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for by sterilization dropped slightly from
1993 to 1995 (from 82% to 74%), whereas
that corresponding to the IUD increased
(from 8% to 15%), as did the proportion
attributable to injectables (from 5% to 8%).
Condoms and spermicides played a rela-
tively minor role in the method mix (less
than 1% in any given year).

In all three years, the method most
widely distributed by the promoters was
by far the pill, which accounted for
68–76% of the couple-years of protection
generated by these providers, followed by
the condom, which accounted for an in-
creasing proportion of promoter-supplied
couple-years of protection (from 19% in
1993 to 23% in 1995). Although the vol-
unteer promoters did not originally pro-
vide injectables, they started to do so on
a limited basis as of 1995; indeed, the ser-
vice statistics suggest that many women
may have switched from the pill to in-
jectables in 1995. As useful as program-
based data on couple-years of protection
are for monitoring overall levels of pro-
gram output, the method mix is more ac-
curately reflected by the usage data col-
lected in the population-based survey.

Population-Based Findings
Social and Demographic Characteristics
We begin by comparing the characteris-
tics of the women in the baseline and fol-
low-up samples (Table 1) to identify dif-
ferences in social and demographic factors
between the two samples that could affect
outcome variables related to family plan-
ning. There were no significant differences
between the two samples in terms of mean
age (28–29 years), in the proportion who
wore traditional dress (97–98%) and in the
proportion who were literate (25–27%).

However, there were small, consistent
and statistically significant differences in
many variables that reflect social change.
For example, the percentage speaking
Quiché at home decreased slightly over the
period (from 93% to 90%, p<.02), while the
proportion who ever attended school rose
(from 29% to 35%, p<.01), as did the per-
centage who were working outside the
home (from 20% to 27%, p<.001). Nonethe-
less, we cannot determine whether these
changes reflect the subtle influence of mod-
ernization or result from sampling error (i.e.,
that the second random sample just hap-
pened to tap a slightly different population).

The data on media exposure and number
of household amenities are consistent with
the “forces of modernization” argument,
however, as there were significant increas-
es in the proportions who reported having
such modern conveniences as a radio (60%

remote areas. Also, some of the increased
use of the clinic presumably resulted from
referrals by promoters.

The predominance of the clinic reflects
the fact that it was the only provider of
long-term methods, such as sterilization
or the IUD; such methods get “full cred-
it” for the lifetime protection they will give
(for example, 10 years for sterilization) in
the calendar year in which the service is
delivered. In the clinic setting, the method
responsible for the most couple-years of
protection, by far, was tubal ligation, fol-
lowed by the IUD, injectables, pills, and
condoms or spermicides. The proportion
of couple-years of protection accounted

vs. 72%), a television (9% vs. 27%), electric-
ity for their home (12% vs. 46%), covered
floors (6% vs. 19%) or a bicycle (12% vs.
34%). Ownership of a motorized vehicle (car,
pickup truck or motorcycle) also edged up-
ward. Moreover, the mean number of
amenities improved from an average of one
of the eight listed in the table among women
in the baseline sample to two among those
in the follow-up sample.

Respondents’ exposure to mass media
rose markedly over the period, with the
percentage who listened to the radio every
day increasing from 46% to 63% and that
watching television growing from 7% to

Table 1. Selected personal and household
characteristics of married Mayan women of
reproductive age, by year of survey, El Quiché,
Guatemala

Characteristic 1992 1996
(N=846) (N=958)

Mean age (in yrs.) 28.7 28.2
% who speak a Mayan language 

at home/with friends 92.7 89.6*
% who speak/

understand Spanish 12.4 17.4*
% who wear traditional dress 97.4 97.8
% who ever attended school 29.2 34.9**
% literate† 24.6 26.5
% who work outside home 20.0 27.3***
% currently pregnant 14.5 16.0

% distribution by religion***
Catholic 41.0 45.2
Evangelical 20.7 27.1
Traditional 19.9 19.5
None 18.4 7.6

% with selected household amenities
Electricity 11.5 45.5***
Radio 59.8 71.7***
Television 8.7 26.6***
Covered floors‡ 6.0 19.4***
Bicycle 11.7 34.1***
Horse 7.4 4.5**
Car or pickup 1.7 4.7***
Motorcycle 0.5 0.7

Mean number of household 
amenities 1.1 2.1***

Contact with mass media
% who listen to radio daily 45.5 62.5***
% who watch television daily 6.9 18.5***
% who read newspaper weekly 7.8 6.8

Mean no. of living children (by age)***
15–19 0.9 0.9
20–24 2.0 2.6
25–29 3.5 3.3
30–34 4.6 4.7
35–39 5.8 6.0
40–44 5.9 6.7
45–49§ 6.6 u

*Difference by year is statistically significant at p≤.05. **Differ-
ence by year is statistically significant at p≤.01. ***Difference by
year is statistically significant at p≤.001. †This response includes
those who can read easily or with difficulty. ‡Wood, brick or ce-
ment floor. §There were 51 45–49-year-olds in the 1992 sample,
but fewer than 10 women in that age-group in the 1996 sample.
Thus, no data are available for that year. Notes: Some data are
based on reduced sample sizes, including the mean age (Ns of
508 in 1992 and 834 in 1996), and the proportion who speak Span-
ish (Ns of 790 in 1992 and 849 in 1996). In this and subsequent
tables, u=unavailable.

Table 2. Percentage of married Mayan women
of reproductive age, by views on issues re-
lated to pregnancy and childbirth, according
to year of survey

Characteristic 1992 1996
(N=846) (N=958)

% distribution by views on birthspacing***
Good 42.9 88.0
Bad 31.0 8.9
Do not know 26.1 3.1

% distribution of women who had ever given birth,
by wantedness of last pregnancy***
Wanted at that time 14.6 30.0
Wanted, but later 78.3 53.9
Unwanted 0.3 14.6
Do not remember 6.7 1.5

% distribution of currently pregnant women,
by attitude toward pregnancy***
Happy/pleased 64.2 47.1
Displeased 18.7 34.0
Indifferent 16.3 8.5
Do not know 0.8 10.4

% distribution of nonpregnant women, by
attitude toward a pregnancy in near future***
Happy/pleased 27.5 19.0
Displeased 48.5 69.1
Indifferent 10.8 10.6
Do not know 13.1 1.3

% who want no more children, 
by no. of living children***
All 23.3 51.6
0 6.0 4.9
1 8.3 29.7
2 17.3 38.5
3 15.9 56.5
4 18.5 64.8
5 33.3 65.0
≥6 42.8 70.6

% who would consider sterilization,†
by no. of living children***
All 5.5 29.1
0 2.0 22.0
1 2.3 27.5
2 4.8 28.7
3 6.6 36.7
4 4.1 42.3
5 6.8 25.5
≥6 8.8 23.5

***Difference by year is statistically significant at p≤.001. †Excludes
women already sterilized. Note: Some data are based on reduced
sample sizes, including intendedness of last pregnancy (806 in
1992 and 913 in 1996); attitude toward current pregnancy (123
in 1992 and 153 in 1996); attitude toward a possible pregnancy
(723 in 1992 and 793 in 1996); and percentage of nonsterilized
women who would consider the procedure (831 in 1992 and 906
in 1996).




