.

39
1.

29
0.

71
0.

34
1.

51

R
ac

e/
E

th
ni

ci
ty

 (
R

ef
: W

hi
te

)
L

at
in

o
0.

70
0.

32
1.

50
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a

O
th

er
 R

ac
es

0.
69

0.
24

1.
97

n/
a

n/
a

n/
a

C
SO

 (
re

f:
 V

er
y 

C
om

fo
rt

ab
le

)
C

om
fo

rt
ab

le
0.

95
0.

43
2.

12
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a

<
 C

om
fo

rt
ab

le
0.

99
0.

35
2.

83
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a

* p<
.0

5;

**
p<

.0
1;

**
* p<

.0
01

N
ot

es
:

a In
ci

de
nc

e 
ra

te
 r

at
io

; n
/a

 =
 n

ot
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 m
od

el
 s

in
ce

 n
ot

 s
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 in
 b

iv
ar

ia
te

 a
na

ly
si

s

AIDS Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2014 June 01.


