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A major focus of policy and research is on delaying the timing of first sex to help reduce 

high rates of adolescent pregnancy and STIs in the U.S.  A wide range of approaches exist for 

delaying adolescent sexual initiation, and these approaches address the importance of a number 

of different social contexts and environments that shape adolescent sexual behavior.  However, 

few studies examine the relative influence of varying adolescent environments on the timing of 

first sex, nor do they examine whether multiple environments interact with each other to 

influence sexual behavior.  This study uses data from Rounds1-8 of the National Longitudinal 

Survey of Youth (NLSY97) to examine whether and how different adolescent environments 

including neighborhood, family, school, and their surrounding physical environment are 

associated with an earlier timing of first sex.  We also examine whether micro-level factors (e.g., 

family structure, parent involvement, parent background and education) are more or less 

protective against early sexual experience in more socioeconomically disadvantaged 

neighborhoods.  Contextual data provide county-level indicators of neighborhood disadvantage 

(e.g., poverty, unemployment, single motherhood, educational attainment).   

 
Conceptual Framework 

We draw upon social disorganization and relative deprivation theories to examine the role 

of neighborhood disadvantage in predicting the timing of adolescent first sex and the 

interrelationships between neighborhood disadvantage and other family and school 

environments.  Much of the framework for the modern concept of neighborhood disadvantage 

begins with social disorganization theory, which argues that neighborhood-level factors decrease 

the prevalence and strength of local social ties in disadvantaged neighborhoods and consequently 

decrease community-level social control of crime and other problem behaviors,46 with some 

evidence that these factors are associated with risky adolescent sexual behaviors.3,5,7,8,10,11,29,33   

Structural factors such as poverty, unemployment, education, and teen birth rates have been 
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found to reduce social ties within communities. These factors diminish the resources necessary to 

support basic institutions (such as family, churches, schools, and voluntary organizations) in 

neighborhoods, all of which foster networks of social connection.57,58  Additionally, Anderson 

(1990) suggests that in disadvantaged neighborhoods where traditional roads to success are 

blocked, “street” codes encouraging risky behaviors often develop.1 However, risky adolescent 

sexual behaviors can be mitigated by collective efficacy,43,45 shared values and collective goals- 

including those focused on positive outcomes for local youth.10,11  Relative deprivation theory is 

used to demonstrate whether and how contextual disadvantage moderates the association 

between other adolescent environments and adolescent sexual behavior.49  We focus specifically 

on whether the associations between family, school and physical environments and the timing of 

first sex (prior to age 18) vary by level of neighborhood disadvantage.  

Research has identified the importance of neighborhoods,8-10,53  families,12,22,40,41 

schools13,20,31,55 and other aspects of the physical environments4,5 for the timing of adolescent 

sexual debut and other characteristics of adolescent sexual relationships, although research on 

how these environments interact is more limited.  This study will extend previous research by 

examining the influence of neighborhood disadvantage on the timing of first sex relative to a 

number of other micro and macro-level contexts including the family, school and adolescents’ 

physical environment.  Based on relative deprivation theory, we also consider whether 

neighborhood disadvantage moderates the associations between each environment and the 

transition to sex during adolescence.   

 

Prior Research 

Neighborhood Disadvantage and the Timing of First Sex 

 Previous research suggests that a number of dimensions of neighborhood context and 

disadvantage are associated with adolescent sexual debut.  For example, neighborhood 
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concentrated poverty,3,10,11,33 a lower proportion of college educated adults,9 a higher 

unemployment rate,52  and a higher teen non-marital birth rate9 have all been linked to earlier 

timing of first intercourse for adolescents.  In an attempt to objectively study the cumulative 

effects of neighborhood level factors on individual behaviors, researchers often aggregate 

measures of disadvantage to assess whether there are increasing risks due to more concentrated 

disadvantage.  For the purposes of the current study, we develop an index of neighborhood 

disadvantage, which combines multiple dimensions of neighborhood disadvantage into a single 

cumulative measure.   

