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Report of Findings from
HIV/AIDS Knowledge Attitudes
and Behavior Survey,
Jamaica 2008

A. INTRODUCTION

The Caribbean is second only to sBaharan African HIV & AIDS prevalencéamaica, the largest island
in the English speaking Caribbdalandhas however been relentless in its effortssiem the spread of
the disease and ir2007 estimate that approximately 1.3% of the adult Jamaican population was
infected with twothirds being unaware of their statusBehavioural surveillance is part of the Ministry
2T 1 SIHtiKQa FlsTepdrtyddcuntest theNhsaltd ofhe 208 National Knowledge,
Attitude, Behavior and Practices (KABP) survey conduatedng adults 1549 yeas in the general
public. This survey is conducted everyd3sears as part of the behavioural surveillance conducted for
HIV/AIDS in Jamaiaa which global and country specific behavioural indicators and intervention efforts
are monitored This 2008 suryewas commissioned undehe Caribbean Social Marketing Programme
for HIV & AIDS PreventigfCARISMAprogramme funded byPANCARand its partner, the German
Development Bank (KfW)

The Jamaican Situation:

Recent statistics estimate that as of year 2005,0R0 persons oapproximately 1.3% of the Jamaican
adult population is infected, with almost twihirds thought to unaware of their statugit the end of

2006, the cumulative number of persons reported with AIDS in Jamaica was 11,739 and the cumulative
number of AIDS deaths was 6,673

Among reported AIDS cases on whom risk data are available (73% of cases), the main risk factors fuelling
the epidemicare multiple sex partners, history of STDs, crack/cocaine use, and sex with prostitutes

Sociecultural and economic factorscontribute to the vulnerability of manyersons andresult in
persistent riskybehaviors High levels of unemployment, persistent poverty, angrawing commercial
sex industry coupled with gender inequality have resulted in early $edelaut, agemixing (sexual
relationships between adolescent girls and older men) and incre&singactional sex.

A PEER Study carried out on young women and sexual relationships in Kingston Jamaica found that
multiple partners were likely to be the nor and were a rational response &ocial and economic
realities rather thanbeing purelythe result of individual behavior preferences. The study also
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concluded that various partners fulfill varioessential emotionabnd economic needéOptions and
Hope 2007).

Against this background of HIV/AIDS risk behaviour it remains important to continue to track the sexual
behavior of the nation particularly in the face of increasingly difficult economic climate. It is also
increasingly important to seek to delarther into understanding the needs and motivations of
behaviour exhibited whether it is of a risky or protective nature.

The 2008 KABP Survey covered 1800 adul#Olyears.
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e Executive Summary
Results of the 2008 KABP survey indicate that:

Multiple partnerships, identified as one of the main risk factors fuelling the epidemic in Jgmaica
increased among all groups in 2008 but more so among mal24 {&ars, 76% of whom reported
multiple partnerships in the previous 12 months compared to 52% ofr otdm. Different partners
have been found to fulfill different economic and emotional needs and with our increasingly harsh
economic climate this may beconegen moreof a feature inour social landscape.

While the foregoing gives cause for concetiis encouraging however to see thaky sex in respect of
the proportion ofthe sexually active population, ¥® years that had unprotected sex with a non
cohabiting partner declined significantly over 200Bhissignals that many are cognizant okthisk they
expose themselves to and have taken appropriate protective actdgnong the sexually active
population it was <16% of men and <21% of women who reported unprotectedige’ non
cohabiting partnein the previous 12 monthsReported condonuseis high andraries between 72%
84% for males and 54966% for females

Commercial sex by md&gex with a prostituteplso declinecgince2004 however condom use by those
practicing this risk behavior also declined.

Transactional sex, defined asethxchange of gifts or money for sex, carries with it an inherent power
imbalance and it was 37% of the sexually active population or 27% of the populatithylEars who
were so involved.Transactional sex could becomeearen moe important economic rality for many in
the face ofanincreasingly difficult economic climatewith this risk behavior however females will have
to learn how to negotiate condom use as currently i88% of females who have had transactional sex
in the last 12 monthsvho haveeither never or occasionally protesd themselvesn the last 10 sex acts
(whether or not transactional

Casual sexual encountdrs/olving new partners often ine unplanned sex and are ala@ause of
concern. It was 34% of the sexually acpepulation 1549 years who reported such a partriarthe

last 12 months. Not unexpectedly this was more likety be reportedamong men and the younger age
cohort.

Again it was just over 40% who had either never or only sometimes protected themselliedast 10
sexacts.

Looking at the total population 189 yearsjt was 7.9%who would be exposing themselves to risk of
infection bybeing sexually active, not in a cohabiting relationship and not using a condom in their sexual
encounters

Even as manseport protecting themselves howevethere was a significant increase in reported
lifetime incidence of STIs among persons engaged in any of the risk behaviours discussed above. This

Prepared by: Hope Enterprises Ltd., June 2008 8



was more so among the females-28 yearsvho remain a very vulnerable grogpd for whom
transactional sex are important survival options.

The foregoing indicates thattervention efforts to encourage condom use in risk situatiomgst not

be relaxed Correlation analysis in this survey indicatieat issueof trust of partnerand a view that

condoms reduce sexual pleasure act as barriers to condom use. These will need to be addressed directly
in intervention campaigns.

Increasedelief inmyths of transmissionin particulartransmissiorby insect biteswas notedamong
both males and femalesihile it is believed thathismay have beemcerbatedby the malaria and
dengue outbreaks in thisland just prior to the surveefforts must continue to debunk this mytithile
reinforangthe fact that HIV is lifestylerelatedillness

Use of mass media in this regard cannot be discougteen the experience of the CARISMA media

campaign. fie CARISMA media campaigpught to promote condom use irrespective of partner status

by empowering thesexually activgs A Gt K YSaal 3Sa G2 O2yiAydz$S O2yR2Y dzi
O2y R2YZI S @&atbiiselpdried data collected in this suryghe campaign appears to have

positively impacted behavior. The campaign achieved a 92% recall among the total sample with a third
indicating it has alreadyositively impacted their behavior in respect of condom use and another 54%

indicating it couldmpact their behavior in the future. Further, it stimulated discussion on HIV/AIDS

among friends (60%) and among partners (46%).
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B. METHODOLOGY

A crosssectiona) householdbased survey among a randomly selected saenpf 1800 persons

islandwide was used to provide data for this study. Respondents represented persons affeytsl5
with the younger groupl5-24years, over sampled tdacilitate a more robussample ofsexually active

personsin this age cohort.

i  SampleDesign and Selection

The sample design reflected the following musliaged approach:

1. The island was stratified into 14 parishes with Kingston and St. Andrew treated as two parishes
to ensure that the inner city areas of Kingston in particular, were fdpyresented in the
sample.

