
opportunity to collect information from
both men and women. A low propor-
tion—fewer than 5%—of couples in each
group was lost to follow-up.

The collection of breakage and slippage
data for the first five uses of the study con-
doms allowed us to compare results from
a model predicting efficacy from condom
performance with actual life-table rates
obtained from longitudinal data from our
study. Finally, organizing the data collec-
tion by menstrual cycles allowed us to cal-
culate precise estimates of the consistent-
use and typical-use pregnancy rates for
the two study condoms.

These strengths are partially offset,
however, by the difficulties inherent in
evaluating condom efficacy. For example,
the ability of users to detect failures may
have led to differing patterns of early dis-
continuation, which would remove cou-
ples at greatest risk before a pregnancy
could result, and thus a true difference be-
tween pregnancy rates with the two study
condoms could have been obscured; 20 of
the 61 couples in the polyurethane group
who discontinued before completing two
months of the study reported condom
breakage, compared with only one of the
36 couples using latex condoms who dis-
continued within this
time span.

Another difficulty in
evaluating efficacy is that
reliance on the condom,
as on other coitus-de-
pendent methods, fre-
quently results in
nonuse. Approximately
50% of couples in both
groups reported one or
more acts of unprotected
intercourse. Such nonuse
greatly decreases the
number of menstrual cy-
cles that can be used to
estimate consistent-use
pregnancy rates, and
thus reduces the power
of the study to identify
true differences between
the study condoms. This
problem was com-
pounded by the fact that
15% of the study partici-
pants failed to contribute
six cycles of condom use
for reasons unrelated to
the study condom, such
as breaking up with their
partner or moving away
from the study area.

Ours is the first con-

used the polyurethane condom were sig-
nificantly more likely (p<.0001) than those
who used the latex condom to say that
they would not recommend their condom
to others (15% vs. 7%). 

When asked to compare their current
study condom with latex condoms they had
used in the past, male participants assigned
to the polyurethane condom were signifi-
cantly more likely (p<.0001) than those as-
signed to latex to say that their current con-
dom was less attractive (29% vs. 10%).
Moreover, a significantly larger percentage
(p<.0001) of those using the polyurethane
condom than of those using the latex con-
dom said that their assigned condom was
more difficult to don than condoms they
had used in the past (29% vs. 7%). A high-
er proportion of users of polyurethane con-
doms preferred the odor (or the lack of one)
of their study condom to the odor of con-
doms they had used in the past (72% vs.
61%, p=.006). In addition, polyurethane
condoms were more likely than latex con-
doms to be described as providing more
sensitivity than latex condoms used in the
past (42% vs. 37%), although this difference
was not statistically significant (p=.21).

Discussion
This randomized, controlled efficacy
study had several strengths. Using the
media to recruit participants produced an
ethnically and economically diverse study
population that was broadly representa-
tive of couples who use condoms for con-
traception. Moreover, enrolling both part-
ners in the study instead of just one
enhanced compliance and provided an

traceptive efficacy study to adjust the data
for the use of emergency contraception.
In doing so, we recorded patterns of emer-
gency contraceptive use that had not been
previously observed. Despite 2,755 acts of
unprotected intercourse and 599 condom
failures, emergency contraception was
used only 24 times by those using the
polyurethane condom and nine times by
those using the latex condom. If we as-
sume that any single exposure necessi-
tating emergency contraception would
have had only a 7.6% chance of resulting
in a conception, and if we subtract the one
pregnancy that occurred despite emer-
gency contraceptive use (in a user of the
polyurethane condom), then emergency
contraception prevented only 1.5 preg-
nancies with the polyurethane condom
and 0.7 with the latex condom.

Breakage and slippage data from the
first five uses of the study condom showed
that the polyurethane condom failed sig-
nificantly more often during intercourse
or withdrawal than did the latex condom.
Condom breaks were not distributed
evenly throughout the study population,
but more couples using the polyurethane
condom (14%) experienced breakage the
first five times than did couples using the
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Table 7. Life-table rates of continuation, dis-
continuation and loss to follow-up (and 95%
confidence intervals), by type of condom

Type of rate No. of discon- Rate
and condom tinuations

Continuation rate
Polyurethane 144 62.4 (57.6–67.3)
Latex 106 72.4 (67.9–76.9)

Discontinuation rate
For reasons related to study condom*

Polyurethane 62 17.5 (13.5–21.5)
Latex 39 11.0 (7.8–14.3)

For reasons unrelated to study condom†
Polyurethane 68 20.6 (16.2–25.0)
Latex 56 15.9 (12.1–19.7)

Loss to follow-up
Polyurethane 14 4.7 (2.3–7.2)
Latex 11 3.2 (1.4–5.1)

*Includes discomfort, diminished sensitivity, dislike of fit, lubrica-
tion complaint, breakage, slippage, preference for nonstudy con-
dom, difficulty in donning and pregnancy. †Includes medical prob-
lems unrelated to condom, inconvenience of participation in study,
moving away, no longer sexually active, no longer with study part-
ner, planning a pregnancy and other personal reasons. Note: Life-
table rates are based on 1,839 months of use of the polyurethane
condom and 1,971 months of use of the latex condom.

Table 8. Number and percentage distribution of male study par-
ticipants, by measures of condom acceptability, according to type
of condom used

Measure Polyurethane (N=360) Latex (N=363)

N % N %

Recommendation on study condom
Strongly recommend 114 32 152 42
Recommend 108 30 150 41
Recommend with reservations 82 23 36 10
Not recommend 55 15 25 7

Adequacy of lubrication
Just right 188 53 206 57
Too much 10 3 8 2
Not enough 159 45 148 41

Attractiveness of study condom*
More attractive 60 17 66 18
Less attractive 103 29 35 10
No difference 194 54 259 72

Ease of donning study condom*
Easier 91 25 86 24
Harder 105 29 25 7
No difference 161 45 248 69

Sensitivity of study condom*
Better 151 42 132 37
Worse 56 16 53 15
No difference 150 42 174 48

Odor of study condom*
More pleasant/scentless 251 72 218 61
Less pleasant 13 4 11 3
No difference 85 24 126 35

Total 360 100 363 100

*Compared with latex condoms used previously. Note: Ns do not always add to totals because
data are missing for some measures.




