
their first sexual intercourse with men sub-
stantially older than themselves had lower
odds of practicing contraception (not
shown). When the measures of age and
race or ethnicity of the first sexual partner

course. Age heterogamy does not appear
to be significantly related to contraceptive
use net of the other covariates, unless the
sexual partner is six or more years older
than the respondent; adolescents who had

w e re substituted for the homogamy mea-
s u res, they did not significantly contribute,
and there were no significant differences
in their effects on contraceptive use. 

In multinomial re g ression estimates of
type of contraceptive method selected at
first intercourse (Table 4), the contrast
g roup is condom use, with odds ratios re p-
resenting the odds of pill use rather than
condom use at first intercourse, or the odds
of other method use versus condom use.
In the first model, the type of re l a t i o n s h i p
with partner is not significantly related to
the odds of selecting any particular con-
traceptive method, with one exception:
Adolescents who were “just friends” with
their first sexual partner had higher odds
of using other methods of protection rather
than the condom.  The second model 
indicates similar effects, once other social
and demographic variables were includ-
ed in the model.

The variables that were associated with
pill use versus condom use as first meth-
od were age at first sex, race, family type,
m o t h e r’s education level and school
grades. Younger adolescents had lower
odds of selecting the pill, while black teen-
agers, compared with their white coun-
terparts, had higher odds of selecting this
method. Adolescents from single-parent
families were significantly more likely
than those from households with two bi-
ological parents to choose the pill. Re-
spondents whose mother had a low edu-
cational level had higher odds of selecting
the pill than did those whose mother had
12 years of schooling. Birth control edu-
cation prior to first intercourse was not sig-
n i ficantly related to type of contraceptive
used in the multivariate model. The in-
clusion of the dual-use category (pill and
condom) does not alter the effects of the
birth control education variable (not
shown). Sexual partners’ race and age, as
well as the homogamy measures, were not
associated with contraceptive choice.

Discussion
While a majority of young women in this
sample reported that first intercourse oc-
c u r red within the context of a romantic re-
lationship, a considerable number indi-
cated that they had “just met” or were “just
friends” with their initial partner. Further,
the logistic re g ression estimates pre d i c t i n g
contraceptive use show that those young
women who were not romantically in-
volved with their partner had signific a n t-
ly lower odds than those who were going
steady with their first partner of practicing
contraception at first intercourse. These ef-
fects of partner context remained, even
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Table 3. Odds ratios (and standard errors) from logistic regression analysis of use of contra-
ceptives at first interc o u rs e, by social and demographic characteristics included in model
(N=1,593)

Characteristics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Relationship type
Just met 0.345* (0.302) 0.304* (0.326) 0.341* (0.331) 0.338* (0.333)
Just friends 0.404* (0.156) 0.467* (0.167) 0.478* (0.169) 0.485* (0.170)
Went out once in a while 0.966 (0.200) 1.019 (0.210) 1.022 (0.211) 1.020 (0.212)
Going steady (ref) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Engaged 0.651 (0.385) 0.670 (0.410) 0.650 (0.413) 0.666 (0.416)

Age at first intercourse
≤13 na 0.532* (0.186) 0.686* (0.194) 0.681* (0.197)
14–15 na 0.918 (0.127) 0.997 (0.130) 1.0003 (0.131)
16–17 (ref) na 1.000 1.000 1.000

Race/ethnicity
Hispanic na 0.462* (0.171) 0.485* (0.176) 0.453* (0.181)
Black na 0.518* (0.144) 0.529* (0.153) 0.536* (0.153)
Non-Hispanic white (ref) na 1.000 1.000 1.000
Other na 0.859 (0.339) 0.819 (0.341) 0.695 (0.359)

Family type
Two parents (ref) na 1.000 1.000 1.000
Single parent na 0.860 (0.151) 0.863 (0.153) 0.861 (0.154)
Stepparent na 0.730* (0.158) 0.736 (0.160) 0.733* (0.161)
Other na 0.828 (0.224) 0.817 (0.227) 0.821 (0.227)

Mother’s education (in years)
<12 na 0.603* (0.146) 0.628* (0.148) 0.633* (0.148)
12 (ref) na 1.000 1.000 1.000
>12 na 1.298 (0.148) 1.286 (0.149) 1.283 (0.149)
Missing na 3.094 (0.654) 3.111 (0.655) 3.079 (0.656)

Father’s education (in years)
<12 na 0.598* (0.15 0.592* (0.158) 0.596* (0.158)
12 (ref) na 1.000 1.000 1.000
>12 na 1.012 (0.152) 0.952 (0.154) 0.941 (0.155)
Missing na 0.728 (0.214) 0.724 (0.216) 0.724 (0.216)

Religiosity
Mean na 1.031 (0.044) 1.024 (0.045) 1.028 (0.045)

Rural resident
Yes na 1.189 (0.194) 1.106 (0.195) 1.110 (0.195)
No (ref) na 1.000 1.000 1.000

Smoked before first sex
Yes na na 0.988 (0.150) 0.973 (0.151)
No (ref) na na 1.000 1.000

Expelled before first sex
Yes na na 0.903 (0.166) 0.892 (0.167)
No (ref) na na 1.000 1.000

Birth control education before first sex
Yes na na 1.793* (0.136) 1.763* (0.136)
No (ref) na na 1.000 1.000

Grades
Mean na na 0.889* (0.039) 0.889* (0.039)

Age difference
Same ages na na na 1.149 (0.171)
Partner<respondent na na na 0.888 (0.321)
Respondent>partner (ref) na na na 1.000

Race/ethnicity
Different na na na 1.335 (0.174)
Same (ref) na na na 1.000

–2 log likelihood 43.329 192.860 223.227 226.937
df 4 20 24 27

*p≤.05. Notes: ref=reference group. na=not applicable.