2. Each parish was further stratified into constituencies.

3. Each constituency was stratified int@o areas, namely:

a. Parish capitals and main towns
b. Rural areas

4. Each of the two areas comprising the constituencies was then dividedpiimnary sampling
dzy Ada ot{! Qaodv 2NJ 9ydzYSN}I dA2y S5AaGNAROGa®D

5. A random sample of PSUs was then selected with probability proportional to size (PPS). This
statistical technique was designed to ensure that the larger PSUs were selected with a greater
probabilty while at the same time, each household was selected with equal probability
irrespective of the PSU from which it came. Kingston Metropolitan Region (KMR) and St. James
were purposively selected.

6. 72 EDs were selected as follows:

- 23 EDs in KMR and Moigie Bay
- 25 EDs in other urban areas
- 24 EDsin rural areas

7. Twenty five households were then systematically selected from each EDomadperson
identified within each household as the person to be interviewduaterviewersidentified the
household to be ncluded using amap of the area, aandom staring point and a pre
determined sampling interval. Withithe household one (1) respondentas then randomly
selected to participate using the Kish card method.

8. The sample was quota controlled for age and gand

The sample size was estimated to enable results projectiblg%/at a 90% confidence level.
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- Data Collection:

Data was collected in fage-face confidential interviews by trained interviewers. Answers to sensitive
guestions on sexual behavior weltewever not told to the interviewer but answered by the respondent
himself on separate cards provided for the purpoEbese cards were then droppéato a large sealed
reinforced envelope by the respondent.

The instrument was firspretested for flow, @mprehension ando identify areas that would need
specific attention in administering. Followimgfinement of the instrument, trained interviewers from
Hope Enterprises traveled to each enumeration distsielected the householdnd the person to be

interviewed thenadministered the questionnaireto available and consenting persons.

Respondents whavere at home at the time of the survegnd consented to being interviewed, after
being read the informed consent formyere interviewed. In urban areas wherthe selected
respondentwas not at home at the time of the survey, interviewers requestinformation on a
convenient day and time when thepuldbe interviewed. Based on suggested return days and times a
second visit to the urban EBasmade.

If reqpondentwasstill unavailable at the time of the second visit thegre removed from the sample
anda new respondent selected frothe specific household. This substitute respondeasthe person
who answeed the door when the interviewer approachtéhe house, provided their demographic quota
had not yet been filled. If this quotaad been filled then the householdlasremoved from the sample
and no interview conducted.

The interviewer then substitutkthe entire household with the household to théght 2 ¥ G KS Gy 2y
NEBalLl2yaSé K2dzZASK2f R dahinaready&Rinduded ia thksrdegy@tiegah R K |
selection of a new respondent. Respondent will be selected using the Kish card method. If the selected
respondentwasnot at home then thenterviewer substitutel with the person who first answered the

door, provided their demographic quotaad not been filled. Only one call/attemptwas made to any

substitute household. Interviewer contindesubstitution until a qualifying interviewasganed.

Interviewers wererigorouslytrained over afive dayperiod with two days devoted to field practice.
Interviewers were all female and travelled in groups of 4 wveiteupervisor (for the purpose of on site
validation).

Informed consent was obtainedrom each respondentbefore proceeding with the interview
Interviewers assured participants of their anonymity and the confidentiality of the information. No
identifiers (name, address, etc) were included on the questionnaires.

The data collection instruemt utilized indicator measures and definitions consisterith UNGASS
Where appropriate existing indicators (similar to those usedYR 200% were used to ensure
comparability with previous surveys. Fieldwork was conducted between February ang20®gil

11f household has been included then substitution was made with the nearest household that Hasemot
included
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Results of Fieldwork

T A total of 2031 households were called on af@s of initially selected respondents were
completed
T 30% of respondents were substituted.

T Refusals accounted for 13.2% of initial calls.

Absence from home at time of first visitas highest among males and females of employment age as

shown in table below.

Profile of respondents absent on first visit to household

Profile of selected respondent absent fron
household at time of first visit
(n=410)
%
Males 1524yrs 20.2
Females 124yrs 20.0
Males 2549yrs 31.2
Females 2819yrs 28.5
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- _Questionnaire Design:

The questionnaire was designed to accommodate both -faelace interviewing and respondent
completed sections. This was handled as follows:

Questionnaires were each givenumique identifier number which was also recorded on the -self
administered cards for each questionnaire. For the-adthinistered portion respondents were given
Card A if they were married/cohabiting and Card B if they were sexually active in the dasbute
neither married nor cohabiting. The questions were then read by the interviewer and the respondent
asked to fill in the appropriate response on the card without the interviewer seeing. On completion the
respondent was asked to fold the card amip it into alargesealedand reinforcedenvelope carried by

the interviewer. This served as the receptacle carried by each interviewer into whichrakcollected

for the daywere dropped. Envelopes had slot cut into them through which the compledecards were
dropped. Envelopes were then brought back to the office where they were opened and the cards
attached to the correct questionnaire based the assigned identification number.

The following areas were sedfiministered:

e Sexual behaviour witmain partner basedn being in a cohabiting union and not being in a
cohabiting union

e Multiple partnerships

o High risk sexual activities including transactional, coercasual partners and commercial sex

e Condom use based on partner type

e Last time condm use

e Substance use

e Sexually transmitted infections

The following areas were covered in the face to face portion of the interview:

e Demographics

e Union status

¢ HIV/AIDS knowledge and protective practices
e Stigma and discrimination

e Condom attitudes and access

e Voluntary counseling and testing

e Risk perception

e Exposure to intervention

e CARSIMA Campaign recall
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NOTE:Whereverthe seltreported respnse varied from the interviewkresponse, the selieported
was takenas the truth and used ianalyzinghe data and arriving at measurements fodicators.

