
two partners. Similarly, nearly one-half of the former, but

only about one-quarter of the latter, had ever had a non-

romantic partner.

Multivariate Analyses
dTeenage births. In the model including only the age and

age difference variable, females who had engaged in early

sexwith anolder partner and thosewhohadhad early sex

with a similar-aged partner had higher odds of having a

teenage birth than those whose riskiest relationship had

begun after age 16 with a similar-aged partner (odds

ratios, 4.4 and 2.4, respectively—Table 2).

The addition of family- and individual-level character-

istics attenuated these associations. Having sex before age

16 with an older partner and being black or Hispanic (vs.

white) were associated with increased odds that a female

respondent had a teenage birth; furthermore, the higher

females’ level of substance use, the greater the likelihood

of this outcome. The odds of experiencing a teenage birth

were reduced for females who delayed sexual debut until

after Wave 2 and those who lived with two parents; they

were inversely associated with age at Wave 1, cognitive

scores, parents’ level of education and parent-teenager

communication.

When relationship history characteristics were incor-

porated into the model, early sex with an older partner

remained positively associatedwith females’ likelihood of

having a teenage birth (odds ratio, 1.6). The association of

substance use was attenuated, but all other results from

the previous model were unchanged. None of the rela-

tionship history characteristics were associated with

having a teenage birth.

For males, the initial model shows that having sex at

a young age with a similar-aged partner was associated

with increased odds of fathering a child before age 20

(odds ratio, 2.1). In the model controlling for individual

and family characteristics, this variable was no longer

significant. Belonging to a minority racial or ethnic group

other than black or Hispanic and receiving government

aid were associated with elevated odds of teenage father-

hood; foreign nativity status, older age at Wave 1 and

higher educational aspirations were associated with

reduced odds of this outcome.

When relationship history characteristics were added

to the model, males who had delayed first sex until after

Wave 2 had lower odds of teenage fatherhood than those

who had had sex at age 16 or older with a similar-aged

partner. Results from the previous model otherwise

remained unchanged, and neither relationship history

characteristic was significant.
dNonmarital births. In the initial model, female respon-

dents who had had early sex with an older partner and

those who had had sex at age 16 or older with an older

partner had increased odds of having a nonmarital birth

byWave3 (oddsratios,2.2and1.4, respectively—Table 3).

In contrast, those who had not had sex by Wave 2 had

reducedoddsof thisoutcome(0.5).

After controls for individual and family characteristics

were added to themodel, the associations of having sex at

a young agewith an older partner and reporting no sexual

relationships by Wave 2 remained (odds ratios, 1.6 and

0.6). Being black or Hispanic and having received preg-

nancy and AIDS education in school were associated with

increased odds of having a nonmarital birth; in addition,

the higher a female respondent’s level of substance

use, the higher her odds of experiencing this outcome.

Foreign nativity status, living with two parents, greater

cognitive ability, parent education and parent-teenage

communication were protective against experiencing a

nonmarital birth.

The addition of relationship history characteristics

attenuated the association between early sex with an

older partner and nonmarital childbearing. All other

predictors identified in the previous model remained

unchanged. In addition, the more sexual partners a

respondent had had, the greater her odds of experiencing

a nonmarital birth.

For males, the initial model shows no association be-

tween age and age difference and fathering a child outside

TABLE 3. Odds ratios from logistic regression analyses assessing the likelihood of in-
volvement in a nonmarital birth, by selected characteristics, according to gender

Characteristic Females (N=6,008) Males (N=5,390)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Age/partners’ age difference†
<16, partner ‡3 yrs. older 2.15*** 1.64* 1.43 0.84 0.67 0.61
<16, partner <3 yrs. older 1.26 1.11 1.04 0.76 0.68 0.66
‡16, partner ‡3 yrs. older 1.39* 1.21 1.10 0.73 0.62 0.60
‡16, partner <3 yrs. older (ref ) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Never had sex 0.52*** 0.57*** 0.69** 0.45*** 0.56*** 0.65

Individual and family characteristics
Race/ethnicity

White (ref ) na 1.00 1.00 na 1.00 1.00
Black na 2.46*** 2.45*** na 2.09*** 2.11***
Hispanic na 1.72** 1.72** na 1.83** 1.84**
Other na 1.27 1.25 na 1.85 1.87

Foreign-born na 0.52* 0.53* na 0.67 0.67
Age at Wave 1 (range, 13–21) na 1.03 1.02 na 1.01 1.00
PVT score (range, 15–137) na 0.97*** 0.97*** na 0.99* 0.99*
Parent education‡ (range, 1–9) na 0.92** 0.92** na 0.91** 0.91**
Live with two biological/

adoptive parents na 0.55*** 0.56*** na 0.85 0.85
Receive government aid na 1.32 1.34 na 1.42 1.43
Had pregnancy/AIDS education na 1.28* 1.26* na 0.91 0.90
Parent-teenager connectedness‡

(range, 0–4) na 0.92 0.92 na 0.99 0.99
Parent-teenager communication‡

(range, 0–4) na 0.89* 0.88** na 0.94 0.94
Substance use index‡ (range, 0–5) na 1.21*** 1.19*** na 1.19** 1.19**
Educational aspirations (range, 0–4) na 0.92 0.92 na 0.94 0.94

Relationship history characteristics
No. of sexual partners by Wave 2

(range, 0–10) na na 1.19** na na 1.16*
Ever had a nonromantic partner na na 1.07 na na 0.73
Ever forced to have sex§ na na 0.74 na na na

F 29.46*** 25.16*** 21.80*** 16.71*** 10.23*** 9.41***
df 6 21 24 6 21 23

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †Measured atWaves 1 and 2; refers to riskiest relationship. ‡Higher scores denote

higher levels of the characteristic. §Females only.Notes:na=not applicable. ref=reference group. PVT=Peabody

Picture Vocabulary Test. For definitions of scales, see page 20.
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