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Analytic Approach
To maintain the couple as the unit of analysis and to be 
able to assess the impact of each partner’s characteristics 
on the couple’s sexual risk-taking behavior, we selected the 
female partner as the index respondent. We then examined 
how her characteristics and reports and those of her male 
partner were related to her report of each  outcome.

Multivariate models of the dichotomous measure of anal 
sex were estimated using the logit procedure in STATA. 
Models of the trichotomous STD protective behaviors out-
come were estimated using the multinomial logit proce-
dure. Although the level of nonresponse was low (less than 
5% for almost all items), selection bias because of missing 
data may have affected our results. To deal with this is-
sue, we employed multiple imputation procedures44,45 to 
estimate our models over the full sample of 335 dating 
couples.

For each outcome, we fi rst estimated a main effects 
model that included relationship duration as reported by 
the female, both partners’ social and demographic char-
acteristics, their reports of framing events, and their per-
ceived risk and severity of AIDS. Next, we interacted each 
variable in the main effects models with each power mea-
sure, to determine how relationship power conditioned 
associations between the independent variables and out-
comes. We then derived a fi nal model that included the 
signifi cant power interaction terms, which most succinctly 
describe how the multiple dimensions of power condition 
the associations of the other variables with the outcome, 
as well as all the signifi cant main effect terms. To maintain 
a minimum level of social and demographic background 
control, relationship duration and the female respondent’s 
age and race and ethnicity were retained regardless of sig-
nifi cance level.

In additional analyses, we repeated the same procedures, 
except testing for interactions between each partner’s char-
acteristics and his or her beliefs about his or her control 
over sex and contraception. Doing so allowed a compari-
son with the model containing power interactions, to see 
how similarly measures of relationship power and beliefs 
about controlling sex and contraception are associated 
with each risk-taking behavior.

Although the coeffi cients in these models adequately 
convey the direction of the effects and whether they are 
statistically signifi cant, they are diffi cult to interpret sub-
stantively. Thus, we calculated predicted probabilities of 
the extent to which a couple with a certain characteristic 
engaged in each risk-taking behavior.* For continuous 
measures, we calculated predicted probabilities for “low” 

TABLE 1. Selected characteristics of partners in heterosexual dating couples, 
 National Couples Survey, 2005–2006 

Characteristic Female (N=335) Male (N=335)

 % or mean SD % or mean SD

OUTCOMES
Anal sex in past four weeks 22 41 27 44

STD protective behaviors in past four weeks
Did nothing to protect themselves 62 49 61 49
Used condoms 30 46 32 47
Decided to engage in less risky sexual practices 8 28 7 26

SOCIAL/DEMOGRAPHIC    
Relationship duration (range, 0–343 mos.) 33.72 32.41 35.15 37.59

Age (range, 18–62) 26.61 4.70 28.77 6.66

Race/ethnicity    
Black  49 50 49 50
Hispanic 4 20 8 27
Other 47 50 43 49

Not religious 32 47 48 50

Mother’s education    
<high school graduate 12 32 12 33
High school graduate 29 45 34 47
Some college 24 43 24 43
College graduate 33 47 28 45
No mother 2 15 3 16

Father’s education    
<high school graduate 13 34 23 42
High school graduate 23 42 23 42
Some college 18 39 18 38
College graduate 33 47 23 42
No father 13 34 13 33

FRAMING EVENTS    
Lifetime no. of sex partners (range, 1–100) 13.97 18.27 22.18 25.39

Prior STD infection  22 41 19 39

Had known someone with AIDS 44 50 51 50

PERCEPTIONS OF AIDS RISK/SEVERITY    
Perceived chance of getting AIDS from one
encounter with an infected partner
% chance for a man 72.73 32.85 63.46 36.19
% chance for a woman 76.58 30.07 71.73 32.38

Perceived severity of AIDS (range, 12–39) 27.95 3.71 27.30 3.95

RELATIONSHIP POWER    
Education (range, 1–20 yrs.) 13.46 2.77 13.33 2.81

Log of income (range, 0–11.6)  8.29 3.59 8.73 3.23

Relationship commitment (range, 1–5) 2.94 0.86 3.11 0.81

Relationship alternatives (range, –1.5 to 1.6)† –0.13 0.97 –0.16 0.89

Gender role ideology (range, 8–32) 17.20 5.34 18.18 5.15

Compliance-gaining strategies    
Partner’s (range, –1.2 to 2.9)† –0.26 0.87 0.05 0.86
Respondent’s (range, –1.3 to 2.9)† –0.13 0.90 –0.03 0.87

CONTROL OVER SEX/CONTRACEPTION    
Control over sex (range, 16–50) 36.27 6.04 33.92 5.42

Control over contraception (range, 3–15) 6.33 2.88 7.51 2.44

Decisions about sex/contraception
(range, –2.6 to 2.7)† –0.32 0.89 0.20 0.84

†Factored measure with a mean approaching 0 and standard deviation close to 1. Notes: SD=standard 
deviation. For continuous measures, higher scores indicate respondents’ greater perceived severity, lower 
perceived relationship commitment relative to their partners, greater perceived relationship alternatives, 
more traditional gender role beliefs, more frequent use of coercive tactics and greater perceived likelihood 
that their partners make the decisions about sex and contraception.

*In performing these simulations, we gave each respondent her and 

her partner’s own value on all of the characteristics included in the logit 

model, except on the characteristic of interest. For example, to get the 

predicted probability that a couple whose female partner is black, His-

panic or of another race or ethnicity had had anal sex in the previous 

four weeks, we gave all couples their actual values on all characteristics 

and beliefs, except race and ethnicity. We then calculated a predicted 

probability from the parameter estimates in the model. 