Sample Demographics:

Frequency Percentage Pop. Census
15-24yrs 893 49.6% 35%
25-49yrs 907 50.4% 65%
Male 896 49.8% 49.3%
Female 904 502% |  50.7%
Upper/middle income (ABC1) 389 21.6%
Working class (C2) 864 48.0%
Lower income (D) 544 30.2%
Refused 3 0.2%
Employed fultime 645 35.8%
Employed padime 241 13.4%
Unemployed 553 30.7%
Student 360 20.0%
No answer 1 0.1%
Actively practicing religion 993 55.2%
Not adively practicing religion 797 44.3%
No answer 10 0.6%

NOTE ONREPORTING OF DAM&herefindings are statisticallgignificant they are noteth the report
asoésignificang.
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C: DETAILED FINDINGS
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CHAPTER 1: BEHAVIOUR OVERVIEW

SEXUAL ACTIVITY & TYPEOF RELATIONSHIPAMONG SAMPLE

Three quarters of the sample (males: 75%; females: 74%) was sexually activaheitimevioustwelve
months. Sexual activity was reported by the majority of adultst25/ears (84.6%) and two thirds of
young adults 124 years (64.4%). More females reported being married or in cohabiting partnerships
while the reverse was more liketp be true among males. Younger respondents reported to be non
cohabiting or not married (51%) versus older respondents who were (47%). Findings also revealed that
four times as many females 25l years old were likely to be married or in cohabiting parsh@s when
compared to their male counterparts (21% vs. 5% respectively). No other significant differences
emerged in this regard.

Tablel: Relationship Statuby Age & Gender

Married/cohabiting | Sexually active but ng Not sexually active in
married/cahabiting last 12mths
Male (n=896) 26.2 49.0 24.8
Female (n=904) 34.2 39.7 26.1
15-24yrs (n=893) 13.1 51.3 35.6
25-49 yrs (n=907) 47.1 37.5 15.4
Male (15-24yrs); (n=447) 5.1 56.8 38.0
Female (1524y); (n=446) 21.1 45.7 33.2
Male (25-49yrs); (n=449) 47.2 41.2 11.6
Female (2549); (n=458) 46.9 33.8 19.2
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POPULATION HIV/AIDS RISK PROFILEBased on last time condom use)

An overviewof the HIV/AIDS related risk behavior of thed®%yrs.population adt relates to sexual
activity andlast time condom useas derived Respondents are classified into the following discreet
groups:

¢ Never sexually active

¢ Not currently sexually active

e Have had only one partner in the last 12 months
e Persons currently protging self*

e Persons at risk**

*Currently protecting self segment comprises of persons:
e married, with multiple partners in last year but reported using a condom at last sex with outside
partner
e not in a married/cehabiting union, who have multiple partnebsit reported using condom last
time sex was had

**At risk segment comprises of persons:
e married, have multiple partners and did not use a condom last time with outside partner
e not married/ cohabiting, with multiple partners who did not use a condom #st fime they
had sex

Overallit was approximatelyeight of every hundred person&’.9%)in the population thatengagel in
sexuabehaviorwhich placel them at higher risk of contracting HIV/AIDS.

Many (45.4%) reported having only one partner in th& B2 months A fifth (20.5%), all of whom had
multiple partners, had used a condom the last time they hadx#gxsomeone other than their spouse.

Just over a quartereported nosexual activity irthe last 12 months either due to currently abstaining
(13.8%) or not yet sexually active (12.4%).
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Figurel: Population HIV/AIDS Risk Profile (based on last time condom use)

Total Population Including not Sexually Active and Abstaining
(Base=Total sample)*
*35 persons refused to answer
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CHAPTER 2 A REVIEW OF SPECIFIC RISK BEHAVIORS

Overall more than third (36.4%) of the totasampleor almost a hal{49%)of the sexually active sample

had engaged behavior which could increase their risk of exposure to sexually transmitted infections
including HIV/AIDS. Such behaviour consists of hawiolliple partners (more than 1) having
transactional sexand having causal partners (a new partner, one night stand or someone picked up in a
bar or club in the last year).

MULTIPLE PARTNERSHIPS

Specifically, rore than a third (38.9%) of sexually active respondent®mepl having multiple partners

in the last 12 months. Incidence of multiple partnerships was significantly higher among males, persons
15-24yrs. and persons not in a married/cohabiting union. fdohabiting unions were equally likely to

be new relationslps (less than a year 49.8%9 well assteady relationships with at least one yeair

history (50.2%).

Table2: Multiple Partnerships by socimlemographic variables

Total ; (n=1311) 38.9
Male; (n=649) 61.5%**
Female; (n=662) 16.8
15-24yrs; (n=566) 47 2%+
25-49yrs; (n=745) 32.6
Married/cohabiting; (n=538) 21.7
Sexually active in last 12 months but not married; (n=767) 51.0%**
- Have a main partner (% of those havingltiple partners and in & 70.3

non-married/noncohabiting union) (n=384

Length of primary relationship (whether married or not) (n=510)
Less than a year 49.8
More than a year 50.2
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Thos engaging in multiple partnerships reported significantlyrensexual activity than persons with
one partner. TIs cohortreported having sex 1.8 times in the last 7days compared to 1.39 fiones
personswith one partner only. Multiple partnered males reported an averafi5.68 partners (SD 6.38)
while femalesreported an average of 2.91 (SD2.23) partners.

Overall many (43.9%) of those engaging in multiple partnerships reported using a condom evéytime

the last 10 times they had seXlost persons within this risk group (63.3%) reported using a condom the
last time they had sex. Condonseat last sex was higher among those not in a cohabiting relationship
(48.45 vs married/cohabiting 30.0%).