Family Environments and the Timing of First Sex 

An expanding research literature has found that parental support and connectedness, 

including parental warmth, parent/child closeness, and child attachment to and regard for 

parents, can have a positive influence on adolescent reproductive health.36  Strong parent-child 

relationships are associated with later adolescent sexual initiation,10,18,39,47 lower frequency of 

intercourse,17,23,42 and with fewer sexual partners14,16,19 among males and females.   

Family structure has also been associated with adolescent sexual activity.  Previous research 

suggests that teens that grow up in a household with two biological parents are more likely to 

initiate sex at an older age than teens that grow up in other family structures.21,30,41   

Parent background factors also affect the timing of first sex. Adolescents with more highly 

educated parents, those with higher religious attendance, and mothers with a later timing of first 

birth are all associated with delayed sexual activity.26  

Research suggests that the influence of family environments on the transition to sex during 

adolescence may vary by the level of neighborhood disadvantage. For example, Roche at al. 

(2005) found that greater parental involvement was related to a lower likelihood of sex initiation 

only when youth lived in socioeconomically advantaged neighborhoods. 41  Parental rules that 

focused on the child’s activities inside (e.g. watching T.V.) and outside  of the home (e.g. 
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hanging out with peers) were associated with the lowest likelihood of sex initiation for 

adolescents in disadvantaged neighborhood but with the highest likelihood of sex initiation for 

youth in advantaged neighborhoods. 41 When parents imposed few rules on adolescents’ 

activities, the likelihood of sex initiation was about equally high regardless of neighborhood 

characteristics.41 

Further, qualitative research from Anderson (1999) suggests that coming from a strong, tight 

knit, financially stable, “decent” family in a socioeconomically disadvantaged neighborhood can 

instill high aspirations in youth, serving as a “bastion” against street culture (often including 

early sexual activity, drug use, and other forms of delinquency), but that coming from a “decent” 

home does not necessarily guarantee that an adolescent will rise above the neighborhood and 

other street influences surrounding them.2 Anderson (1999) argues that in order for “decent” 

youth to successfully navigate differing influences in the home and in the wider neighborhood 

and school environment, the ability to effectively code switch(adopting one set of behaviors for 

the street and different behaviors for the home) is absolutely critical.2   

School and Physical Environments and the Timing of First Sex 

 Physical and school environments may also play a role in the timing of first sex among 

teens. Studies have found that adolescents are more likely to become sexually active at an early 

age when they live in neighborhoods characterized by violence,4 crime,5 and physical decay.53 

Gang involvement31,56 and having peers who use tobacco,34 drink alcohol,6,24,28  and use drugs9,13 

are also associated with an earlier initiation of sex among adolescents. However, greater 

participation in extracurricular activities such as music, drama, clubs, or schools sports, 20,37  

higher education aspirations,25,31,48 and volunteering28 are all correlated with delayed initiation of 

sex. 
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 Recent research suggests that the associations between individual-level educational 

aspirations and expectations may vary by level of neighborhood poverty.  For example, Cubbin 

et al. (2010) found that among 15-17 year olds in high-poverty neighborhoods (>20%), girls with 

a higher desire or likelihood of going to college and boys with higher positive life expectations 

had an increased likelihood of sex initiation, while in neighborhoods with lower poverty the 

opposite was true.15 They hypothesize that this could be because young people living in high-

poverty neighborhoods who had not initiated sex by the time they reached age 15-17 have 

already delayed sexual initiation compared with their sexually active peers of the same age (in 

other words, positive college aspirations or life expectations may have already acted as a 

protective factor against earlier onset of sexual initiation).15  

Controls 

 We control for additional individual-level factors that we expect to be associated with 

adolescent sexual initiation.  Prior research suggests that adolescents who are  male,52 black,33 

born in the U.S.,52 older,33,52 more physically developed compared to their peers,18 and who have 

dated more frequently35,50 are more likely to initiate sex at an earlier age.   

 

Data 

 Data for these analyses are derived from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 

1997 Cohort (NLSY97), Rounds 1 – 8 (1997 – 2004), along with the restricted-use geocode 

supplement which contains detailed information on the geographic residence of each NLSY97 

respondent.  The NLSY97, sponsored and directed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. 

