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graduated from college were less likely than those whose 
parents had only a high school degree to use condoms 
every time (0.5). Finally, each one-point increase in delin-
quency score was associated with a 4% decrease in the 
odds of consistent condom use (0.96). Further analyses 
indicated that sexual experience is not related to consis-
tent condom use, regardless of whether we compared cou-
ples in which only one partner was sexually inexperienced 
at the beginning of the relationship, both were or neither 
was (not shown).

Multivariate Analyses
Associations between negative relationship qualities and 
consistent condom use persisted in multivariate models 
that included each quality separately and were not medi-
ated by individual- or relationship-level social and demo-
graphic variables (Table 3). Controlling behavior, confl ict, 
partner mistrust, perceived partner inferiority and jeal-
ousy remained negatively associated with consistent use 
(0.7–0.9); nonexclusivity was even more strongly asso-
ciated with increased odds of using condoms every time 
than it had been in the zero-order model (3.3).

Of the relationship-level demographic variables, ongo-
ing relationship status and duration were associated with 
consistent condom use in the multivariate models. Dura-
tion was associated with lower odds of consistent condom 
use in each model (odds ratios, 0.98–0.99). Being in an 
ongoing relationship was associated with increased odds 
of consistent use in the model including the jealousy mea-
sure and the model including the nonexclusivity variable 
(1.9 and 2.2, respectively). 

The only individual-level social or demographic char-
acteristics related to consistent condom use were female 
gender (odds ratios, 0.5–0.6, depending on model), living 
with a stepfamily or in “other” living situations (0.3–0.5), 
parent’s having more than a high school education (0.3–
0.5) and delinquency (0.95–0.96).

In multivariate models containing individual positive 
relationship qualities (Table 4), each quality was nega-
tively associated with consistent condom use (odds ratios, 
0.7–0.9). Being in an ongoing relationship was positively 
associated with using condoms consistently in all models 
(2.0 for each), except the model that included enmesh-
ment. Relationship duration was negatively related to 
consistent condom use in three of the four models (0.99). 
The exception was the model including salience. Salience 
mediated the effect of relationship duration, and the dura-
tion estimate changed slightly when calculated to three 
decimal places (0.987 in model 1 and 0.990 in model 4). 
Thus, the association between duration and consistency of 
condom use is in part explained by feelings of importance 
of the relationship.

We included interaction terms to evaluate whether the 
associations between relationship qualities and consis-
tency of condom use were similar for males and females 
(not shown). We found that they were, with one excep-
tion: Increased confl ict score was associated with lowered 

odds of consistent condom use among females (odds ratio, 
0.7), but not among males.

Our primary goal was to examine how individual rela-
tionship qualities are associated with consistent condom 
use; however, relationships are complex and consist of 
both negative and positive relationship qualities. Model 
fi t tests indicated that both positive and negative relation-
ships add to the fi t of the models (not shown). Positive 
and negative relationship qualities were not signifi cantly 
correlated (r=–0.1, p<.20). 

In the fi nal model, with the scaled negative quality 
items, negative qualities were associated with reduced 
odds of consistent condom use (odds ratio, 0.9; Table 5, 
page 188). According to additional analyses that included 
the negative qualities as separate indicators, the qualities 

TABLE 4. Odds ratios from models including individual 
positive relationship qualities in logistic regression analy-
ses assessing the likelihood of consistent condom use in 
teenagers’ current or most recent dating relationship

Characteristics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Positive relationship qualities‡    
Intimate self-disclosure 0.89* .na .na .na
Enmeshment .na 0.75* .na .na
Passionate love .na .na 0.89* .na
Relationship salience .na .na .na 0.67*
    
Relationship    
Ongoing relationship  2.00† 1.76 2.01† 1.97†
Duration  0.99* 0.99† 0.99* 0.99
Age heterogamy 1.18 1.13 1.28 1.31
Racial/ethnic heterogamy 1.36 1.42 1.38 1.42
School heterogamy 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.70
Sexual experience

asymmetry 1.17 1.07 1.11 1.12
    
Respondent    
Age 1.00 0.97 0.98 0.96
Female 0.56† 0.53* 0.53* 0.58†
Race/ethnicity    

Hispanic 0.73 0.77 0.82 0.76
White (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Black 1.30 1.47 1.41 1.36
Other 0.35 0.34 0.35 0.31

Family structure    
Single parent 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.70
Two biological parents

(ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Stepfamily 0.51 0.49† 0.45† 0.54
Other 0.42† 0.49 0.39* 0.44†

Parental education    
 <high school 0.70 0.73 0.65 0.67
High school (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
>high school, <four-year

college degree 0.50* 0.48* 0.47* 0.48*
≥four-year college degree 0.40* 0.40* 0.39* 0.38*

Parental monitoring 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.98
Parental communication

about sex 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.02
Self-esteem 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.95
Grades 1.06 1.07 1.06 1.05
Previously sexually

inexperienced 1.26 1.30 1.32 1.32
Delinquency 0.95** 0.95** 0.95* 0.95**
    
Intercept 3.41 6.83 5.73 11.76

*p<.05. **p<.01. †p<.10. ‡All qualities are coded so that higher scores indicate 
more of that quality, be it positive or negative. Notes: na=not applicable. 
ref=reference group. Characteristics for which no reference group is shown 
were measured as  continuous variables.