Table3: Frequency of Sex and Condom Use Among Persons Mithiple Partnerships

RESPONDHIS WITH
MULTIPLE PARTNERS

%

Mean number of times sex had in last 7 days

e Total 1.53 (SD1.96)
e Persons with multiple partners 1.39 (SD1.8)
e Persons with 1 partner only 1.8*** (SD2.2)

Mean number of partners had in last 12 months

e Males with nultiple partners 5.68 (SD6.38)
e Females with multiple partners 2.91 (SD 2.23)
e Total persons in multiple partnerships 5.08(SD5.85)
Frequency of condom use last 10 times sex had: (n=488)
Never (0 times) 15.2
Sometimes (&7 times) 28.1
Most times (&imes) 12.9
Everytime (10 times) 43.9
Condom used last time sex had; (n=509) 63.3

Condom used last time sex had by relationship status
e Married and used condom 30.0
¢ Not cohabiting but used a condom with main partner 48.4
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e FACTORS IMPACTINGNDOM USE AND ITS FREQUENCY AMONG PERSONS IN MULTIPLE
PARTNERSHIPS

Promoting consistent use of condoms has been a challenge in getting to the desired behavior change
among those at high risk of infectiorFrequency of condom usshere analyzedased orreported use
for the last 10 times sex was had aisdbroken down into:

- Nonuser (0 times)
- Sometimes user (X times)
- Most times user (8.0 times)

Frequency of condom use among persons with multiple partners was found to be relatedne

demographic andpsychosocial variables. Correlation analysis showed moderate and significant
relationships between partn@ | GG A GdzZRS G2 O2yR2Ya |yYR GKS AYyRA(
evidenced by carrying a condom on their person. Specifically greater freqoértmndom use was

associated with: a rejection of the view that it is normal to comply with partner wishes to not use
condoms, a supportive partner who also preferred condoms and personal preparedness evidenced by
carrying a condom on oneself.

Small but gjnificant relationships were also noted between rejection of condoms as reducing pleasure,
likelihood of having a condom in the house, loss of erection while putting on condom (males only),
rejection of trust as a barrier to use and partner support in teraf reaction if found out they had a
O2yR2Y YR LINIYSNDa tA]StAK22R 2F OFNNEBEAY3I O2yR:
condom use among this risk group was associated with having a condom in the house, rejection of
condoms as reducing m@sure, rejection of trust as a barrier and partner support. Partner support
relatedto partner not being upset if condoms were found and a partner who preferred condoms.

Correlation analysis also showed small but significant relationships between dgelationship status
and frequency of condom use. Among persons with multiple partners, greater frequency of condom use
was associated with persons-P8yrs, not in a married/cohabiting union and not having a main partner.

Intention to use a condom atext sex act was related to more frequent condom use the last 10 times
sex had. Specifically almost éthost timee users reported being very likely to use a condom the next
time they had sex, compared to less than half (45.3%) ofgbenetimeg condom uger and less than a

third of those who had used no condoms the last 10 times they had sex. In fact more than a half of the
non-users (56.8%) and a quarter of the sometimes users (24.1%) reported being unlikely to use a
condom at next sex act.
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Table4: Condom use among persons with multiple partners in last 12 months: Correlation analysis

Multiple partners R coefficient  Significance
Age -212 kk
Relationship status .294 *rk
Have a main partner (not married/cohabiting) .198 *kk
Rejection of complying with partners wish to not use a condom 442 e
Partner preference for condoms 433 *hk
Commitment: Usually have a condom on person .318 *hk
Commitment: Usually have a condom in the house 234 *hk
Rejection of condoms regting pleasure .190 *hk
While putting on a condom | have lost an erection (males only) .180 *hk
Rejection of trust as a barrier 157 *x
Partner support: partner would be upset if found out had a condor 110 *
Partner usually has a condom .102 *
Intention to use a condom next time sex had 193 *hk

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005**=p<.000

Table5: Likelihood of using a condom at next sex act by frequency of condom use for persons
reporting multiple partnerships in last year
Non-user Sometimes User Most times user

Had Mutiple Partners (n=74) (n=137) (n=277)
% % %
Very likely 29.7 45.3 91.7
Likely 8.1 7.0 5.8
Neither likely nor unlikely 5.4 3.6 0.4
'yt A1StEe o0AyOf dzRA 56.8 24.1 2.1
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e PERSONAL RISK PERCEPTION GPNERSITH MULTIPLE PARTNERS

Most persons engaging in multiple partnerships in the last 12 months, perceived themseheasat
little or no risk for contracting HIV, irrespective of their reported conde®. The vast majority of most
time condomusers ® 172 0 NBLER2NISR fAGGES 2Nl y2 OKIFIyOoS 2F 02

O2yR2Y Fff GKS GAYSE 6Tyodd:oo dsdriefivBstalsoy | G Sf & ¢ A
perceived little of no chance of infection. This relatively low risk perceptemattributed primarily to
GKSANI GdzaAy3a | 02y B@ivthodewkchadiudes doLondoms inbtper last sex act

saw themselves at little or no risk of HIV (78.9%) as tlsegl tondoms sometimes (42.2%) and had sex
only with their spouse (36%). This perceived monogamy however contradicts their self report of
having had more than one partner in the last 12 months unless these relationships are not occurring
simultaneously and so there is serial monogamy occurring.

Table6: RiskPerception of Persons with Miltiple Partners - Analyzed by Condom Use

Non-user Sometimes User  Most times user

(n=74) (n=137) (n=277)
N

No chance 31.1 21.9 47.3
Little chance 37.8 43.1 354
Moderate chance 8.1 12.4 4.0
Good chance 108 10.2 25
Unsure 12.2 12.4 10.9

Reasons for little or no chance: (n=51) (n=89) (n=229)
- Use a condom all the time 13.3 18.1 78.9
- Use acondom sometimes 42.2 67.5 16.2
- Have sex with spouse only 35.6 12.0 1.8
- Get checkups regularly 11.1 3.6 2.6
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e HIVTESTING REPORTED BY PERSONS WITH MULTIPLE PARTNERS

Approximately 5 in 10f the relatively inconsistent condom users (used a condom 7 times or less of the
last 10 times sex had) reported having done an HIV test at least once in their lifetimeaiem to 4 in

10 persons who reported multiple partnerships balso reported condom use mos® (times) or
everytime (10 times) .

Table7: HIV testing by Condom usage of those engaging in Multiple Partnerships in last year

Nornruser Sometimes User Most times user
(n=74) (n=137) (n=277)
% % %
Ever had an HIV test done 54.1 50.4 39.4
HIV test done in last year and know tl 50.0 46.7 37.2
results
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TRANSACTIONALSEX

Transactional sex, defined as the exchange of gifts or monesefqcarries with it an inherent power
imbalance, it is thus important to explore not only its occurrence at a population level but also to
explore the nature of condom use within this higher risk group

Transactional sewithin the last year was commoamongjust over a third (37%) of sexually active
respondentsor more than a quarter (27.3%) of the total population-4%yrs Approximately a fifth
(19.9%) had either given or received help with 17.1% having been both the giver and recipient of help.