Department of Labor, is a nationally-representative sample of 8,984 youth aged 12 – 16 in 1997.  

These data provide valuable information on parent-youth relationships, youth sexual experiences 

and partners, family background factors, and sociodemographic characteristics.  Youth were 
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initially interviewed in 1997, and we include annual follow-up data through 2004.  County-level 

indicators based on census data are included in the geocode supplement file.   

 

Sample 

We restricted our sample to 4,790 sexually inexperienced youth ages 12-14 at baseline 

(Round 1) because of our interest in the transition to first sexual intercourse and because key 

measures of parent involvement were only available for younger adolescents.  We then excluded 

respondents who did not report any valid information about sexual experience in Rounds 2 

through 8 (n= 81), who were missing information on two critical independent variables (mother-

youth relationship and parental monitoring) (n=94), and those who were married at the time of 

their first sexual relationship (n=27), for a final sample of 4,588 respondents. 

We structured our analysis file into person-years consisting of a separate observation for 

each year in which a respondent was in our sample and was at risk of having sex for the first time 

through age 18.  Because the dependent variable of interest is first sexual experience, we 

included only years leading up to and including the year of first sexual intercourse.  Respondents 

were censored in the year they had sex or in Round 8 if they did not report having sex.  

Respondents with missing data on sexual experience were censored in the round prior to the 

round with missing data.  The final sample of 4,588 youth provided 16,916 person-years of 

information, from which we removed 383 person-years in which respondents did not participate 

in an interview, for a final sample of 16,533 person-years (8,207 among males and 8,326 among 

females).   

 

Measures 

Dependent variable  
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 The dependent variable of interest is the transition to first sexual intercourse.  For each 

round from 1997 to 2004, respondents were asked, “Have you ever had sexual intercourse, that 

is, made love, had sex, or gone all the way with a person of the opposite sex?”  Within each 

person-year, respondents receive a value of 1 if they reported sexual experience and a value of 0 

if they had not yet had sex.  Respondents who were missing on sexual experience in a particular 

year were coded on sexual experience based on their reported month and year of first sexual 

intercourse from a subsequent round. 

Independent variables  

We include measures of neighborhood disadvantage, parent involvement, family 

structure, adolescent perceptions of their school and physical environments, and parent 

background. We use county-level measures of neighborhood disadvantage measured for the 

county in which the respondent lived in 19971 to create a standardized index of neighborhood 

disadvantage (alpha=0.8743).  This index consists of the logged (to minimize skewness) percent 

of families with income below the poverty level, the log of the civilian labor force 

unemployment rate, the square root (also to minimize skewness) of the percent of the population 

25+ with less than four years of high school, and the square root of the percent of births to moms 

under 20.  The neighborhood disadvantage index was recoded into a categorical measure of low, 

medium and high disadvantage by taking one standard-deviation above (for high disadvantage) 

and below (for low disadvantage) the mean.  

Parent involvement measures include the respondents’ relationship quality with their 

residential parents, parental monitoring, and family routines all measured at Round 1. Parent-

teen relationship quality is a three-item summative index (range: 0-12) capturing whether the 

teen thinks highly of or enjoys spending time with his or her residential mother and/or father, and 

                                                           
1 Neighborhood disadvantage index items were taken from the 1997 NLSY geocode data which provides county-
level data from 1989 and 1990.  
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whether his or her mother and/or father is a person he or she wants to be like. Parental 

monitoring and awareness measures how well the mother and/or father knows who their teen is 

with when they are not at home, ranging from 0 (parent knows nothing) to 4 (parent knows 

everything). The family routines index (range: 0-28) assesses the number of days per week in 

which the teen does the following with his or her family: eats dinner, does something fun, does 

something religious, and does household chores.  

We include a four-category measure of family structure, comparing teens living with two 

biological or adoptive parents with those living with one biological and one other non-bio parent, 

a single biological parent, or any other family structure type.   

