
dards and thus has relatively little pro-
grammatic importance (one would not
label any of these groups “innovators” in
terms of family planning). In past surveys,
data from Mayan respondents in differ-
ent linguistic groups were combined
under the single heading “Mayans,” be-
cause samples were not large enough to
allow further breakdowns. One wondered
if this practice of combining the groups
into a single category obscured differences
among them. However, the data from this
analysis suggest that the groups differ rel-
atively little with respect to contraceptive
use, thus justifying the convention of com-
bining them.

The Role of Access 
The last part of this analysis tested deter-
minants of contraceptive use, taking ac-
cess into account, in the four departments
with available data from the 1995–1996
DHS. The hypothesis underlying this part
of the analysis is that women with greater
access to family planning services are
more likely than those with less access to
use contraceptives, when the socioeco-
nomic factors known to influence contra-
ceptive use are controlled for. In these four
departments, women of reproductive age
lived an average of 4.1 km or 34.4 minutes
from a facility that provided some type of

nic group, age, works outside the home,
radio ownership, television ownership, ed-
ucation and residence in a city) as poten-
tial factors. All seven were significant (Table
5). Use was reduced among Mayan women
and was elevated among respondents who
were employed outside the home, owned
a radio or television, and resided in a city;
it also rose as age and education increased.
The largest differentials were found for
women with a secondary or university ed-
ucation, when compared with those who
had had no schooling.

When the socioeconomic variables were
controlled for, Guatemalan women in 1987
and 1995 were not significantly more like-
ly to use contraceptives than were their
counterparts in 1978, indicating that the
changes in prevalence through 1995 were
driven by socioeconomic changes. The sig-
nificant result for 1998, however, suggests
that socioeconomic factors cannot fully ex-
plain the later change in prevalence.

The logistic regression explained only
about 25%* of contraceptive use in Guate-
mala. While socioeconomic factors clear-
ly influence this practice, other variables
not tested in this model intervene in the
process. 

Determinants of Use Among Mayans
The findings for Mayan women closely
parallel the findings for all Guatemalan
women (Table 6). Once again, secondary
education produced the largest effect;
Mayan women with a secondary educa-
tion were 5.8 times as likely to use some
contraceptive method as those with no
schooling. Women who spoke Spanish
were twice as likely to use contraceptives
as those who spoke only a Mayan lan-
guage. After we controlled for this general
effect of Mayan women’s ability to speak
Spanish, Mayans who spoke Spanish at
home were no more likely to use contra-
ceptives than were their K’iche’-speaking
counterparts (p=0.24), probably because
their more “modern” behavior was cap-
tured by other socioeconomic variables.
Finally, when socioeconomic factors and
the ability to speak Spanish were taken
into account, women who spoke Q’eqchi’
and Mam were, respectively, 3.3 and 1.9
times as likely to use contraceptives as
were speakers of K’iche’.

These findings yield a mixed message
regarding differences by linguistic sub-
group. Q’eqchi’- and Mam-speakers were
more likely to practice contraception (7%
of each) than were women from most
other Mayan groups. While the difference
is significant in statistical terms, the preva-
lence is still very low by international stan-

these areas may span two or more depart-
ments. Table 4 also shows the proportion of
Mayan women, married or in union, using
any method or using a modern contracep-
tive method as of 1995–1996, by linguistic
group (defined as the language spoken at
home). Although potentially more useful
than the analysis by department, this analy-
sis is clouded by the substantial number of
Mayans from different linguistic groups liv-
ing in major urban areas. When those liv-
ing in either Guatemala City or Quetzalte-
nango are excluded (last panel of Table 4),
levels of use of any method range from 1%
to 14% for the different groups. The pro-
portions using a modern method of con-
traception are slightly lower, ranging from
1% to 10%.

Determinants of Use Among All Women
What determines contraceptive use in
Guatemala? The first part of the analysis
tested seven socioeconomic variables (eth-
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*This  measure is sometimes referred to as the pseudo-

R2. It indicates the improvement in the log-likelihood due

to the independent variables.

Table 4. Percentage of Mayan women using
any method of contraception and percentage
using a modern method, by selected charac-
teristics, 1995–1996

Characteristic N Any Modern 
method method

Department†
Guatemala City 141 17.7 14.9
Quetzaltenango 155 21.9 16.1
Chimaltenango 547 8.8 5.7
Alta Verapaz 618 7.6 5.0
San Marcos 210 5.2 4.8
Sololá 459 5.9 2.4
Huhuetenango 466 5.6 5.2
K’iche’ 457 5.0 3.9
Totonicapan 488 3.3 2.3

Place of residence
Urban 642 21.5 17.2
Rural 3,020 6.2 4.4

Linguistic group (all departments)
Spanish 756 19.0 14.6
Q’eqchi’ 519 6.7 3.7
Kaqchikel 552 4.9 3.0
Mam 395 6.6 5.6
K’iche’ 906 3.1 2.3
Poqomchi’ 75 1.3 1.3
Other 338 4.1 3.3

Linguistic group (excluding Guatemala City
and Quetzaltenango)
Spanish 602 13.5 9.5
Q’eqchi’ 518 6.8 3.7
Kaqchikel 484 5.2 3.1
Mam 362 6.6 5.8
K’iche’ 866 2.1 1.4
Poqomchi’ 75 1.3 1.3
Other 338 4.1 3.3

†Only those for which estimates are valid at the departmental level
are included. Note: Based on 15–49-year-old women in union. Table 5. Odds ratios (and standard errors) from

logistic regression analysis indicating the 
effects of socioeconomic characteristics on
the likelihood of use of any contraceptive, all
women, 1978–1998

Characteristic Odds ratio
(N=17,482)

Mayan 0.19 (0.075)**
Age 1.04 (0.004)**
Works outside home 1.42 (0.115)**
Owns radio 1.20 (0.112)*
Owns television 2.43 (0.224)**
Primary education 1.55 (0.128)**
Secondary education 2.54 (0.317)**
University education 3.23 (0.686)**
Guatemala City 1.70 (0.155)**
Escuintla 1.29 (0.126)**
Quetzaltenango 1.42 (0.187)**
1987 1.15 (0.126)
1995 1.07 (0.118)
1998 1.42 (0.175)**
Interactions

Mayan x age 1.00 (0.008)
Mayan x works 1.08 (0.173)
Mayan x radio 1.25 (0.264)
Mayan x television 1.38 (0.250)
Mayan x primary ed. 1.07 (0.176)
Mayan x secondary ed. 2.51 (0.819)**
Mayan x university ed. 2.38 (1.968)
Mayan x 1987 0.97 (0.264)
Mayan x 1995 1.05 (0.271)
Mayan x 1998 1.04 (0.292)

Log likelihood –8,365.2

*p<.05. **p<.01. Note: Based on 15–49-year-old women in union.


