
The middle columns test the hypothe-
sis that changes in family, individual and
partner characteristics may help explain
an increase in the teenage birthrate. The
second column of data shows the pre-
dicted probability of a teenage birth for
Cohort 1, if the adolescents had the fam-
ily characteristics of Cohort 2 teenagers,
when other characteristics are held con-
stant. Thus, the first row indicates that if
the adolescents in Cohort 1 had the fam-
ily background characteristics of Cohort
2 (with race and ethnicity held constant),
they would have a slightly (but not sig-
nificantly) lower predicted probability of
a teenage birth (14.4% vs. 14.6%). 

Similarly, the third column shows the

shows the predicted probability of a birth
among adolescents who had the average
characteristics of teenagers in Cohort 1.
For example, teenagers with the average
family background and racial and ethnic
characteristics of Cohort 1 had a 15% pre-
dicted probability of a teenage birth, given
the effects of factors found to be signifi-
cant in Model 1 (Table 3). In contrast, ado-
lescents with the average characteristics
of Cohort 2 had a 17% probability of a
teenage birth (Column 4).

predicted probability of a birth before age
20 for Cohort 2, if those teenagers had the
family characteristics of Cohort 1 (16.9%
in Column 3, the same as in the fourth col-
umn).* In general, the patterns of direc-
tion and significance in the two sets of
columns are similar. 

The advantage of using predicted prob-
abilities is that this method allows us to
input aggregate population characteris-
tics, based on women who were teenagers
in each cohort, to provide a cohort-level
and population-level probability of a teen-
age birth. The disadvantage is that pre-
dicted probabilities do not specifically
replicate a population-level adolescent
birthrate, and the probabilities and
changes in probabilities are tied to specific
models. Thus, although changes in pre-
dicted probabilities allow us to examine
whether certain characteristics appear to
be associated with an increasing or a de-
clining predicted probability of a teenage
birth, they do not allow us to test the rel-
ative contributions of the hypotheses.

The change in family characteristics over
time includes factors that changed in ways
likely to increase teenage births (e.g., a de-
cline in the percentage of adolescents
growing up in intact families and an in-
crease in family turbulence) and factors
that changed in ways likely to contribute
to a decrease (e.g., higher levels of mater-
nal education and declining family size).
The analyses in Table 5 show that positive
changes in family characteristics between
Cohorts 1 and 2 are associated with a de-
cline in predicted probabilities (from 14.6%
to 13.8%). However, negative changes in
family environments between the two co-
horts led to an increased predicted prob-
ability (from 14.6% to 15.1%). Thus, the
overall nonsignificant impact of family en-
vironment reflects a combination of posi-
tive and negative changes over time.

The predicted probabilities for Model
2 show the effects of dropout status and
sex education. The predicted probabilities
of adolescent birth were not affected by
the changing proportion of teenagers who
dropped out of school. Changes in sex ed-
ucation, including formal classes and dis-
cussions with parents about how preg-
nancy occurs, were associated with a
decline in the predicted probability of a
teenage birth, but only in combination
with more positive family environments.

In Model 3, we see an increase in the
predicted probability of a teenage birth
based on the increasing proportion of ado-
lescents having sex at an early age. There
is an even greater increase in predicted
probabilities (from 11.9% to 12.9%) when
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Table 4. Odds ratios from proportional hazard analyses predicting a first teenage birth among
sexually experienced adolescents, by selected characteristics, according to cohort

Characteristic Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3
(N=2,493) (N=1,776) (N=1,241)

MODEL  4
Hypothesis 1: Family environments
Daughter of a teenage mother 1.16 1.23 1.34
No. of children in family 1.06* 1.05 1.02
Family type/changes in living situation

Stable, 2 biological parents 1.00 1.00 1.00
Stable, other family situation 1.74** 1.90** 0.90
1 change 1.15 1.35 0.85
2 changes 1.19 1.32 1.41
3 changes 1.71* 1.07 1.29
≥4 changes 0.80 1.28 1.18

Mother’s education 0.95*** 0.97 0.94*

Hypothesis 2: Race/ethnicity
Non-Hispanic white 1.00 1.00 1.00
U.S.-born Hispanic 2.32*** 1.61* 1.81**
Foreign-born Hispanic 1.27 2.28** 1.99
Non-Hispanic black 1.89*** 1.70** 2.24***
Non-Hispanic other 1.28 1.50 0.89

Hypothesis 3: Dropout status
Dropped out of high school 1.82*** 1.53* 1.51

Hypothesis 4: Sex education
Discussions with parents before age 18

Birth control methods 0.80 0.94 0.76
STDs 1.35 1.31 1.55
How pregnancy occurs 0.92 0.63* 0.61*

≥2 forms of formal sex education before age 18 0.99 0.83 0.85

Hypothesis 5: Timing of first intercourse
Age at first sex 0.88*** 0.82** 0.85***
Age at menarche 0.92** 0.92* 0.98

Hypothesis 6: Contraceptive use
Contraceptive use at first sex 0.63*** 0.67** 0.83

Satterwhite adjusted chi-square 291.42*** 184.79*** 96.41***
Degrees of freedom 21 21 21

MODEL 5†
Hypothesis 7: Nonvoluntary sexual experiences
First sex was nonvoluntary 0.77 0.72 0.53

Hypothesis 8: Partner characteristics at first sex
Age difference between respondent and partner 1.02 1.04 1.01
Relationship with partner

Just met/friends/went out once in a while 0.82 0.94 1.03
Going steady/engaged 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satterwhite adjusted chi-square 273.95*** 182.78*** 88.68***
Degrees of freedom 23 23 23

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †Controls for all independent variables in Model 4 except contraceptive use at first sex.

*In some cases, the predicted probabilities in the middle
columns reflect changes in a single variable (e.g., dropout
status). In other cases, they reflect changes in multiple vari-
ables (e.g., family background characteristics). See Table
1 for the specific variables included in each hypothesis.