We use four separate indices measured at Round 1 to capture the respondent’s perception 

of the school and physical environments in which they live. Physical environment risk is a 5-item 

index of both youth and interviewer reports that capture the relative safety of the respondent’s 

neighborhood and home life. Respondents are asked how often they hear gunshots in the average 

week, and if their home has electricity or heat when they need it.  Interviewers report if the 

homes in the respondent’s neighborhood are well kept, if the respondent’s home is well kept, and 

if the interviewer felt concerned for their safety during the interview. Scores range from 0 to 7 

where higher scores indicate higher risk. The enriching environment index is a 3-item index 

consisting of youth reports of whether they have a computer in their home, own a dictionary and 

if they spend any time taking additional classes or lessons (e.g., music, dance, language, etc.) in a 

typical week. Scores range from 0 to 3 where a higher score indicates a more enriching 

environment. Respondent reports of school environments in the NLSY97 are measured as the 

proportion of kids in the respondents’ grade who engage in a specific behavior, with the 

following categories: 1) Almost none (less than 10%); 2) about 25%; 3) about half (50%); 4) 

about 75%; and 5) almost all (more than 90%).   A positive school environment index consists of 

four items. Respondents received a point if 75% or more of kids in their grade attend church 
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regularly, 75% or more play sports, are in a club, or other school activity, 75% or more of kids in 

their grade have college aspirations, and at least 50% of kids in their grade volunteer. The 

negative school environment index is a 5-item scale is the respondent report if 25% or more of 

the kids in their grade smoke, get drunk often, do drugs, are in a gang, or skip classes. 

Parent background measures are all taken from Round 1. Parent religious attendance 

ranges from 1 (never) to 7 (every day). Residential parents’ highest level of educational 

attainment (range: 1-20 years) is used as a proxy for socioeconomic status. We also include a 

dichotomous measure of whether the respondent’s mother was younger than age 20 at her first 

birth to indicate whether the respondents’ mother was a teen mother.   

 To control for individual characteristics, we include time-invariant controls for 

race/ethnicity, whether the respondent was foreign-born (vs. native born), whether he or she had 

started puberty (based on menarche for females and if pubic or facial hair growth or voice 

cracking were “under way” or had occurred for males by Round 1), and the frequency with 

which the respondent dated in the last year (not at all, once a month, and more than once a 

month).  We also include a time-varying control for the respondent’s age. 

 

Analytic Methods 

 We conduct t-test analyses to test for differences between our parent, family, school, and 

individual factors over neighborhoods with low, medium, and high disadvantage.  Multivariate 

analyses include additive discrete-time logistic regression models for event-history analyses of 

the transition to first sexual experience for the full sample. The first model uses only parent 

involvement measures to predict the timing of first intercourse, the second adds family structure, 

the third adds adolescents’ perceptions of their school and physical environments, the fourth adds 

parental background characteristics, and the fifth adds neighborhood disadvantage to determine 

if neighborhood context matters for the timing of first sex after accounting for other micro-level 
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factors.  The final model adds individual controls.  Additionally, we run separate models for 

respondents in low, medium, and high disadvantaged neighborhoods to examine whether the 

effects of parent involvement, family structure, school and physical environments, and parent 

background on the timing of first sex differ by level of neighborhood disadvantage.    

Missing Data.  There was less than 5% missing data for all of our independent variables. 

Missing data was plugged with the mean for continuous variables and with the mode for 

categorical variables.  All analyses incorporate weights and were run in STATA 10. Multivariate 

results are presented in terms of odds ratios.  

 

Results 

Sample Characteristics 

 Table 1 presents means for the respondent-level sample separately for those in low, 

medium, and high disadvantaged neighborhoods. Approximately 69 percent of respondents in 

high-disadvantaged neighborhoods had any early sexual initiation (first sex at or prior to age 18) 

compared to 58 percent of those in low- and 61 percent in medium-disadvantaged 

neighborhoods.   

