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based  primarily on the highest education level completed 
by either parent (ranging from “did not fi nish high school” 
to “master’s degree or Ph.D.”). In cases where this informa-
tion was missing, eligibility for public assistance, eligibility 
for free or reduced-cost school meals, and parental 
employment status were used to infer socioeconomic sta-
tus.26,27 Student status over the past 12 months was cate-
gorized into three groups: full-time at a four-year college, 
part-time at a four-year college or attending a community 
or technical college, and not in school. Sexual orientation 
was assessed by the question “Which of the following best 
describes your sexual orientation?”; response options were 
“attracted to opposite gender,” “attracted to same gender,” 
“attracted to both genders” and “questioning.” Those attracted 
to the opposite gender were compared with all other 
groups combined.

Analysis
Chi-square tests were used to compare the prevalence of 
casual partnerships (dichotomous variable) by partici-
pants’ demographic and personal characteristics. General 
linear modeling was used to compare mean levels of each 
psychological well-being measure between the casual and 
committed partner variables, as well as across the four 
partner categories. Two models were run for each psycho-
logical measure: The fi rst was unadjusted, and the second 
was adjusted for demographic and personal characteristics 
and the baseline level (assessed in Project EAT-I) of the rel-
evant well-being variable. Least-square means generated 
by general linear modeling were interpreted as predicted 
probabilities of a positive response on the dichotomous 
suicidal ideation variable. To fully examine differences 
between each partner category, post hoc tests were run 
even when the overall F statistics were nonsignifi cant; 
however, these fi ndings should be considered exploratory. 
In addition, unadjusted analyses using the casual versus 
committed partner variable were performed, fi rst restrict-
ing the sample to college students and then to white par-
ticipants, to facilitate comparisons with previous research 
on this topic. All analyses were stratifi ed by gender and 
were conducted with SAS  version 8.2.

RESULTS
Two-thirds of respondents were white, and the sample was 
well distributed across socioeconomic levels (Table 1). 
Thirty-seven percent of participants were full-time  students 
at a four-year college, and 27% were part-time students at 
such colleges or were enrolled at a  community or technical 
college; 37% were not in school. Most  respondents (94%) 
said they were attracted only to the opposite sex. 

Fifty-fi ve percent of respondents reported that their 
most recent sexual partner was an exclusive dating part-
ner, while 25% said their last partner was a fi ancé(e), 
spouse or spousal equivalent. Twelve percent reported that 
their last partner was a close but not exclusive partner, and 
8% said the partner was a casual acquaintance. Mean 
scores for body satisfaction, self-esteem and presence of 

depressive symptoms were generally midrange, and 16% 
of respondents said they had thought about killing them-
selves in the past year.

Twenty-nine percent of males and 14% of females 
reported that their last sexual partner was casual (chi-
square=44.8, p<.001; not shown). The proportions of 
male and female respondents reporting a recent casual sex 
partner differed by race or ethnicity: Percentages ranged 
from 16% of Asian-American men to 58% of men who 
indicated they were of “other” racial or ethnic background; 
among women, percentages ranged from 5% of Asian-
Americans to 36% of Native Americans (Table 2, page 234). 
No signifi cant differences were found among males or 
females by socioeconomic status, student status or sexual 
orientation. Reporting of a recent casual partner appeared 
to be more frequent among men who were attracted to 
men or to both genders, or who were questioning, than 
among men who were attracted only to women (45% vs. 
29%), but this difference was not signifi cant. 

TABLE 1. Selected characteristics of sexually active young 
adults participating in Project EAT-II, by gender, Minne-
sota, 2003–2004

Characteristic Total Males Females
 (N=1,311) (N=574) (N=737)

Race/ethnicity
White 67.9  71.7  64.9 
Black 9.6  8.7  10.3 
Hispanic  3.9  4.1  3.8 
Asian-American 15.0  12.0  17.2 
Native American 1.5  1.4  1.5 
Other 2.2 2.1 2.3 

Socioeconomic status   
Low 13.2  10.6  15.3 
Lower middle 18.2  17.8  18.6 
Middle 25.2  21.3  28.1 
Upper middle 28.6  33.3  25.0 
Upper 14.8  17.1  13.0 

Student status in last year
Not in school 36.6  42.2  32.2 
Full-time at four-year college 36.6  36.1  36.9 
Other postsecondary† 26.9 21.7 30.8

Sexual orientation
Attracted to opposite gender 93.5  96.4  91.3 
Other‡ 6.5  3.6  8.7 

Most recent sex partner
Casual acquaintance 8.2  14.1  3.6 
Close but nonexclusive partner 12.4  15.2  10.2 
Exclusive dating partner 54.9  50.7  58.1 
Fiancé(e)/spouse/spousal

equivalent 24.5  20.0  28.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Psychological well-being
Mean body satisfaction

(range, 10–50) 33.6 (9.3) 37.1 (8.4) 30.9 (9.0)
Mean self-esteem (range,  6–24) 18.4 (3.4) 19.3 (3.2) 17.7 (3.4)
Mean depressive symptoms

(range,  6–18) 11.2 (2.9) 10.3 (2.8) 11.9 (2.9)
Suicidal ideation 15.6  9.1  20.7 

†Part-time at a four-year college, or enrolled at a community or technical 
college. ‡Attracted to same gender or to both genders, or questioning. Notes: 
Data are percentages unless indicated otherwise. Figures in parentheses are 
standard  deviations.


