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suspected of having had
homosexual sex or hav-
ing injected drugs, and
ever having had an STD. 

Of the 840 eligible
women, 552 (76%) com-
pleted a pretest survey.
Roughly 50% of the 552
participants reported one
risk behavior; another
21% reported two and
29% reported three or
more. Forty-four percent
were eligible because
they had not been consis-
tent condom users during
the preceding six months,
while the other 56% re-
ported other or addition-
al sexual and substance-
use risks. Half of the
sample was recruited
from public health and
STD clinics, and half
came from various eco-
nomic service centers and
multiservice centers.

Toward the beginning
of the questionnaire, re-
spondents reported whe-
ther they had a main
partner.‡ Because of our
focus, we included in our
analyses only women
who reported vaginal sex
with their main partner
during the month prior to the interview
and who were not trying to become preg-
nant. We included all women who met
these criteria, regardless of marital status,
report of any other sex partners (casual or
commercial) or reported condom use.

The final sample consisted of 393 re-
spondents: 89 non-Hispanic black women,
172 Hispanic women (10% Puerto Rican,
22% Cuban, 2% Mexican, 30% Central
American, 29% South American and 8%
other Hispanic) and 132 non-Hispanic
white women. The racial and ethnic break-
down of this subsample mirrors the larger
one of 552 women and represents low-in-
come, sexually active women with a main
partner who visited service centers and
agreed to participate, and whose sexual or
drug behaviors put them at risk for HIV.

Table 1 shows sample characteristics by
ethnicity. Roughly three-quarters of His-
panic and white respondents were mar-
ried or cohabiting, whereas less than half
of black women were. Forty-seven percent
of white women worked full- or part-time,
while 40% of black women and 32% of
Hispanic women did so. When asked

users would have more decision-making
power than would occasional users, and
that occasional users would have more
than nonusers; and that women worried
about having a man in their life would be
less likely than other women to use con-
doms, in order to make sexual relations
more pleasurable.

We build in this article upon previous
studies that have examined the importance
of social and demographic characteristics,
attitudes towards condom effectiveness
against HIV, fertility intentions and power
dynamics as predictors of condom use.10

Relationship dynamics are the logical next
step in the identification of characteristics
associated with different types of condom
users among low-income, culturally di-
verse women. We pay particular attention
to Hispanic women because of their un-
expectedly high level of condom use com-
pared with white women,  and because of
their greater likelihood than either black
or white women of being HIV-infected
through heterosexual contact.11 We argue
that although certain relationship dy-
namics may act as barriers, they also may
be adapted by some women to increase
consistency of condom use.

Methods
Sample
Data analyzed here come from a project
designed to develop and evaluate a cul-
turally sensitive intervention for reduc-
ing HIV and AIDS risk among low-in-
come non-Hispanic black, Hispanic and
non-Hispanic white women.12 Subjects
were recruited in Miami, Florida, from
September 1994 through February 1995 at
21 state economic service centers,* public
health units, and STD and family planning
clinics. At the time of recruitment, women
were approached by trained female in-
terviewers, matched by race and ethnici-
ty. Hispanic interviewers were bilingual,
so respondents could choose to have the
questionnaire administered in English or
Spanish.

Approximately 24% of the 1,917 women
who were approached refused screening,†
and 33% did not meet project inclusion cri-
teria. To be eligible, women had to be be-
tween the ages of 18 and 45 and to not be
pregnant or knowingly HIV-positive.
They had to have engaged in at least one
of the following behaviors in the last six
months: to have had sex with three or
more partners, to have had commercial
sex, to have had sex without a condom, or
to have had sex shortly after drinking al-
cohol or using drugs. Other risk factors in-
cluded ever having had a male partner

about their labor force participation com-
pared with their partner, 72% of Hispan-
ic women reported that their partner
works more. In contrast, 54% of black
women and 60% of white women report-
ed that they worked less than their part-
ner. Thirty-four percent of black and His-
panic respondents, compared with 50% of
white women, had more than a high
school degree.

Measures
This analysis focuses on women’s (self-re-
ported) frequency of condom use during
vaginal sex with a main partner, in the
month prior to the interview. Respondents
were classified into three mutually exclu-

*State economic service centers are multiservice centers
for low-income individuals that include public assistance
and food stamp offices, as well as public health clinics.

†Although exact percentages are not available, most
women who chose not to participate gave reasons such
as not having time and not being interested in the 
project.

‡The question read: “During the last month, was there
someone you considered to be your main man or steady
sexual partner?”

Table 1. Percentage distribution of respondents, by social and 
demographic characteristics, according and ethnicity (N=393)

Characteristic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic
black white

All 22.6 43.8 33.6

Age
<25 37.1 32.1 25.0
25–34 41.6 33.2 49.2
≥35 21.3 33.7 25.8

Living arrangements
Married 20.2 55.2 43.2
Cohabiting 28.1 18.0 28.8
Noncohabiting 51.7 26.7 28.0

Income
<$10,000 48.3 32.6 25.0
$10,000–$24,999 24.7 47.6 29.5
≥$25,000 27.0 19.8 45.5

Labor force participation
Full-time 19.1 15.7 26.5
Part-time 21.3 16.3 20.5
From time to time 2.2 1.2 1.5
No paid labor 57.4 66.9 51.5

Relative labor force participation†
Woman works more 9.0 6.4 6.1
Both work same 37.1 21.5 34.1
Man works more 53.9 72.1 59.8

Education
<high school 36.0 35.5 19.7
High school graduate 30.3 29.7 30.3
>high school degree 33.7 34.3 50.0

Language assimilation
High na 23.5 na
Low na 76.5 na

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

†Compared with partner’s participation. Note: na=not applicable.