 Parent involvement varied slightly across levels of neighborhood disadvantage, with 

higher levels of parental monitoring in medium-disadvantaged neighborhoods (2.8 versus 2.7) 

and fewer family routines in low-disadvantaged neighborhoods compared with medium and high 

disadvantaged neighborhoods (14.7 compared to 15.3 and 15.5, respectively). A higher 

percentage of respondents in high disadvantaged neighborhoods lived in a single biological 

parent family or other family structure compared with respondents in either low- or medium-

disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

Respondents in high-disadvantaged neighborhoods scored highest on the physical 

environment risk index followed by those in medium- and then low-disadvantaged 
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neighborhoods (1.4 followed by 1.1 and 0.8, respectively). Similarly, individuals in high-

disadvantaged neighborhoods lived in homes with the least opportunity for enrichment. Youth in 

high-disadvantaged neighborhoods had an average score of 1.7 versus an average of 1.9 in 

medium disadvantaged neighborhoods, and 2.0 in low disadvantaged neighborhoods.  

 In terms of family background, parents’ highest education and whether the respondents’ 

mother was a teen mother varied across neighborhoods in the expected direction with lower 

levels of education and higher percentages of mothers that were teen mothers as you move from 

low to medium to high disadvantaged neighborhoods.  Of our individual-level controls, only 

gender varied across level of neighborhood disadvantage, with a higher percentage of males in 

medium disadvantaged neighborhoods (51.6%) compared with low (46.8%) and high (46.0%) 

disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

Multivariate results 

 Table 2 presents findings from discrete-time logit models predicting the transition to 

sexual experience at or before age 18.  Model 1 indicates that higher parent teen relationship 

quality, greater parental awareness and monitoring, and greater family routines lower the odds of 

sexual initiation.  The results in Model 2 suggest that compared to respondents with two 

biological parents living in the home, those with a stepparent, single parent, or other family 

structure have higher odds of early sex. Higher scores on the physical environment risk index 

and negative school environment index also increase the odds of engaging in first sex at or 

before age 18 (see Model 3).  Higher scores on the enriching environment scale reduce the odds 

of early sex. In terms of parent background characteristics, having parents who attend religious 

services reduces the odds of the transition to sex, whereas having a mother who was a teen 

mother increases the odds.  Living in a high disadvantage neighborhood (when compared to low) 

increases the odds of having sex at or before age 18, although the addition of neighborhood 

disadvantage in Model 5 does not attenuate the effects of the parent, family, school environment 
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or physical environment factors. In Model 6, the addition of individual controls reduces the 

effects of parental monitoring, family routines, and residing in an “other” family form (compared 

to having 2 biological parents in the household) to nonsignificance.  Being a racial/ethnic 

minority (black or Hispanic compared to white), being older, having an earlier onset of puberty, 

and early dating (compared with no dating at all) increase the odds of early sex, whereas foreign-

born respondents had reduced odds of early intercourse.  

Table 3 presents the results from the full model (Model 5) separately for adolescents in 

low, medium, and high disadvantaged neighborhood contexts.  

Results from Table 3 indicate that within low disadvantaged communities (Model 1), 

family background and school influences play the largest role in the transition to first sex. When 

compared to youth in homes with two biological parents, those living with a stepparent have 

increased odds of early sex. Having a mother who was a teen parent, being black (compared to 

white), and being an older teen increases the odds of early sex. Both positive and negative school 

environments, as well as dating also increase the odds of early sex.  

Among respondents in the medium disadvantaged category (Model 2), parental 

monitoring, an enriching environment, parents with greater religiosity and educational 

attainment, being male, and being foreign-born reduce the odds of transitioning to sex prior to 

age 18.  Youth growing up in a stepfamily or in a single parent household (compared to those 

living with two biological parents), those with a negative school environment, those whose 

mother was a teen mother, older teens and those who were dating at baseline had higher odds of 

transitioning to sex before age 18.  

Higher quality parent-youth relationships, an enriching environment, and parent 

religiosity lowered the odds of early first sex among respondents in high disadvantaged 

neighborhoods (Model 3).  Residing in a stepfamily (compared to living with two biological 
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parents), having a negative school environment, being male, being an older teen, and early dating 

all increased the odds of initiating first intercourse prior to age 18.   

