
Several questions ex-
amined the power dy-
namics in sexual, family
planning and economic
issues. One asked who
made the decision to use
a condom, if one had
been used in the past
month. In addition, a
separate question asked
who mainly decides on
such issues as spending
money, when to have
sex, what type of sex to
have and whether a me-
thod of family planning
is used. Potential re-
sponses for these five
items were “you, your
partner, both or no deci-
sion made.”

The concept of self-ef-
ficacy (derived from so-
cial learning theory13)
refers in this context to
the woman’s level of
confidence that she can
perform, or her intent to
perform, behaviors lead-

ing to condom use. Behaviors included
planning ahead by having condoms
around, requesting condoms from clinics,
discussing the subject with her main part-
ner, stopping unprotected sex, using con-
doms consistently and refusing sex if the
partner would not use a condom. We
coded responses on a scale from zero (for
no confidence) to three (for a great deal of
confidence). We then added these values
for each individual for a maximum pos-
sible score of 18. In order to facilitate the
interpretation of these scores, we stan-
dardized them by dividing by 18, result-
ing in a continuous scale with values rang-
ing from zero to one. Thus, a score of one
represents very high self-efficacy and a
score of zero represents no self-efficacy.
Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of the scale’s
reliability, equals .87 (with one being per-
fect reliability).

When we recoded items, we first di-
chotomized confidence in skills at nego-
tiating condom use (“If you want to use a
condom, most of the time if you say the
right words you can get your man to use
one”), to compare those who strongly
agreed with the statement and everyone
else (agreed, disagreed, strongly disagreed
and did not know). Second, we took three
items reflecting “how much you worry
about…” three issues (contracting AIDS,
getting pregnant and not having a man in
her life) and dichotomized responses to

sive categories: nonusers (those who re-
ported no condom use); occasional users
(those who reported using a condom at
least once, but less than every time); and
consistent users (those who reported using
condoms during all acts of vaginal inter-
course). By this classification, we ac-
knowledge that negotiation tactics of oc-
casional users may be quite different from
those of consistent users, and that the three
types of condom users may have different
motivations, goals and constraints re-
garding contraception and condom use.
Occasional use may frequently be situation-
specific—as, for example, when condoms
are used as a backup method for a missed
pill, as extra protection during the most fer-
tile days of the menstrual cycle or for peri-
odic herpes episodes. We focused on con-
dom use for vaginal intercourse because we
were interested in condom-use dynamics
between partners in need of both contra-
ception and protection from STDs.

The questionnaire contained a number
of questions concerning relationship dy-
namics. Most were straightforward. Sex-
ual communication was measured by two
questions (“How comfortable are you
talking with your main man about sex?”
and “How comfortable are you talking
with your main man about using con-
doms?”), each answered on a four-point
scale  ranging from extremely comfortable
to extremely uncomfortable.

contrast those who worried “a great deal”
or “some” with those who worry “hard-
ly at all.” Third, we structured an item re-
flecting the nature of the relationship with
the respondent’s partner (“Thinking about
your relationship [with your main part-
ner], would you say you feel mostly love,
mixture of love and fear, mostly fear, or
neither love nor fear”) into three outcomes
of “mostly love,” “some fear” and “nei-
ther love nor fear.”

Lastly, we asked women whether most
of their friends (more than half) ask their
man to use a condom when they have sex,
to which they could respond “yes, no or
don’t know.” Potential responses to a ques-
tion regarding condoms’ effectiveness
against HIV-transmission (“How effective
do you think a condom is to prevent get-
ting AIDS?”) were “very effective,” “some-
what effective” or “not at all effective.”

The multinomial regression model con-
tained two sets of control variables. One
set consisted of variables related to con-
dom use, including awareness of friends’
condom use, perceptions of the condom’s
effectiveness against HIV transmission,
coital frequency, STD history (ever having
been diagnosed with syphilis, gonorrhea,
genital herpes, chlamydia or venereal
warts) and current contraceptive status
(whether the respondent uses a highly ef-
fective method, i.e., a hormonal method,
the IUD or sterilization). The other set in-
cluded demographic variables, such as
age, living arrangements, education,
household income, the respondent’s labor-
force participation relative to her partner’s
(as a measure of potential power imbal-
ances between partners generated in the
labor market), parity, desire for a child and
level of language assimilation of Hispan-
ic respondents (as measured by the Marín
and Marín acculturation scale14).

We tested the hypotheses that relation-
ship dynamics vary by ethnic group and
that relationship dynamics are associated
with type of condom user, regardless of
ethnicity.

Statistical Analyses
We used chi-square analyses to test bi-
variate ethnic differences in type of con-
dom user and in relationship dynamics.
We then used multivariate techniques (lin-
ear and logistic regressions) to test for eth-
nic differences in relationship dynamics,
while controlling for demographic vari-
ables, and for the effects of assimilation on
relationship dynamics among Hispanics.
Control demographic variables included
income, age, education and living arrange-
ments. Finally, we used multinomial lo-
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Table 2. Percentage distribution of women, by type of condom use,
and percentage of women giving specified response, by rela-
tionship dynamics variables and control variables, all according
to ethnicity

Variables Non-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic
black white

Condom use
Consistent 16.9*** 15.2*** 3.8
Occasional 12.4 20.3*** 12.9
Nonuse 70.7*** 64.5*** 83.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Relationship dynamics variables
Comfort talking about sex† 94.4 88.4* 94.7
Comfort talking about condoms† 89.9 75.6*** 94.7
Joint decision on birth control 25.6 54.7*** 31.1
Condom self-efficacy score‡ 0.70 0.56*** 0.75
Saying the “right words” is all it takes

to get him to use condoms§ 46.1* 61.6*** 30.3
Worried about getting AIDS†† 83.1* 97.1*** 69.7
Worried about getting pregnant†† 48.3 73.3*** 54.5
Worried about no man in life†† 28.1 65.1*** 37.1
Feelings for partner (some fear)‡‡ 23.6 10.5*** 24.2

Control variables
Friends ask men to use condoms§§ 46.1** 30.2 28.0
Condoms are effective against HIV*† 92.1* 88.9** 97.7
Ever had an STD 37.8* 11.0*** 25.0

*Difference from non-Hispanic white women is significant at p<.05. **Difference from non-His-
panic white women is significant at p<.01. ***Difference from non-Hispanic white women is
significant at p<.001. †Combines extremely and somewhat comfortable. ‡Average score. §Those
reporting strongly agree. ††Combines a great deal and some. ‡‡Combines mixture of love
and fear and mostly fear. §§Those reporting yes. *†Combines very effective and somewhat
effective. Note: Significance was determined using two-tailed test (chi-square).


