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through specific questionnaires adminis-
tered to women in each of the four sub-
groups. The language and structure of each
questionnaire had been revised using the
results of the earlier pilot study. Our analy-
sis considers only currently nonpregnant
women of reproductive age (15–49) who
were living with a partner at the time of the
survey and who were at risk of pregnancy
(i.e., potential users of contraceptive meth-
ods). These criteria yielded a final sample
for analysis of 883 women.

Dependent Variable
The dependent variable was never hav-
ing used any contraceptive method; we
designated “nonuse” rather than “use” as
the outcome to avoid the methodological
problem caused by having to separate cur-
rent use from ever-use.

We defined “nonuse” (or never-use) as a
“no” response to the item worded “Have
you or your partner ever done anything to
not have children or to avoid a pregnancy?”
The comparison group consisted of women
who reported having used at least one con-
traceptive method, either modern or tradi-
tional, including tubal ligation and male
methods (such as condoms or vasectomy).

Explanatory Variables
We divided the independent variables
considered in the analysis into five cate-
gories. Demographic factors consisted of
age, type of union (consensual or formal)
and type of family structure (nuclear or ex-
tended). Socioeconomic factors were area
of residence, level of schooling, paid em-
ployment outside the home and type of
flooring† in the home. Factors affecting ac-
cess to health services included distance
from the home to the nearest medical cen-
ter and type of insurance coverage. Re-
productive history variables were age at
first union, age at first pregnancy, num-
ber of live births and place of most recent
delivery.‡ Finally, as a measure of child
mortality, respondents were asked the
number of their children who had died.§

Analytic Techniques
We conducted bivariate and multivariate
analyses to measure the association be-
tween the explanatory variables and
never-use of contraception. With the bi-
variate analysis, we calculated the prob-
ability of nonuse associated with each in-
dependent variable, as given by the Wald
odds ratios (with Wald confidence inter-
vals of 95%). We used the Wald test of sta-
tistical significance for the individual and
group coefficients, and used likelihood
ratio statistics7 to determine the significant

lected through multistage sampling based
on census bureau units, yielded an origi-
nal sample of 1,822 women aged 12–55,
which was distributed proportionally
among the 17 communities in the random
sample. Four subgroups of women to be in-
terviewed from these households were es-
tablished—those who said they had never
had a partner; those who had had a part-
ner but who had never been pregnant;
those who had been pregnant at least once,
but not in the year before the survey; and
those who had recently been pregnant
(within the past year).

Data on the proportional distribution of
women into these groups were estimated
from an earlier pilot study and then used
to set quotas for each subgroup; participants
were recruited until the quotas were filled.
Women from each community had the
same probability of being interviewed, and
only one woman per household was se-
lected, to prevent overrepresentation of spe-
cific household conditions.

To eliminate language problems that
could arise from the administration of the
Spanish-language survey, only mestizo
women—i.e., those of mixed Spanish and
Indian descent who speak Spanish only—
were eligible for the survey.* Nearly one-
third (31%) of the women in the sample
lived in sparsely inhabited areas (fewer
than 2,500 people), 40% were from medi-
um-sized localities (2,500–10,000 people)
and 29% resided in urban areas of more
than 10,000 inhabitants.

Data were collected by female social
workers who had been trained for more
than four weeks in interviewing techniques.
The interviews were conducted from June
through September 1994. A single, gener-
al survey instrument gathered data on the
characteristics of the family and dwelling,
and the remaining data were obtained

*Approximately 87% of the population of the Border Re-
gion of Chiapas are mestizo and speak Spanish only.

†We chose having dirt floors (i.e., no concrete covering)
as an indicator of household socioeconomic status be-
cause it better explained that status than did the avail-
ability of public services (water, electricity and a sewage
system), the number of rooms, the number of bedrooms,
and wall and roofing materials.

‡Although we originally established three categories of place
of delivery—for the respondent’s first birth, the majority
of her births and her most recent one—we noted a strong
correlation between all three categories. We ultimately de-
cided to consider the place of the most recent birth only, since
of the three, it best differentiated between women who ever
used a method and those who never did so.

§We considered the respondent’s total number of children
who had died, no matter the age, since we thought that ex-
periencing any death of a child creates certain expectations
of child survival that can substantially influence decisions
on whether to limit family size.

Table 1. Percentage distribution of reproduc-
tive-age women in union, by selected charac-
teristics, Border Region of Chiapas, Mexico, 
ERSREP, 1994 (N=883)

Characteristic %

Age
15–24 24.9
25–39 55.8
40–49 19.3

Type of union
Consensual 30.1
Formal 69.9

Family structure
Extended 16.3
Nuclear 83.7

Area of residence
Urban (≥2,500 inhabitants) 55.8
Rural (<2,500 inhabitants) 44.2

Education
None 18.8
Some primary 46.3
Complete primary 23.4
≥secondary 11.4

Currently employed
Yes 12.7
No 87.3

Type of floors
Mud 34.2
Covered 65.8

Distance to nearest clinic
<1 km 55.8
1–5 km 34.3
≥6 km 9.9

Has social security health insurance
Yes 11.6
No 88.4

Age at first union
≤16 38.0
17–19 38.0
≥20 24.0

Age at first pregnancy
≤16 25.0
17–19 44.5
≥20 30.5

No. of live births
0–1 18.0
2–3 42.7
4–5 24.6
≥6 14.7

Place of last delivery
Home 54.8
Medical facility 45.2

No. of children who died
0 78.7
1 12.9
≥2 8.4

Contraceptive use
Ever used method 64.2
Never used method 35.8

Total 100.0

Note: In this and the following table, Ns vary slightly because of
missing data for five variables—place of last delivery (12 missing
values), child mortality (10 missing values), age at first union and
first pregnancy (3 missing values for each) and number of live births
(10 missing values).