 

Preliminary Conclusions  

The results presented here suggest that a number of contexts matter for the timing of 

adolescent sex, including neighborhood, parent involvement and family structure, youth’s 

perceptions of their school and physical environments, and parent background.  Preliminary 

bivariate analyses also suggest that characteristics of youth’s family, school and physical 

environments vary depending on the level of neighborhood disadvantage.  For example, parental 

monitoring and awareness is actually higher among families in neighborhoods with medium-

level disadvantage (compared to low disadvantaged neighborhoods), and family routines are the 

lowest in low disadvantaged neighborhoods.  As expected, we also found that a higher 

percentage of respondents living in high disadvantaged neighborhoods lived in single parent 

family homes than youth in other neighborhoods, and had more negative perceptions of their 

physical environment.   

Separate multivariate analyses by level of neighborhood disadvantage show that many 

risk and protective factors associated with the transition to sex operate in similar ways across all 

levels of neighborhood disadvantage, with a few exceptions.  For example, parental monitoring 

is significantly associated with reduced odds of experiencing the transition to sex before age 18 

for youth in medium disadvantaged neighborhoods, but parent-teen relationship quality is more 

protective for youth in high disadvantaged neighborhoods.  Youth in single parent family 

households in medium disadvantaged neighborhoods only have increased odds of early transition 

to first sex. Higher scores on the physical risk index also increase the odds of teen sex, whereas 

more enrichment opportunities and educated parents represent protective factors against sexual 
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initiation within medium disadvantaged neighborhoods, but not within low or high 

disadvantaged neighborhoods.   

Interestingly, for respondents in low disadvantaged neighborhoods, having a positive 

school environment may increase the odds of early sexual initiation.  Finally, for youth in both 

low and medium disadvantaged neighborhoods, but not for those in high disadvantaged 

neighborhoods, having a teen mom raises the odds of early sexual initiation.   
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Table 1:  Sample Characteristics 
  Low  Medium High   

  (n=728) (n=3148) (n=712)   
  Mean/% Mean/% Mean/%   
Timing of First Sex Outcome         

Sex at or before age 18  58.2% 61.4% 68.8% b,c 
Parent Involvement         

Parent-teen relationship quality 9.10 9.08 9.04   
  (2.12) (2.31) (2.67)   
Parental monitoring and awareness 2.71 2.80 2.86 a 
  (1.01) (1.07) (1.28)   
Family routines  14.73 15.28 15.51 a,b 
  (4.53) (5.12) (6.16)   

Family Structure         
Family Structure        b,c 

2 bio parents 60.3% 58.6% 51.7%   
1 bio parent, 1 non-bio parent 11.2% 14.9% 13.2%   
Single bio parent 26.5% 23.7% 30.5%   
Other family structure 2.0% 2.8% 4.6%   

Neighborhood Perspective         
Physical environment risk index 0.80 1.09 1.42 a,b,c 
  (.90) (1.19) (1.53)   
Enriching environment index  2.02 1.86 1.66 a,b,c 
  (.65) (.75) (.88)   
Positive school environment 1.94 1.87 1.88   
  (1.03) (1.14) (1.32)   
Negative school environment 2.17 2.22 2.21   
  (1.59) (1.70) (1.92)   

Parent Background         
Parent religious attendance 4.20 4.33 4.47   
  (1.89) (2.03) (2.27)   
Resident parents' highest education status  14.64 13.65 12.72 a,b,c 
  (2.77) (2.82) (2.89)   
Respondent's mom was a teen mom  12.7% 20.6% 27.3% a,b,c 

Controls         
Male 46.8% 51.6% 46.0% a,c 
Race/Ethnicity          

White  77.2% 74.0% 53.8%   
Black 10.1% 12.3% 30.6%   
Hispanic 10.8% 12.6% 14.7%   
Other 1.8% 1.1% 1.0%   

Foreign-born 10.7% 8.5% 6.9%   
Age at baseline interview 13.32 13.29 13.30   
  (0.89) (0.95) (1.09)   
Puberty 73.8% 74.4% 73.0%   
Dating frequency at baseline         

