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We refined the model by eliminating the four relationships
that were not significant, as well as the relationship between
the mother’s educational level and that of her son. All re-
maining relationships in this second model were still sig-
nificant (Table 3): prediction of age at first sex by mother’s
work status (–.104) and family structure (.072), and pre-
diction of annual number of partners by age at first sex (beta,
–.369), marital status (–.297) and family structure (–.062).

Both models displayed an excellent fit to the data. Al-
though the simpler model showed an improved fit, it ex-
plained just 2% of the factors influencing age at sexual debut
and 24% of those influencing partner number. It is there-
fore clear that additional variables should be examined in
future tests of this model.

DISCUSSION

Implications
A limitation of previous research on sexual risk-taking be-
haviors is that black males are not included or are includ-
ed only under highly limiting conditions. Because this study
involved a nationally representative sample of black men
with a wide range of ages, it provides crucial evidence of
the connections between characteristics at the individual

We performed structural equation modeling with AMOS
3.6,35 using the maximum likelihood estimation procedure
to calculate unstandardized estimates of the model para-
meters, which we then divided by the corresponding stan-
dard errors to estimate critical ratios. A critical ratio with
an absolute value of at least two indicated that the para-
meter estimate was significant at p<.05. Standardized re-
gression coefficients were then calculated to assess the
strength of the relationships within the model.

Because the data set did not allow us to include any la-
tent variables in the model, we treated the five independent
variables as observed factors that were measured without
error; hence, these factors were not considered a source of
bias.36 We assumed covariance among all independent vari-
ables at the start of the analysis. Unexplained variance for
each dependent variable was represented by disturbance
(error) terms.37

RESULTS

As we had hypothesized, mother’s educational level predicted
that of respondents (beta, .165—Table 3). Neither educational
attainment variable, however, contributed to the model as
we had predicted: A mother’s educational attainment did
not predict her son’s age at sexual initiation, and the re-
spondent’s educational attainment did not predict his an-
nual number of partners during adulthood.

The strongest predictor of age at sexual initiation was
mother’s employment (beta, –.095). This finding supports
the hypothesis that black males whose mothers spent more
time working outside the home initiated sexual activity at
an earlier age than others. Family structure also significantly
influenced the age at which respondents initiated sexual
activity. Thus, as we hypothesized, having grown up in a
two-parent family predicts a delayed onset of intercourse,
whereas having grown up in a one-parent family predicts
an early onset.

Three variables were significant and direct predictors of
the annual number of sexual partners. In descending order,
these were age at sexual initiation, marital status and fam-
ily structure. A low lifetime number of sexual partners is
predicted by an older age at sexual debut, being married
and growing up in a two-parent family. Contrary to our ex-
pectation, the remaining variables were not significant pre-
dictors of the lifetime number of sexual partners.

TABLE 2. Zero-order correlations among variables used in analysis of factors influencing black men’s sexual behavior

Variable Mother’s Mother’s Family Religiosity Education Marital Age at Annual no.
education employment structure status first sex of partners†

Mother’s education .na .16*** .00 –.01 .17*** –.15*** –.07* .16***
Mother’s employment .na –.05 –.03 .06* –.08*** –.11*** .09***
Family structure .na .07* –.09*** .06* .08*** –.11***
Religiosity .na .11*** .15*** .11*** –.08***
Education .na .10*** .13*** –.08***
Marital status .na .09*** –.33***
Age at first sex .na –.40***
Annual no. of partners† .na

*p<.05. ***p<.001. †Estimated by dividing the lifetime number of partners by the number of years since the respondent turned 18 (expressed as natural log). Note:
na=not applicable.

TABLE 3. Standardized regression coefficients from structural equation models exam-
ining the effect of individual and family characteristics on sexual behavior among
black men

Variable Model one Model two

Education Age at Annual no. Age at Annual no.
first sex of partners† first sex of partners†

Mother’s education .165* –.053 .na .na .na
Working mother .na –.095* .027 –.104* .na
Lived with both parents

at age 12 .na .073* –.062* .072* –.062*
Religiosity .na .na –.007 .na .na
Education .na .na .002 .na .na
Married .na .na –.296* .na –.297*
Age at first sex .na .na –.366* .na –.369*

R2 .027 .019 .239 .017 .237
χ2 for model (df) 82.5 (8) 7.5 (2)
Goodness of fit index .981 .997
Adjusted goodness of fit

index .916 .980
Root mean squared error

of approximation .091 .049

*p<.05. †Estimated by dividing the lifetime number of partners by the number of years since the respondent
turned 18 (expressed as natural log). Note: na=not applicable, because no relationship was expected or, for
model two, because the result in model one was not significant.