Males were significantly more likely to have engaged in transactional sex and 5 times more likely to have
been both the giver and recipient in the relationship. It was just over a half (52.7%) of males who had
engaged in transactional sex compared to df{21.0%) of females.

Figure2: IncidenceTransactional SeRy Age andGender

100.0 -
90.0 -
80.0 -
70.0 -
60.0 -
50.0 -
40.0 /
30.0 /
20.0 /
10.0 -

0.0 ’ — : — —
Total Males Females 15-24yrs 25-49yrs

m Either given/recived help m Both given and received help

Incidence of transactional sex was significantly higher among respondents not in a married or cohabiting
union. While aguarter of married/cohabiting persons also reported having had transactional sex within
the last year, itvas almost twice as many (45#&6)those not married who reported the same. It should

be noted that most (72%) of those noAamarried who had engageih transactional sex had reported

also having a main partner. In a little over a half of these instances this main relationship had existed for
at least 12 months or longer (56.7%). This meant that 43% were in a relatively new relationship which
had beenactive for less than 12 months.
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Those engaging in transactional sex were significantly more likely to report more sexual activity than
those not engaging in transactional seSpecifically personsho reported transactional sex had had sex

an average of.81 times(SD1.69within the last 7 days compared to those who had never engaged in
transactional sex who had intercourse and average of 1.36 t{®B&.0)n the last 7 days.

Table8: Transactional Sex By Sodizemographic Vagbles

Total Transactional sex
)

Total (n=1331) ' 37.0
Male; (n=670) 52.7***
Female; (n=661) 21.0
15-24yrs; (n=573) 39.1
25-49yrs; (n=758) 35.4
Married/cohabiting; (n=540) 25.4
Sexually active in last 12 months but not married; (n=785) 45,0**
- Have a main partner (% of those engaging in transactional 72.1
and in a noAmarried/noncohabiting union) (n=344
Length of primary relationship (whether married or not)
Less than a year 43.3
More than a year 56.7

*=p<.05, ** = p<.08, ***=p<.000

Overall 4 in 10 respondents (41.2%) who had engaged in transactionatmated using acondom
everytime, and more than a half (57%) had used a condom at last sex. While many reported every time
condom use, a fifth (20.3%) reported using condom in their last 10 sexual encountefEhe group
engaging in transactional sex reported using cand@n average of 6.32 (SD4.0) for every ten times sex
had, which was significantly more than the average 4.63 (SD4.4) times use reported by those no
engaging in transactional sex.
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Table9: Safe SeBehavior by Persons Reporting Transactional Sex

Total Transactional sex ‘

%

Average number of times condom used of last 10 times sex had
-Had transactional sex 6.32 (SD 4.6¥*
-Hadno transactional sex 4.63 (SD 4.4)

Frequency of condom use last 10 times sex had: (n=468)
Never (0 times) 20.3
Sometimes (&7 times) 25.9
Most times (8 times) 12.6
Everytime (10 times) 41.2

Condom used last time sex had 57.1

(n=487)

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005***=p<.000

Analysis on thdrequencyof condomuse by persons who hagngagedin transactional sex was also
carried out. Frequency of condom use was based on reported condom use of the last 10 times sex was
had and was broken downtb:

- Nontuser (0 times)
- Sometimes user (I times)
- Most times user (80 times)

Correlation analysis conductezh a number of demographic and attitudinehriables showed a small
but significant relationship betweetonsistencyf condom use and age, gerndand relationship status.
Increased frequency of condom use was most likely anMalgs, persons 124yrs and those not in a
married or cohabiting relationship

Small but significant relationships were also noted between consistency of useattidles to
condoms Specificallygreater frequency of use was also more likely among persons who rejected
condoms as reducing and interrupting pleasure as waslthosewho rejectedtrust of partneras a
barrier to condom use.

Moderate relationships between dguency of condom use among this group and partner preference
were also observed. Reported frequency of condom use was higher among persons whose partners
preferred condoms and among those who rejected complying with the pa&neiskes where this

related to not using condoms.
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carry a condom on themselves, have one in the house and willingness to substitute if their favourite
brand was unavailable, watsa related to greater frequency of condom usage.

Carryingacondo8y 2y SQa LISNBR2ya aK26SR | Y2RSNIGS NBEF (A

Past frequency of condom use was also a strong indicator of future intended use. Specifically likelihood
of using a condom at next sex act increasedeg®rted past frequency of condom use increased.

Table10: Condom use among persomsporting transactional sexn last 12 months: Correlation

analysis
Gender -.139 *x
Age -.185 ok
Relationship status .266 *kk
Rejection ottondomsreducing pleasure .140 *x
Rejection of trust as a barrier 152 *x
Rejection of complying with partners wish to not use a condot 412 *hk
Partner preference for condoms 331 *hk
Commitment: Usually have a condom in the house .328 *rx
Commitment: Usually have a condom on person .286 *rx
Willing to substitute if favourite brand not available .103 *
Intention to use a condom next time sex had .520 kk

*=p<.05, ** =p<.005 **=p<.000

Tablell: Likelihood of using a condom next time sex hbg Persons Reporting Transactional Sex in
Last 12 months

Non-user Sometimes User Most times user
(n=95) (n=121) (n=252)
Very likely 29.5 49.6 91.3
Likely 10.5 22.3 5.6
Neither likely nor unlikely 9.5 4.1 0.4
PYEA1LStE@ O0AYyOf dzRA 50.0 24.0 2.8
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COERCIVE INTERCOURSE
Coercive sexual encounters where someone is pressured or forced into having sex may also compromise

the likelihood of negtiating condom useApproximately 1 in 10 sexually active persons reported having
been coerced or pressured to have sex (11.9%). A similar portion (11%) reported having been the
aggressor and therefore had forced or pressured someone to have sex wlihitast 12 months.
Interestingly males were significantly more likely to have engaged in coercive intercourse. Males were
twice as likely as females to report having been pressured to have sex (15% males vs 8.8% females) and
three times more likely to reprt having been the aggressors (16.4 males vs 5.4% females). Incidence of
having been forced was similar among both age groups, while incidence of having been the aggressor
was higher among persons-P8yrs.

