terms.*) We tested the two interactions in
separate analyses because parent-teenager
discussions about sexuality can have different effects on adolescents than parentteenager discussions about risk issues
such as AIDS.22
The first set of analyses focused on sexuality discussions, responsiveness and
their interaction. There was a significant
effect for sexuality discussions, but also a
significant interaction between discussions and responsiveness (Table 1), which
indicates that the effect of discussions on
teenager-partner communication differed
depending on responsiveness. We thus
probed the interaction by computing the
association between sexuality discussions
and teenager-partner communication
when responsiveness was high and when
it was low. The results revealed that the
association was positive and significant
when responsiveness was high but was
weaker and of marginal significance when
responsiveness was low. This contrast can
be seen by the slopes of the lines plotting
predicted values of partner communication based on this interaction (Figure 1).
A similar pattern of results emerged
from the analyses of risk discussion, responsiveness and their interaction. Both
risk discussions and the interaction had
significant effects; therefore, the association between risk discussions and teenager-partner communication varied at different levels of responsiveness. The probe
of the interaction showed that the relationship was positive and significant when
responsiveness was high, but was not significant when responsiveness was low.
Condom Use
Next, we turn to our hypotheses that teenagers’ communication with both their parents and their partners influences their condom use, and that teenager-partner
communication mediates the role of parentteenager communication. To demonstrate
mediation, we must show the following:
that parent-teenager communication is associated with partner communication, that
*In testing the interaction terms, we followed procedures
outlined elsewhere. (Source: Aiken LS and West SG, Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions, Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, 1990.) First, we centered
all predictors by subtracting the sample mean from each
individual’s score, and then we created the cross-product terms. Centering the predictors when testing interactions between continuous variables reduces multicollinearity among the predictors and thus facilitates the
interpretation of interactions. We probed significant interactions by computing the simple slope of the regressions of sexuality discussions or risk discussions on partner communication at high and low levels of
responsiveness, using one standard deviation above and
below the mean as the high and low values, respectively.
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both teenager-partner and parent-teenager
Table 1. Linear regression coefficients showcommunication are associated with con- ing effects of parent-teenager communication
dom use, and that the association between variables on teenager-partner communication
parent-teenager communication and con- about sex, by type of parent-teenager comdom use is weakened when teenager-part- munication, Family and Adolescent Risk Bener communication is controlled.23 We have havior and Communication Study, 1993–1994
already established that the first association Type of communication
b
SE
exists; we now focus on the remaining steps. and variable
We used logistic regression analysis to Sexuality
.178***
.039
assess the effect of teenager-partner com- Sexuality discussions
Responsiveness
–.003
.019
munication on condom use at most recent Sexuality x responsiveness
.017*
.009
intercourse and linear regression analy- F (3, 360)=9.25, p<.001
2
sis to evaluate its effect on lifetime condom R =.07
use. The results indicated that partner Probe of sexuality discussions
at high responsiveness
.252***
.055
communication was only marginally reof sexuality discussions
lated to condom use during most recent Probe
at low responsiveness
.103
.054
intercourse (b=.172, p=.07), but greater
partner communication was significant- Risk
Risk discussions
.238***
.066
ly associated with greater lifetime use Responsiveness
.010
.019
Risk x responsiveness
.041**
.014
(b=.203, p=.001).
360)=7.14, p<.001
To examine the relationship between FR2(3,
= .056
parent-teenager communication and condom use, we conducted two series of re- Probe of risk discussions
at high responsiveness
.418***
.098
gression analyses that paralleled those Probe of risk discussions
at low responsiveness
.058
.079
used to examine teenager-partner communication. The first included sexuality *p=.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. Note: SE=standard error.
discussions, responsiveness and their interaction; the second included risk discussions, responsiveness and their inter- and responsiveness was significantly asaction. Each was applied to condom use sociated with increased condom use both
during most recent intercourse and life- at most recent intercourse and over the
teenager’s lifetime (Table 2). The probe of
time condom use.
In the analyses pertaining to sexuality these interactions showed that at high levdiscussions, the interaction between these els of responsiveness, risk discussions were
discussions and parental responsiveness positively related to condom use during
significantly increased the likelihood of most recent intercourse (b=.454, p=.004)
both condom use at last intercourse and and lifetime condom use (b=.232, p=.01).
lifetime use (Table 2, page 120). Probing However, at low levels of responsiveness,
these interactions yielded similar results (not Figure 1. Predicted values of partner communication from the inshown): When parental teraction between sexuality discussions and parental responresponsiveness
was siveness and between risk discussions and parental responhigh, sexuality discus- siveness
sions were significantly Partner communication index
associated with in3.25
3.25
creased condom use
during most recent in- 3.00
3.00
tercourse (b=.212, p=.02)
and lifetime condom use 2.75
2.75
(b=.110, p=.03). However, at low levels of re- 2.50
2.50
sponsiveness, sexuality
2.25Responsiveness
discussions were nega- 2.25
High
tively associated with
2.00
2.00
Low
condom use during
most recent intercourse
(b=–.246, p=.004) and 1.75
Low
High
Low
High
(albeit at a marginal level
Risk discussions index
Sexuality discussions index
of statistical significance)
to lifetime condom use Notes: Scores on the sexuality discussions index ranged from zero to seven; scores on the risk
(b=–.091, p=.08).
discussions index ranged from zero to four. Predicted values were computed at one standard
above and below the mean of sexuality discussions, risk discussions and responSimilarly, the interac- deviation
siveness.
tion of risk discussions
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