
to be using the condom. The decline in the
effect of age on condom use was signifi-
cant only for adolescents, however.

In 1988, formerly married women were
less likely to use the condom than were
currently married women, but by 1995
both formerly married and never-married
women were more likely to be doing so.
This pattern of increasing differences be-
tween married women and those not in
union was significant for both formerly
married and never-married women. 

Black non-Hispanic women and wo-
men of other racial or ethnic backgrounds
were more likely to be using the condom
in 1995 than were white non-Hispanic
women. This represents a significant
change from 1988, when there was little
difference in condom use by race or eth-
nicity. Higher education was positively re-
lated to the choice of the condom as a con-
traceptive method in both 1988 and 1995.
In 1988, method users who had attained
at least a college degree were 90% more
likely to be using the condom than were
high school graduates, and in 1995 they
were 47% more likely. In both years,

explained by increased rates of condom
use within population subgroups (not
shown). Changes in the demographic and
socioeconomic composition of contra-
ceptive users and interactions between
these two sets of factors accounted for the
remaining 14% of the overall change (5%
and 9%, respectively). There has been lit-
tle change in the composition of users be-
tween 1988 and 1995 (Table 3), which ex-
plains the small contribution of this
component to overall change in condom
use between the two years.

Our first set of multivariate analyses
showed that age exerts a significant im-
pact on the likelihood that a sexually ac-
tive woman would use the condom in
both 1988 and 1995 (Table 3), although the
strength of this variable declined over
time. In 1988, the odds of using the con-
dom were about 11 times higher for
women younger than 18 than for women
aged 40–44, four times higher for those
aged 18–19 and twice as high for women
aged 20–29. By 1995, only younger ado-
lescents and women aged 35–39 were sig-
nificantly more likely than 40–44-year-olds

Catholics and women who were Jewish or
of some other religion were more likely
than Protestants to use the condom. In
1988, poverty status had no significant re-
lationship with the probability of condom
use, once the effects of other variables
were controlled. In 1995, however, poor-
er women were less likely to be using con-
doms. These changes were not signifi-
cantly different, however, from the change
among higher income women.

In 1995, the odds of condom use among
women who wanted to have more children
were three times as high as among women
who wanted to stop childbearing, a signif-
icant change from 1988, when the groups
did not differ. In that same year, women
who had had two or more sexual partners
in the three months before the interview
were about 76% more likely to use condoms
than women reporting only one partner. 

The duration of a partnership is likely
to influence the decision to use the con-
dom. However, when the duration of the
current relationship was taken into ac-
count (in the first model shown in Table
4, page 270), the effects of other charac-
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Table 2. Percentage distribution of sexually active women aged 15–44, by current method use and reproductive risk status, according to age
and union status

Characteristic Condom Other methods No method Total N

Total Condom Plus Plus non- Systemic Nonsystemic At risk of Not at risk of
only systemic systemic unintended unintended

method method pregnancy pregnancy

1988 NSFG
Total 13.3 7.6 1.2 4.5 52.0 9.3 8.2 17.3 100.0 6,761

Age at interview
<18 30.7 20.2 5.4 5.1 28.4 4.0 27.1 9.9 100.0 223
18–19 24.1 14.1 3.3 6.7 44.9 5.3 15.6 10.4 100.0 320
20–24 14.6 7.9 2.6 4.1 53.5 7.7 10.1 14.4 100.0 1,033
25–29 13.8 8.0 0.9 4.9 49.6 9.9 8.4 18.3 100.0 1,402
30–34 11.3 5.8 0.9 4.6 51.5 11.6 5.8 19.7 100.0 1,524
35–39 11.2 6.1 0.4 4.7 55.4 11.6 5.2 16.7 100.0 1,251
≥40 9.3 5.9 0.4 3.0 57.8 6.7 6.0 20.4 100.0 1,008

Union status
Currently married 12.5 7.5 0.6 4.4 52.6 10.1 4.2 20.6 100.0 3,962
Cohabiting 10.6 6.1 0.6 4.0 53.6 9.7 7.4 18.6 100.0 400
Formerly married 6.1 2.3 1.4 2.4 57.0 7.7 11.7 17.5 100.0 750
Never-married 19.5 10.5 3.3 5.7 47.4 7.3 18.9 6.9 100.0 1,649

1995 NSFG
Total 19.4*** 12.9*** 2.7*** 3.8 51.7 7.0*** 6.6*** 15.3*** 100.0 8,602

Age at interview
<18 31.6 20.0 6.4 5.2 26.4 3.4 21.7 17.0 100.0 243
18–19 33.7* 19.6 7.4* 5.3 33.7* 5.9 15.5 12.7 100.0 346
20–24 27.1*** 17.6*** 5.7*** 4.0 46.5** 5.6 7.4 13.3 100.0 1,189
25–29 21.6*** 16.4*** 3.1*** 2.7** 48.3 6.4*** 5.6* 17.6 100.0 1,488
30–34 17.7*** 11.3*** 2.2** 4.2 54.0 7.9*** 4.9 15.5*** 100.0 1,906
35–39 15.7*** 10.5*** 1.1* 3.8 56.4 8.1* 5.1 15.0 100.0 1,868
40–44 11.7 7.4 0.5 3.7 60.1 7.5 5.8 15.0*** 100.0 1,562

Union status
Currently married 14.6** 10.4*** 0.6 3.6 55.5* 7.6*** 4.3 18.0** 100.0 5,167
Cohabiting 18.7*** 12.8*** 2.3** 3.6 54.1 7.5 4.6 15.2 100.0 742
Formerly married 20.4*** 11.6*** 5.4*** 3.5 53.1 5.5 8.8 12.1* 100.0 807
Never-married 33.8*** 21.0*** 8.3*** 4.6 38.4*** 5.6 13.7*** 8.5 100.0 1,886

*Difference between 1988 and 1995 is significant at p<.05. ** Difference between 1988 and 1995 is significant at p<.01. ***Difference between 1988 and 1995 is significant at p<.001. Note: Percentages
are based on weighted data; all Ns are unweighted.


