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clinic than from the STD clinic; on average, male condom
users were younger than nonusers (16.9 vs. 17.9) and were
in shorter-term relationships (12.0 vs. 18.2 months).

We used logistic regression to assess the effect of hor-
monal contraceptive use with last main partner at six-month
follow-up on condom use with that partner. The analyses
controlled for demographic and relationship variables found
to be significant in the bivariate analyses. Hormonal con-
traceptive use with last main partner at six-month follow-
up was the independent variable. 

Among young women, those who used hormonal con-
traceptives had significantly lower odds of condom use than
those who did not use hormonal contraceptives (odds ratio,
0.4), even after we controlled for age, clinic site and length
of relationship (Table 3). This finding confirms the inverse
relationship between condom use and hormonal contra-
ceptive use with main partners. Age was also a predictor of

condom use: The odds of using condoms declined with fe-
male adolescents’ increasing age (odds ratio, 0.7).

Among young men, the odds of using condoms were sig-
nificantly lower among those whose main partners used
hormonal contraceptives than among those whose part-
ners did not use hormonal contraceptives (odds ratio, 0.3).
No other characteristics were predictive of condom use
among male adolescents.

When we repeated the analysis with an added control
for baseline condom use, we found similar results among
females (not shown). The odds of using condoms among
hormonal contraceptive users were significantly lower than
the odds among those who did not use hormonal contra-
ceptives (odds ratio, 0.4). Among males, the relationship
between condom and hormonal contraceptive use was not
statistically significant. For both males and females, base-
line condom use was, by far, the strongest predictor of con-
dom use at the six-month follow-up. Young women who
reported using condoms at the initial interview had sub-
stantially higher odds of using condoms six months later
than young women who were not condom users at base-
line (odds ratio, 4.0). The result was similar for males (odds
ratio, 6.3).

Influence of Pregnancy and STD Concerns
To examine whether the inverse relationship between con-
dom and hormonal contraceptive use is influenced by ado-
lescents’ concerns about pregnancy and STDs, we tested
interactions among hormonal contraceptive use, percep-
tions of risk of and probable reaction to becoming preg-
nant, and perceptions of risk of and probable reaction to
acquiring an STD. (For example, if the relationship differed
for people who perceived pregnancy as more negative and
those who perceived pregnancy as less negative, we would
see an interaction between hormonal contraceptive use and
how negatively adolescents perceived pregnancy.) We use
the dichotomous variables high or low risk of STD and more
negative or less negative view of pregnancy, with the me-
dian scores on the scales being the split point.

To test interactions, we first looked at main effects, adding
perceptions of risk and probable reaction to the logistic re-
gression model (Table 3). None of adolescents’ perceptions
of risk or their probable reaction strongly influenced their
condom use. Adolescent women’s perception of being at
a high risk of acquiring an STD and adolescent men’s re-
sponse that they would react negatively to acquiring an STD
were associated with slightly increased odds of using con-
doms. While the odds ratios are statistically significant, they
are close to one, suggesting a weak effect at best.  

Next we added the interaction products between preg-
nancy perception and STD perception and hormonal con-
traceptive use (Table 3). We kept in the model only inter-
actions that were significant at p<.10. Among adolescent
women, perceiving pregnancy with a main partner as neg-
ative and perceiving oneself to be at risk of acquiring an STD
from a main partner each modified the association between
condom use and hormonal contraceptive use with main part-

Adolescents’ Trade-Off Between Hormonal Contraceptives and Condoms

TABLE 3. Odds ratios (and 95% confidence intervals) from logistic regression analy-
ses predicting the effects of various characteristics and perceptions on the likelihood
of condom use at last intercourse with a main partner, by sex

Variable Females Males

Characteristic
Used hormonal contraceptive at last intercourse 0.42 (0.24–0.74)** 0.26 (0.09–0.77)*
STD clinic 1.41 (0.78–2.54) 1.66 (0.59–4.66)
Age 0.74 (0.60–0.92)** 0.74 (0.50–1.09)
Relationship length 1.00 (0.98–1.01) 0.98 (0.95–1.01)
χ2 24.1** 20.8**

Perception
Negative view of becoming pregnant 1.08 (0.99–1.18) 1.13 (0.96–1.33)
At risk of becoming pregnant 1.06 (0.93–1.21) 0.99 (0.75–1.29)
Negative view of acquiring STD 1.08 (1.00–1.16) 1.16 (1.00–1.34)*
At risk of acquiring STD 1.06 (1.02–1.11)** 1.07 (0.99–1.17)
χ2 20.0** 13.5**

Two-way interactions
Hormonal contraceptive use x pregnancy negative 0.75 (0.62–0.91)** 0.82 (0.56–1.19)
Hormonal contraceptive use x at risk of acquiring STD 1.17 (1.05–1.30)** 1.05 (0.82–1.33)
Pregnancy negative x at risk of acquiring STD 1.00 (0.98–1.01) 0.97 (0.94–1.00)†
χ2 17.8** 4.1

Three-way interaction
Hormonal contraceptive use x pregnancy negative x 
at risk of acquiring STD 0.95 (0.91–0.99)* 0.82 (0.69–0.99)*
χ2 6.3* 7.5**

χ2 for model 68.2** 45.9**

*p<.05. **p<.01. †p<.10.

TABLE 4. Odds ratios (and 95% confidence intervals) from logistic regression analy-
ses predicting the likelihood of female adolescents’ condom use at last intercourse
with a main partner, by selected characteristics, according to adolescents’ percep-
tions about becoming pregnant and their risk of acquiring an STD

Variable Negative view of becoming pregnant Risk of acquiring STD

More Less Higher Lower
(N=128) (N=146) (N=131) (N=143)

Used hormonal
contraceptive at
last intercourse 0.14 (0.06–0.36)** 0.79 (0.39–1.61) 0.86 (0.38–1.94) 0.21 (0.09–0.46)**

STD clinic 3.55(1.37–9.23)** 1.02 (0.49–2.14) 1.70 (0.77–3.75) 1.58 (0.70–3.55)
Age 0.68 (0.48–0.95)* 0.77 (0.58–1.01) 0.81 (0.61–1.07) 0.74 (0.54–1.02)
Relationship length 1.00 (0.97–1.03) 1.00 (0.98–1.02) 1.00 (0.98–1.02) 0.98 (0.95–1.00)
χ2 29.5** 5.5 6.0 26.1**

*p<.05. **p<.01.




