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the factors that are significantly associated
with outcomes (from the proportional haz-
ard models in Tables 3 and 4).33

•Changes from Cohort 1 to Cohort 2. Table
5 (page 173) compares the predicted prob-
ability of a teenage birth for respondents
in Cohort 1 and Cohort 2. The first column

young age was strongly associated with
the risk of a first teenage birth in each co-
hort (odds ratios of 2.5–3.0). Age at menar-
che, on the other hand, had no statistical-
ly significant effects. 

The analyses in Table 4 (page 172) were
restricted to sexually experienced ado-
lescents (those who had ever had sex by
the end of each cohort). Model 4 shows
that the effects of family background and
individual characteristics in this sample
differed slightly from those in the full sam-
ple of teenagers. For example, maternal
age at first birth did not have a significant
effect, and the effects of family type, ma-
ternal education and dropping out of
school were weaker. In addition, discus-
sions with parents about STDs were as-
sociated with a marginally increased risk
of a birth for sexually experienced teen-
agers in Cohort 1 (p=.062) and Cohort 3
(p=.051), perhaps reflecting discussions
that occurred after the teenagers were al-
ready at risk of an early pregnancy.

An older age at first sex was associated
with a reduced risk of a first teenage birth
in each cohort, and contraceptive use at
first sex was associated with a reduced risk
in Cohorts 1 and 2. A later age at menar-
che was also associated with a reduced risk
of adolescent fertility in Cohorts 1 and 2. 
•Partner factors. Model 5 examines differ-
ing effects of partner factors, including
nonvoluntary first sexual experiences.*
After family background and individual
characteristics were controlled for, non-
voluntary sex had no significant effects in
any cohort. The age difference between
the respondent and her first partner was
associated with a marginally increased
risk of a teenage birth in Cohort 2 (p=.092).
In Cohort 1, adolescents who had just met
their first sexual partner or viewed him as
only a friend had a marginally reduced
risk of a teenage birth (p=.083), which may
reflect the positive relationship between
being engaged and the risk of a birth.

The adjusted chi-square for the multi-
variate models is highest for Cohort 1 and
lowest for Cohort 3, indicating that the
variables created for these hypotheses best
explain variance in the earliest cohort.†

Multivariate Predicted Probabilities
To test whether the changing context of ado-
lescence has contributed to trends in the
teenage birthrate, we examine the predict-
ed probability of having a birth during the
teenage years for each of the three cohorts.
Predicted probabilities are estimated prob-
abilities of a birth among adolescents in
each cohort, given the average characteris-
tics of their cohort (from Tables 1 and 2) and

Table 3. Odds ratios from proportional hazard analyses predicting a first teenage birth among
all adolescents, by selected characteristics, according to cohort

Characteristic Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3
(N=4.883) (N=3,672) (N=2,168)

MODEL 1
Hypothesis 1: Family environments
Daughter of teenage mother 1.44*** 1.66*** 1.65**
No. of children in family 1.06** 1.04 1.02
Family type/changes in living situation

Stable, 2 biological parents 1.00 1.00 1.00
Stable, other family situation 1.79** 2.96*** 1.31
1 change 1.18 2.16*** 1.08
2 changes 1.49* 2.32*** 1.61
3 changes 2.01** 2.26** 1.52
≥4 changes 0.88 2.31* 1.27

Age at parental divorce
Did not divorce 1.00 1.00 1.00
0–5 0.96 1.07 1.24
6–10 1.34 0.75 0.98
≥11 1.28 0.58* 1.10
Parents never married 1.22 1.01 1.05

Mother’s education 0.91*** 0.94** 0.91***

Mother’s work status
No work for pay 1.00 1.00 1.00
Full-time 1.25 0.99 1.44
Part-time† 1.29 0.70 0.69

Church attendance at age 14
Never or rarely 1.00 1.00 1.00
Once a week 0.72** 0.76* 0.68*
More than once a week 0.84 0.87 0.71

Hypothesis 2: Race/ethnicity
Non-Hispanic white 1.00 1.00 1.00
U.S.-born Hispanic 2.07*** 1.56* 1.40
Foreign-born Hispanic 1.03 1.63 1.75
Non-Hispanic black 1.92*** 1.67** 2.42***
Non-Hispanic other 0.80 1.20 0.79

Satterwhite adjusted chi-square 224.02*** 131.92*** 84.23***
Degrees of freedom 21 21 21

MODEL 2‡
Hypothesis 3: Dropout status
Dropped out of high school 2.78*** 2.10*** 2.09***

Hypothesis 4: Sex education
Discussions with parents before age 18

Birth control methods 0.92 1.10 1.02
STDs 1.27 1.09 1.27
How pregnancy occurs 0.78 0.64* 0.54**

≥2 forms of formal sex education before age 18 0.95 0.77* 0.95

Satterwhite adjusted chi-square 307.22*** 156.71*** 95.78***
Degrees of freedom 18 18 18

MODEL 3§
Hypothesis 5: Timing of first intercourse
Had sex by age 15 2.46*** 3.00*** 2.59***
Age at menarche 0.94 0.96 0.99

Satterwhite adjusted chi-square 316.71*** 169.81*** 102.20***
Degrees of freedom 20 20 20

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †Includes mothers who worked full-time during part of the period. ‡Model controls for being the daughter of
a teenage mother, the number of children in the family, family type/changes in living situation, mother’s education and race and ethnic-
ity. §Model is restricted to adolescents who were 16 or older at the end of the cohort period and controls for being the daughter of a teen-
age mother, the number of children in the family, family type/changes in living situation, mother’s education, race and ethnicity, dropout
status, discussions with parents  and receipt of sex education. Ns are 3,728 for Cohort 1; 2,513 for Cohort 2; and 1,904 for Cohort 3.

*Model 5 does not include contraceptive use variables,
because they are reported only for first voluntary sexu-
al experiences.

†Because of the short time span for Cohort 3, the age
range of the sample is narrower, and the sample size is
smaller. However, the Satterwhite adjusted chi-squares
take both sample size and predictive power into account
and are generally smaller than Wald chi-squares (see: ref-
erence 31).