Coercive sex was also more likely to be repoiby persons not in a married/dmabiting union. Four in

ten persons who had been forced (40.8%) or been the aggressor (40.3%) used a condom everytime,
while a quarter (24% been forced vs 23.7% forced/aggressor) did not use a condom in any of the last 10
times they had sex.

Tablel2: Coercive Intercourse by Soe@emographic Variables

BEEN FORCED FORCED/AGGRESOF

_ % _ %
Total 11.9 11.0
(n=1330) (n=1333)
Male 15.0%** 16.4%**
(n=668) (n=670)
Female 8.8 5.4
(n=662) (n=663)
15-24yrs 13.1 14.0
(n=573) (n=573)
25-49yrs 11.0 8.7
(n=757) (n=760)
Married/cohabiting 8.6%** 8.1
(n=537) (n=540)
Sexually active in last 12 months but not married 13.9 12.8
(n=787) (n=787)
Frequency of condom use last 10 times sex had: (n=152) (n=139)
Never (O times) 24.3 23.7
Sometimes (47 times) 24.3 25.9
Most times (8 times) 10.5 10.1
Everytime (10 times) 40.8 40.3
Condom used last time sex had 55.7. (n=158) 64.4 (n=146)

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005***=p<.000
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CASUALPARTNERS

Caslal sexual encountersglefined assex partner in thdast 12 months who were new, met in a bar or
club or a onenight standor other casual encounteare often unplanned situationsvhere condom use

may be compromised A third (34.4%) of sexually activespendentsreported casualpartners in the

last 12 months.Casuapartnershigs were highest among males, persons-28yrs and persons not in a
married/cohabiting union. More than 4 in 10 (44.1%) of respondents wdtbual partners used a
condom every timeand 6 in 10 (62.7%) used a condom at last sex. It should be noted however that
more than a half (55.9%) reported inconsistent condom use.

Table13: Casual Partnerships by Sodiemographic Variables

RESPONDENTS WITH HIC
RISK RRTNERS

%

Total ; (n=1338) ' 34.4
Male; (n=672) 55.2%**
Female; (n=666) 13.4
15-24yrs; (n=573) 44 g+
25-49yrs; (n=7655) 26.5
Married/cohabiting; (n=541) 15.5
Sexually active in last 12 months but not married; (n=791) 47 .3***
Freqiency of condom use last 10 times sex had: (n=442)
Never (O times) 15.8
Sometimes (I times) 26.9
Most times (8 times) 13.1
Everytime (10 times) 44.1
Condom used last time sex had; (n=458) 62.7

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005**=p<.000
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Tablel4: Condom Use Among Persons Reporting Casual Sex In Last 12 Months: Correlation Analysis

Casual partners R coefficient  Significance
Age -.163 *x
Gender -.164 *x
Relationship status .263 *hk
Rejection of complying with partners wisthnot use a condom 452 *rx
Partner preference for condoms .366 FrE
Commitment: Usually have a condom on person .296 *hk
Commitment: Usually have a condom in the house .205 *hk
Rejection of condoms reducing pleasure 194 *hk
Rejection of trust as adurier .186 *hk
Sometimedeel embarrassed to buy 134 *x
Partner would be upset if found you had a condom .145 *x
Intention to use a condom next time sex had 514 *hk

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005**=p<.000
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SAME SEX INTERCOURSE:

A total of 21 persns, or 1.6% of persons sexually active in the last 12 months, reported having same sex
intercourse within the same period. Persons reporting same sex intercourse were twice as likely to be
females (15 females vs 6 males) and from the younger age colpefsons 124yrs vs 9 persons 25
49yrs.). Six (6) of the twentne (21) persons were currently married or cohabiting. Approximately a
half (11) of those engaging in same sex intercourse had used a condom the last time they had sex.

Tablel5: Same sex Intercoursky SocieDemographic Variables

Had Same Sex Intercourse

(n=21)
%
Male 28.6
Female 71.4
15-24yrs 57.1
25-49yrs 42.9
Married/cohabiting 14.3
Sexually active in last 12 months but not married 85.8

Frequerty of condom use last 10 times sex had:

Never (0 times) 23.8
Sometimes (&7 times) 38.1
Most times (8 times) 9.5
Everytime (10 times) 28.6
Condom used last time sex had 52.4
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STI INCIDENCE

Lifetime incidence of STIs and incidence of genitalhdigge in the last 12 months increasathong
females between YR2004 and YR200his increase wasignificantamong younger women where

lifetime incidence of STIs increased by more than 50% moving from 8.2% in YR2004 to 14.4% in YR

2008 (p=.002) Self reportedincidenceof genital dischargeamong this agecohort also increased
significantly over the period (YR 2004: 8.1% vs YR 2008; 18/2€)0Q Among females 289yrs

occurrences of genital discharge in the last 12 months increased from 9% to 16% over the period while

selfreports of genital ulcer tripled moving from 0.4% in YR 2004 o0 1.4% in YR 2008.

Reported ifetime incidence of STls was significantly higher among persons currently engaging in high
risk sexual behaviors such as multiple partnerships, transactional sex, coercive sex, same sex intercourse

and high risk partners including new partners, aright stands and partners met in a club and bar.

Tablel6: Males STI Incidence YR 2004 vs YR 2008

YR 2004 YR 2008 YR 2004 YR 2008
(n=389) (n=274) (n=419 (n=398)
% % % %
Ever had and STI 9.8 8.0 34.3 34.9
Hadgenital discharge in last 12 months 2.1 6.6 4.0 4.3
Had genital ulcer in last 12 months - 2.9 - 15

Tablel7: FemalesSTI Incidence YR 2004 vs YR 2008

YR 2004 YR 2008 YR 204 YR 2008
(n=320) (n=299 (n=471) (n=367)
% % % %
Ever had and STI 8.2 14.4* 15.0 17.2
Had genital discharge in last 12 months 8.1 18.1¥** 9.1 16.1
Had genital ulcer in last 12 months 0.9 2.0 0.4 1.4
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Tablel8: STI Incidencby Risk Groups

Had multiple partners in last 12 months; (n=508) 25.6%**
No multiple partners; (n=746) 15.4
Had transactional sex in last 12 montkis=490) 25.3%**
No transactional seXn=836) 16.6
Had casual partners in last fonths (n=460) 23.9**
No casual partnef§n=878) 17.9

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005**=p<.000

Prepared by: Hope Enterprises Ltd., June 2008 34



CHAPTERS:

MARRIED COHABITINGPARTNERSHIPS:

Married/cohabiting relationships appeared to be well established as males and fereptated having
been in suchrelationships for two years or more. Specifically young personrg4l$ears were more
likely to report being married or to be cohabiting for the past two to four years (44%) while older
respondents were in their relationshipsrf5 years and longer.

