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 communication about dating and sex was measured by 
summing responses to six statements: “I can go to my par-
ents when I have concerns or questions about the opposite 
sex,” “My parents sometimes talk to me about sex,” “My 
parents are really into my social life,” “My parents like to 
hear about the girl/guy I like,” “My parents sometimes talk 
to me about birth control” and “My parents sometimes talk 
to me about waiting to have sex until I am married.” The 
fi ve responses ranged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 
agree”; higher scores indicated greater communication 
(Cronbach’s alpha, 0.76).

Finally, we included four individual-level characteris-
tics. Self-esteem was measured by summing responses to 
six statements: “I am able to do things as well as other 
people,” “I feel that I have a number of good qualities,” 
“I feel I do not have much to be proud of,” “At times I 
think I am no good at all,” “I feel that I am a person of 
worth, at least on an equal basis with others” and “I take 
a positive attitude toward myself.”48 The fi ve responses 
ranged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”; the 
scoring of the third and fourth items was reversed, so that 
for all items, higher scores indicated higher self-esteem 
(Cronbach’s alpha, 0.72). School performance was based 
on the question “What grades did you get in school this 
year?” The nine possible responses ranged from “mostly 
A’s” to “mostly F’s”; higher values refl ected higher grades. 
Sexual experience prior to the current or most recent 
relationship was based on reported sexual histories. And 
delinquency was measured as a sum of the frequency 
with which respondents reported having engaged in 10 
delinquent acts (e.g., drank alcohol, carried a weapon, 
destroyed property) in the past 12 months. The nine pos-
sible responses ranged from “never” to “almost daily”;49 
higher scores indicated more frequent delinquency 
(Cronbach’s alpha, 0.86). 

Analytic Approach
We used logistic regression to estimate teenagers’ odds of 
consistent condom use versus inconsistent or no condom 
use. We estimated zero-order models, individual models 
that include each relationship quality separately and one 
model of the full set of covariates. Because of our small 
sample size, we present signifi cant results as those at 
the p<.10 and the p<.05 levels. We tested intermediate 
models with just social and demographic or  relationship 
 characteristics, but present only the fi nal model. We 
estimated interaction terms to investigate whether rela-
tionship qualities were associated with condom use in 
different or similar ways for males and females. Finally, 
we included three relationship quality models: one that 
included the scaled negative relationship quality item, one 
with the scaled positive relationship quality item and one 
with both. To accommodate high correlations among some 
qualities, factor analyses were conducted for the positive 
and negative qualities separately (not shown); the analyses 
support one factor each among positive and among nega-
tive relationship qualities.

RESULTS
Descriptive Analyses
Nearly half (45%) of teenagers consistently used con-
doms with their current of most recent partner (Table 1). 
This proportion differs from national estimates of sexu-
ally active 15–19-year-olds (68% among males and 42% 
among females sexually active in the month prior to inter-
view or 47% among males and 28% among females sexu-
ally active one year prior to interview).2 

Teenagers characterized their relationships as having 
moderate levels of negative qualitites such as controlling 
behaviors, confl ict, mistrust, perceived partner inferiority 
and jealously. Seventeen percent of youth had a nonexclu-
sivity agreement. The negative quality scale had a mean of 

TABLE 2. Odds ratios from zero-order logistic regression 
analyses assessing the likelihood of  consistent condom use 
in teenagers’ current or most recent dating relationship, by 
selected characerisitcs

Characteristic Odds ratio

Relationship qualities‡ 
Negative 

Controlling behavior 0.84*
Confl ict 0.84**
Partner mistrust 0.78*
Perceived partner inferiority 0.70**
Jealousy 0.65***
Nonexclusivity agreement 1.87†

Positive 
Intimate self-disclosure 0.92*
Enmeshment 0.78*
Passionate love 0.92*
Relationship salience 0.78†

 
Relationship 
Ongoing relationship 1.39
Duration 0.99*
Age heterogamy 0.73
Racial/ethnic heterogamy 0.96
School heterogamy 0.61*
Sexual experience asymmetry 1.11
 
Respondent  
Age 0.95
Female 0.64†
Race/ethnicity 

Hispanic 0.84
White (ref) 1.00
Black 1.02
Other 0.40

Family structure 
Single parent 0.63
Two biological parents (ref) 1.00
Stepfamily 0.55†
Other 0.65

Parental education 
<high school 0.71
High school (ref) 1.00
>high school, <four-year college degree 0.63
≥four-year college degree 0.46*

Parental monitoring 1.00
Parental communication about sex 1.02
Self-esteem 0.97
Grades 1.01
Previously sexually inexperienced 1.16
Delinquency 0.96*

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †p<.10. ‡All qualities are coded so that 
higher scores indicate more of that quality, be it positive or negative. 
Notes: ref=reference group. Characteristics for which no reference group is 
shown were measured as continuous variables.