Never 57.6% 67.7% 70.0%   
Up to 1/month 30.8% 22.7% 23.0%   
>1/month 11.7% 9.6% 6.9%   

alow is significantly different from medium at p<0.05 
   blow is significantly different from high at p<0.05 
   cmedium is significantly different from high at p<0.05 
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Table 2: Weighted Odds Ratios from Logistic Regression Predicting First Sexual Experience at or before Age 
18 (n=13,500)  

m1 m2 m3  m4 m5 m6 
              
Parent Involvement 
    Parent-teen relationship quality 0.96*** 0.97*** 0.98* 0.98* 0.98* 0.98 
    Parental monitoring 0.88*** 0.87*** 0.91*** 0.91*** 0.91*** 0.93** 
    Family routines 0.98*** 0.98*** 0.99*** 0.99* 0.99* 0.99 

Family Structure (ref: 2 bio parents) 
1 bio parent, 1 non-bio parent 1.58*** 1.47*** 1.38*** 1.38*** 1.43*** 
Single bio parent 1.61*** 1.39*** 1.34*** 1.33*** 1.32*** 
Other family structure 1.65*** 1.41*** 1.40** 1.39** 1.33* 

Neighborhood Perspective 
    Physical risk index 1.09*** 1.06** 1.06** 1.08*** 
    Enrichment index 0.90*** 0.93** 0.93* 0.91** 
    Positive school environment 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 
    Negative school environment 1.16*** 1.16*** 1.16*** 1.08*** 

Parent Background 
    Parent religious attendance  0.94*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 
    Resident parents' highest education   
    Status 0.99 0.99 0.97** 
    Respondent's mom was a teen mom 1.23*** 1.23*** 1.23** 

Neighborhood Disadvantage  
(ref: Low) 

Med 1.05 1.13 
High 1.26** 1.29** 

Controls 
    Male 0.93 
    Race (ref: White) 
      Black 1.45*** 
      Hispanic 1.09 
      Other 1.16 
Foreign-born 0.74*** 
Age at baseline interview 1.35*** 
Puberty 1.12 
Frequency of Dating (ref: none) 

Up to 1/month 2.11*** 
>1/month 3.05*** 

Wald  44.63*** 40.95*** 36.89*** 38.63*** 34.77*** 62.79*** 
Df 3 6 10 13 15 24 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table 3: Weighted Odds Ratios from Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting First Sexual Experience at or 
before Age 18 for Low, Medium, and High Disadvantaged Neighborhoods 
                

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
LOW MED HIGH 

(n=2211) (n=9297) (n=1992) 
        
Parent Involvement 
    Parent-teen relationship quality 1.00 0.99 0.94* 
    Parental monitoring 0.94 0.93* 0.90 
    Family routines 0.98 0.99 1.00 

Family Structure (ref: 2 bio parents) 
1 bio parent, 1 non-bio parent 1.62** 1.40*** 1.42** 
Single bio parent 1.25 1.39*** 1.14 
Other family structure 1.31 1.22 1.74 

Neighborhood Perspective 
    Physical risk index 1.02 1.10*** 1.03 
    Enrichment index 1.01 0.89** 0.89 
    Positive school environment 1.13* 0.95 0.99 
    Negative school environment 1.14*** 1.07*** 1.09* 

Parent Background 
    Parent religious attendance  0.94* 0.93*** 0.91*** 
    Resident parents' highest education status 0.98 0.97* 0.95 
    Respondent's mom was a teen mom 1.63** 1.19* 1.13 

Controls 
    Male 0.90 0.89* 1.27** 
    Race (ref: White) 
      Black 1.62** 1.43*** 1.30 
      Hispanic 1.67* 0.99 0.95 
      Other 0.85 1.33 1.20 
    Foreign-born 0.75 0.79* 0.53 
    Age at baseline interview 1.38*** 1.37*** 1.30*** 
    Puberty 1.13 1.15 0.91 
    Frequency of Dating (ref: none) 

  Up to 1/month 1.83*** 2.23*** 2.04*** 
  >1/month 3.68*** 3.19*** 1.83* 

        
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
 