BEHAVIOUR BY MARITAL STATUS

Just under a quarter (20%) of femal&s-19 years, who were in a dmbiting relationship, reported

having a partner ten years or more thsgnior.

Table19: Length of Time in Sexual Relationshifith Married/Cohabiting by Age & Gender

<lyr lyr 2-4yrs 5-9yrs 9+ yrs
Male (n=238) 8.8 10.5 21.0 28.2 315
Female (n=308) 8.1 6.5 23.4 24.4 37.7
15-24yrs (n=118) 17.7 17.8 44.1 17.8 2.5
25-49 yrs (n=428) 5.9 5.6 16.4 28.3 43.9
Male (15-24yrs); (n=27) 30.7 26.9 26.9 11.5 3.8
Female (1524yrs); (n=92) 14.1 15.2 48.9 19.6 2.2
Male (25-49yrs); (n=211) 6.1 8.5 20.3 30.2 34.9
Female (2549yrs); (n=216) 5.5 2.8 12.5 26.4 52.8

Table20: Length of Timd.ivingwith Married/Cohabiting Partnerby Age & Gender

Lessthan| Oneyr 2todyrs | 5to9yrs 9+yrs
lyr

Male (n=238) 10.1 10.9 21.0 27.3 30.7
Female (n=314) 12.1 7.6 21.0 23.6 35.7
15-24yrs (n=121) 314 15.7 355 15.7 1.7
25-49 yrs (n=431) 5.6 7.2 16.9 27.8 42.5
Male (15-24yrs); (n=27) 37.0 25.9 25.9 7.4 3.7
Female (1524y); (n=94) 29.8 12.8 38.3 18.1 11
Male (25-49y); (n=211) 6.6 9.0 20.4 29.9 34.1
Female (2549y); (n=220) 4.5 5.5 13.6 25.9 50.5
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o Risk profile ofMarried/Cohabiting Subgroup

Trust has been found in qualitative research to be critical in main relationships. As such condoms, which
infer infidelity, are contentious and inappropriate. Condom use has consequently not been the norm in
married/cohabitirg partnerships. This may however be changing among the younger generation who
have grownup in the era of HIV/AIDS as these young adults2dhfs.) were the ones most likely to

most times or consistent use of condoms.

Overallit was 10% males and 9% fel@s who reported using a condom every time and another 17%
males and 20% females who reported using a condom most times. This translates to more than a third
using condoms occasionally or none at all, respectively.

Figure3: At risk profile of subgroup of Married/Cohabiting

Used a condom

Condoms . .
occassionally used everytlme.mth all
in past 12mths, partnersin past
18.7% /" 12mhs,

26.2%
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Table21: Frequency of Condom Useth Married/Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Every time Most times Occasionally Never
Male (n=241) 10.4 17.4 35.7 328
Female (n=313) 9.3 19.8 35.8 33.5
15-24yrs (n=121) 13.2 28.9 33.9 21.5
25-49 yrs (n=433) 8.8 15.9 36.3 36.5
Male (15-24yrs); (n=28) 17.9 28.6 25.0 21.4
Female (1524yrs); (n=93) 11.8 29.0 36.6 21.5
Male (25-49yrs); (n=213) 9.4 16.0 37.1 34.3
Female (2549yrs); (h=220) 8.2 15.9 35.5 38.6

*3.7% males and 1.6% females could not recall

e Condom Use Last Time and Time Before:

Inconsistent condom use in married and cohabiting partnerships was further demonstrated by the 26%
malesand 29% females who reported using a condom the last time they had sex, even fewer than the
portion reporting use the time before (males: 31%; females: 34%). Nonetheless, it was the younger
respondents who were more likely to be using condoms, whetherldketime (34% vs. older adults:

26%) or on the occasion prior to that (46% vs. older adults: 29%).

Table22: Condom Usedt Last Sex with Married/Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Condom use at last sex with married/live in partner

Male 25.8 (n=240)
Female 28.8 (n=312)
15-24yrs 34.4 (n=122)
25-49 yrs 25.6 (n=430)
Male (15-24yrs) 32.1 (n=28)
Female (1524yrs) 35.1 (n=94)
Male (25-49yrs) 25.0 (n=212)
Female (2549yrs) 26.1 (n=218)
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Table23: Condom Usedime Before Last Sex with Married/Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Condom use Time Before last sex with married/live in partne
Male 31.1 (n=241)
Female 34.0 (n=312)
15-24yrs 45.5 (n=121)
25-49 yrs 29.2 (n=432)
Male (15-24yrs) 46.4 (n=28)
Female (1524yrs) 45.2 (n=93)
Male (25-49yrs) 29.1 (n=213)
Female (2549yrs) 29.2 (n=219)

e Multiple Partnershipsin cohabiting unions

More than a third of males (38.1%) and less than 1 in 10 female%6)&rY married or cohabiting
partnerships have multiple partners. Moreover, approximately five times as many males as females 15

24 years old had multiple partners (51.9% vs. 9.7% respectively). The risk was similarly as high among

older males when comparetb females of the same age with 36.3% of malesA95years reporting
multiple partners versus 8.2% females.

Table24: Multiple Partnershipswith Married/Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Incidence of Multiple Partnerships

Male 38.1 (n=239)
Female 8.7 (n=312)
Male (15-24yrs) 51.9 (n=27)
Female (1524yrs) 9.7 (n=93)
Male (25-49yrs) 36.3 (n=212)
Female (2549yrs) 8.2 (n=219)

It was 11% of males and 18% of females who had multiple partners reporting consistent (iene)
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generally more common among the younger cohort-pébyears), and males 1B} years and females
2549 years.

It was noted that a greater portion of ¢ise reporting multiple partners used a condom the last time
they had sexual intercourse with their main partner. Specifically, a quarter (23.1%) of males and more
than a third (36.8%) of females in multiple partnerships used a condom last time with tlagr m
partner.

