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fertility survey, whereas the GSS was a
broader social survey with one module on
fertility and another on fertility intentions
and contraceptive issues. The order of
questions regarding contraceptive prac-
tice also varied. While these differences

Discussion
Like most social surveys, both the CFS and
the GSS were limited in several respects.
First, while both surveys collected data on
contraceptive use, the nature and intent
of these surveys differed. The CFS was a

may have some impact on a comparative
study of contraceptive use,16 we have no
reason to believe that they pose any seri-
ous threats to the validity of the contra-
ceptive measures in either survey. How-
ever, caution should be exercised when
results are compared and interpreted
across surveys.

Second, common sense tells us that peo-
ple who are sexually active are more like-
ly to use contraceptives than those who
are not. Without information on sexual ac-
tivity, it is difficult to estimate the true per-
centage of the population in need of con-
traceptive use. It is unfortunate that
neither the CFS nor the GSS collected data
on sexual activity. Data from the 1996 Na-
tional Population Health Survey sug-
gested that about 10% of Canadian men
(aged 15 and older) and women (aged
15–49) had never had sexual intercourse.*
Among those who had ever had inter-
course, about 7% of men and 11% of
women had not done so in the past 12
months. If we assume that this population
is sexually inactive, then our estimates of
contraceptive use may be somewhat low,
although we cannot preclude the possi-
bility that some people in this population
may actually be using contraceptives.
However, since the lack of information on
sexual activity was consistent across the
two surveys, and is common in similar
surveys conducted outside Canada, it
should have a minimal impact on trend
studies such as this one. 

Third, measurement errors may also
occur in the reporting of current contra-
ceptive use. For example, since most con-
traceptives are gender-specific, it is possi-
ble that one partner may not be aware of
the method the other partner is using (with
the probable exception of condom use).
While our data do not allow us to assess
the extent to which this problem may af-
fect our measurements of contraceptive
use, reporting errors are most likely to be
random, and pose little threat to the va-
lidity of our measurements. Further, the
respondents were not asked if they were
using a method for contraceptive purpos-
es or for protection from STDs. As such, we
do not assume that condom use is intend-
ed solely for protection from STDs. 

Overall, the condom was a considerably
more popular method for men than for
women; female interviewees were more
likely to report relying on oral contracep-
tives. One explanation for this discrepan-
cy is that women who rely on the pill for

Table 5. Percentage distribution of male contraceptive users, by current method, according to
selected socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, 1995

Characteristic Tubal Vasectomy Pill Condom IUD Other† Total‡ N
ligation

Age
18–24 0.2 0.4 17.5 75.8 0.5 5.6 100.0 359
25–29 2.5 3.5 26.4 63.5 0.3 3.8 100.0 273
30–34 9.4 19.4 25.9 38.2 2.4 4.7 100.0 332
35–39 20.3 31.1 16.1 26.5 2.2 3.7 100.0 358
40–44 27.3 38.3 5.7 21.0 4.1 3.5 100.0 295
>45 40.5 37.9 4.9 10.8 3.7 2.1 100.0 402
Chi-square (df=25) 867.4***

Marital status
Married/cohabiting 25.5 30.1 19.5 18.8 3.0 3.1 100.0 1,393
Formerly married 0.0 35.5 1.2 52.1 2.0 9.2 100.0 86
Never-married 0.0 0.5 7.9 86.2 0.3 5.0 100.0 540
Chi-square (df=10) 449.8***

Number of children
0 1.8 1.9 20.6 70.5 0.4 4.8 100.0 717
1 12.7 10.8 26.7 41.5 2.1 6.3 100.0 249
≥2 29.5 39.1 9.6 15.5 3.5 2.7 100.0 1,054
Chi-square (df=10) 892.0***

Intend to have more children
Yes 0.0 0.8 24.2 69.4 0.8 4.8 100.0 688
No 26.7 33.6 11.2 22.2 2.9 3.4 100.0 1,332
Chi-square (df=5) 725.5***

Education
Elementary school 25.8 24.7 14.4 32.9 0.4 1.8 100.0 352
High school 21.9 21.3 11.4 38.3 1.6 5.4 100.0 354
Some college/

university 14.2 22.1 17.1 39.7 2.9 4.0 100.0 1,313
Chi-square (df=10) 50.1***

Income
Quartile 1 14.3 15.4 20.5 44.9 1.2 3.7 100.0 495
Quartile 2 17.0 15.7 9.8 50.3 1.1 6.1 100.0 432
Quartile 3 16.9 27.1 17.4 33.0 2.1 3.5 100.0 467
Quartile 4 21.1 29.1 14.4 28.6 3.9 2.8 100.0 625
Chi-square (df=15) 124.6***

Currently working
Yes 19.8 25.1 16.3 33.1 2.3 3.4 100.0 1,636
No 8.4 11.1 12.7 60.3 1.9 5.8 100.0 383
Chi-square (df=5) 117.4***

Religious affiliation
Catholic 18.0 24.7 15.4 36.6 1.8 3.5 100.0 894
Protestant 17.9 26.3 14.6 35.3 2.5 3.4 100.0 575
Other 10.5 14.9 5.7 56.4 6.5 6.0 100.0 63
None 17.5 14.6 18.4 42.5 2.2 4.9 100.0 488
Chi-square (df=15) 48.3***

Religious attendance
Weekly 15.5 29.9 13.8 31.2 0.6 8.9 100.0 261
Sometimes 19.5 23.9 16.2 34.9 2.9 2.6 100.0 505
Rarely/never 17.2 20.3 15.8 41.1 2.3 3.4 100.0 1,254
Chi-square (df=10) 43.6***

Nativity
Foreign-born 16.9 10.6 16.8 48.0 4.3 3.4 100.0 309
Canadian-born 17.7 24.5 15.4 36.5 1.9 4.0 100.0 1,711
Chi-square (df=5) 39.2***

Region
Quebec 16.3 25.6 16.0 37.7 1.6 2.8 100.0 515
Rest of Canada 18.0 21.3 15.5 38.5 2.5 4.2 100.0 1,504
Chi-square (df=5) 7.1

***p≤.001. †Includes diaphragm, foam, rhythm, withdrawal, douche and other contraceptive methods. Notes: see Table 4.

*The public-use data for age from this survey are avail-
able only in five-year age-groups.


