
it was positively associated with positive peer behaviors

(0.17), which were negatively associated with number of

sexual partners (–0.15). In addition, higher family religi-

osity was associated with greater adolescent participation

in family routines (0.20), which was, unexpectedly, asso-

ciated with an earlier age at first sex (–0.01) and thus with

a greater numberof sexual partners. (This relationshipwas

also apparent in bivariate analyses of sexually experi-

enced males—not shown.) This unexpected positive

indirect association between religiosity and number of

partners may have offset the indirect negative association

between religiosity and number of partners mediated

through positive peer behaviors.
dContraceptive consistency. In the model estimating the

association between parent religiosity and consistency of

contraceptive use among sexually active teenagers at age

17 (Figure 3 and Table 5, page 114), the direction and

significance of the paths between family religiosity,

mediators and age at first sex match those shown in our

analyses of the number of sexual partners. Themodel has

an acceptable fit.

Although family religiosity and contraceptive consis-

tency had no direct association, they were indirectly

associated through monitoring and awareness, positive

peer behaviors, age at first sex and number of partners.

Religious parents had higher levels of monitoring and

awareness of their adolescents’ activities (beta, 0.11),

which were associated with an older age at first sex

(0.12) and fewer recent partners (–0.11); teenagers with

fewer partners, in turn, were more likely than their peers

to use contraceptives consistently (–0.12). Also, adoles-

cents in more religious families tended to have peers who

engaged in more positive behaviors (0.10), which was

associated with having had fewer sexual partners (–0.12)

and hence with increased contraceptive consistency.

Finally, greater family religiosity was associated with

a later age at first sex (0.08), which was associated with

fewer recent partners (–0.26) and thus consistent contra-

ceptive use.

Our separate models for male and female adolescents

have a similar model fit to the total sample model,

TABLE 4. Standardized coefficients from structural equation models of pathways
between family religiosity, mediators, age at first sex and number of sexual partners,
by gender

Path Total Female Male

From religiosity to mediators
Parent-adolescent relationship quality 0.07** 0.04 0.10*
Monitoring/awareness 0.08* 0.07 0.08
Family routines 0.22*** 0.25*** 0.20***
Positive peer behaviors 0.12*** 0.07 0.17**
Negative peer behaviors –0.04 –0.07 0.00

From mediators to age at first sex
Family religiosity 0.09** 0.11** 0.05
Parent-adolescent relationship quality 0.00 0.00 0.01
Monitoring/awareness 0.15*** 0.20*** 0.10*
Family routines –0.04 –0.01 –0.01*
Positive peer behaviors 0.02 0.00 0.04
Negative peer behaviors –0.10*** –0.14*** –0.06

From mediators to no. of partners
Family religiosity 0.00 –0.05 0.03
Parent-adolescent relationship quality 0.01 –0.01 0.02
Monitoring/awareness –0.03 –0.09* –0.01
Family routines 0.02 –0.01 0.06
Positive peer behaviors –0.12*** –0.10* –0.15**
Negative peer behaviors 0.00 –0.03 0.01
Age at first sex –0.14*** –0.09** –0.14***

From religiosity to no. of partners
Direct 0.00 –0.05 0.03
Indirect –0.03** –0.03* –0.02
Total –0.03 –0.07 0.01

Root mean square error of approximation 0.04 0.04 0.04
Comparative fit index 0.92 0.92 0.92
Standardized root mean square residual 0.05 0.05 0.05

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.Note:Models control for all social anddemographic characteristics listed inTable 1.

FIGURE 3. Path model of relationships between family religiosity, mediators, age at first sex, number of partners and consis-
tent contraceptive use
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*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.Notes:Values shownare standardizedpathcoefficients.Only statistically significantpathsare shown.Models control for all socialand

demographic characteristics listed in Table 1.
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