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 respectively. Nonexclusivity was a yes-no variable gauging 
whether the couple had agreed that it was all right to see 
other people. In addition, a negative qualities scale was 
created by summing all eight negative quality items; pos-
sible scores ranged from 7 to 36 (Cronbach’s alpha, 0.77). 

Positive relationship qualities were assessed by fi ve 
measures. We measured intimate self-disclosure by sum-
ming the responses to three questions about how often the 
respondent and partner discussed “something really bad 
that happened,” “your home life and family” and “your 
private thoughts and feelings.”44 The fi ve responses ranged 
from “never” to “very often”; higher scores indicated more 

disclosure (Cronbach’s alpha, 0.86). Enmeshment was 
measured with the item “[Partner] and I are practically 
inseparable.” The fi ve responses ranged from “strongly 
disagree” to “strongly agree”; higher scores indicated 
greater enmeshment. A measure of passionate love was 
based on the sum of responses to four statements: “I am 
very attracted to [partner],” “the sight of [partner] turns 
me on,” “I would rather be with [partner] than anyone 
else” and “[Partner] always seems to be on my mind.”45 
The fi ve responses ranged from “strongly disagree” to 
“strongly agree”; higher scores indicated stronger feelings 
of love (Cronbach’s alpha, 0.84). Relationship salience was 
measured by the item “How important is your relation-
ship with [partner]?” The fi ve responses ranged from “not 
at all important” to “very important”; higher scores indi-
cating greater relationship salience. We created a positive 
qualities scale that summed all nine items; possible scores 
ranged from 9 to 45 (Cronbach’s alpha, 0.88).

In addition, we included fi ve demographic characteris-
tics of the relationship. A dichotomous variable measured 
whether the relationship was ongoing or had ended at 
the time of the interview. Relationship duration was mea-
sured with the question “How long have you been/were 
you together?” The eight responses ranged from “less than 
a week” to “a year or more,” and answers were coded in 
weeks. Age heterogamy, a commonly used indicator in 
studies of adolescents,4,46,47 was calculated by subtracting 
the female partner’s age from the male partner’s age, and 
then dichotomizing the variable according to whether the 
male partner was older than the female by at least three 
years. Racial and ethnic heterogamy was a dichotomous 
measure generated by comparing the respondent’s and 
partner’s reported racial and ethnic groups. A dichoto-
mous variable measured whether the respondent and his 
or her partner attended the same school. Finally, sexual 
experience asymmetry indicated that one member of the 
couple was sexually inexperienced and the other was sex-
ually experienced prior to the relationship.
�Other covariates. Multivariate models included indica-
tors commonly used to predict condom use among teenag-
ers. Social and demographic variables included  respondent’s 
age (measured in years at the time of the interview), gen-
der, and race and ethnicity (Hispanic, white, black and 
other). Family-level measures included family structure as 
reported by the respondent (single  parent, two biological 
parents, stepfamily and other) and parent’s education as re-
ported in the parent’s questionnaire (less than high school, 
high school diploma or GED, some education beyond high 
school, and four-year college degree or more). 

A measure of parental monitoring was based on the 
sum of six items asking the adolescent how often he or 
she is allowed to make decisions on “the time you must be 
home on weekend nights,” “the people you hang around 
with,” “what you wear,” “your social life,” “who you date” 
and “how often you date.” The fi ve responses ranged from 
“very often” to “never”; higher scores indicated decreased 
decision-making (Cronbach’s alpha, 0.88). Parental 

TABLE 1. Selected characteristics of teenagers who have 
had intercourse with their current or most recent dating 
partner, Toledo Adolescent Relationships Study, 2001

Characteristic Mean or %
 (N=269)

Consistent condom use 45.4
 
Relationship qualities‡ 
Negative scale (range, 7–36) 17.0

Controlling behavior (range, 2–10) 4.2
Confl ict (range, 2–10) 5.1
Partner mistrust (range, 1–5) 2.4
Perceived partner inferiority (range, 1–5) 2.3
Jealousy (range, 1–5) 2.9
Nonexclusivity agreement 17.4

Positive scale (range, 9–45) 34.0
Intimate self-disclosure (range, 3–15) 11.2
Enmeshment (range, 1–5) 3.2
Passionate love (range, 4–20) 15.1
Relationship salience (range, 1–5) 4.1

 
Relationship 
Ongoing relationship 74.6
Duration (in weeks; range, 0.5–78) 39.7
Age heterogamy 15.0
Racial/ethnic heterogamy 20.6
School heterogamy 47.1
Sexual experience asymmetry 34.3
 
Respondent 
Age (range, 12–19) 16.5
Gender 

Male 54.2
Female 45.8

Race/ethnicity 
Hispanic 9.5
White 56.2
Black 31.9
Other 2.4

Family structure 
Single parent 29.3
Two biological parents 40.6
 Stepfamily 17.2
Other 12.9

Parental education 
<high school 18.6
High school 32.6
>high school, <four-year college degree 33.4
≥four-year college degree 15.4

Parental monitoring (range, 6–30) 11.3
Parental communication about sex (range, 6–30) 19.2
Self-esteem (range, 6–30) 24.2
Grades (range, 1–9) 5.7
Previously sexually inexperienced 45.2
Delinquency (range, 10–90) 15.8

‡All qualities are coded so that higher scores indicate more of that quality, 
be it positive or negative. Note: Data are means for characteristics showing a 
range and percentages for others.