Table25 Condom Use Every Time & Last time with Main Partner where Multiple Partfexist

Incidence of | Incidence of

Condom Use| condom Use

Every time Last Time
Male (n=91) 11.0 23.1
Female (n=27) 18.4 36.8
15-24yrs (n=23) 21.9 30.2
2549 yrs (n=95) 10.5 25.5
Male (1524yrs); (n=14) 28.5 28.5
Female (1824yrs); (n=9) 11.3 33.0
Male (2549yrs); (n=77) 7.8 22.3
Female (2549yrs); (n=18) 22.0 39.0

Although condom use was not very présat with main partners where multiple partnerships existed, it
was clearly customary for respondents to use condoms with partners other than their main partner. In
fact, three quarters of those with multiple partners reported this to be true (males: 75{éptales:
70.1%). These were more likely to be females245/ears and males 2480 years when compared to
their counterparts. This leaves 280% however who are exposing themselves and their partners to risk.
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Table26 Condom Ue with Multiple Partnersother than Married/Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Incidence of Condom Use in Multiple Partnerships

Male 75.1 (n=91)
Female 70.1 (n=27)
15-24yrs 78.1 (n=23)
25-49 yrs 73.2 (n=95)
Male (15-24yrs) 71.3 (n=14)
Female (1524yrs) 88.7 (n=9)
Male (25-49yrs) 75.8 (n=77)
Female (2549yrs) 62.2 (n=18)

e Correlation Analysis and High Risk Partners
A third (31%) of respondents who were married or cohabiting also admitted to being involved in high
risk partnersips such as meeting sex partners in a club/bar, one night stands, commercial, transactional
and/or gay sex. @relation analysis found small to moderate significant associations as follows:
V  On the whole, married and cohabiting males were significantlyentikely to have high risk
partnerships than females
V Males married and cohabiting were significantly more likely than females to have: had sex with a
new partner, a partner they met at the club/bar, a one night stand, transactional sex, paid for sex
V Married and cohabiting males and females in high risk partnerships were significantly more likely to
have used condoms the last time they had sex
V Condoms were significantly more likely to have been used at last sex: with partners met a the

club/bar, where sexvas transactionalpr with samesex partners
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Table27: Gender and Last Time Condom Use Associations among Those Married/Cohabiting and in
High Risk Partnerships

t SFNA2YC Chi square

Gender:

Engaging in any high risk partnieiss -.335 **
Meeting a new partner in past 12 months -.286 **
Meeting other partner at club/bar -.219 *x
Involved in one night stand -.270 **
Had partner who they gave money for expenses -.403 *x
Had partner who gave money for expenses -.136 *x
Paidfor sex -176 o

Condom use at last sex:

Engaging in any high risk partnerships -.154 *x
Meeting other partner at club/bar -113 *
Had partner who they gave money for expenses -.189 *x
Had partner who gave money for expenses -133 *x
Engaged inay sex -113 *

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005
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NON-COHABITING UNIONS

A total of 785 respondentsr 43.6% of the total sampheere sexually activand not in the more stable
live-in relationship fon-cohabiting unions Sexually active unmarried/necohabiting espondents
were significantly more likely to be 451 years (51.3% versus-25 years: 37.5%, p=.000).

Figure4: At risk profile of subgroup ofJnmarried/Non-cohabiting

Had multiple
partners in past
12mthsand used

condoms
sometimes,
27.5%

Used a condom
every time with all
partners in past
12mths,
49.3%
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Table28: Sexually active Unmarried/Noi€Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Sexually active unmarried/cohabiting

Male 49.0 (n=896)
Female 39.7 (n=904)
15-24yrs 51.3 (n=893)
25-49 yrs 37.5 (n=907)
Male (15-24yrs) 56.8 (n=447)
Female (1524yrs) 45.7 (n=446)
Male (25-49yrs) 41.2 (n=449)
Female (2549yrs) 33.8 (n=458)

e Length of time in relationship:

More than half of females reported relationships of at least 2 y¢ars3%) compared to more than a
half of males who reported relatichips of 1 year or less (60%)s was to be expected relationships
among youth were more recent than those of the older cohort.

Table29: Length of Time in Relationshigexually active Unmarried/Noi€Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Lessthan | 4-11mths lyr 2-4yrs 5 years or

3mths more
Male (n=322) 21.2 20.2 18.8 27.6 11.5
Female (n=312) 12.2 14.1 15.7 36.2 211
15-24yrs (n=360) 19.7 19.4 20.6 31.7 7.8
25-49 yrs (n=274) 12.8 14.2 12.8 32.1 27.4
Male (15-24yrs); (n=182) 26.4 22.0 22.5 25.8 2.1
Female (1524yrs); (n=178) 12.9 16.9 18.5 37.6 135
Male (25-49yrs); (n=140) 14.3 17.9 13.6 30.0 23.6
Female (2549yrs); (n=134) 11.2 10.4 11.9 34.3 31.4
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e Proportion with main partner

Three quarterg75.8%) of the sexually active unmarried/n@ohabiting subgroupndicated that they

had a main partner. These were significantly more likely to be females than males (83% vs. 69%
respectively, p=.000No significant differences emerged across age grdwapeever (1524yrs: 77%; 25

49yrs: 74%).

Table30: Incidence ofSexually active not Married/Cohabiting Having a Main Partner by Age & Gender

Proportion with Main Partner

Male 69.4 (n=432)
Female 83.0 (n=353)
15-24yrs 76.5 (n=447)
25-49 yrs 74.3 (n=338)
Male (15-24yrs) 69.6 (n=247)
Female (1524yrs) 85.0 (n=200)
Male (25-49yrs) 69.2 (n=185)
Female (2549yrs) 80.4 (n=153)

e Condom Use with Main Partner:

Among sexually active unmarried and noohabiting respondents who had a main partner, two thirds

of males (62%) and a half of females (53%) used a condom at last sex. Furthermore, significantly more
youth than adults reported the same (67.8% vs. 47.7% respectively, p=.000). While close to a half of
males and females 289 years reported condom use, significantly more males than femal@g years
indicated the same (p=.010).

Two thirds of males and females also used condoms the time before last, indicating that fewer females
used condoms at last geAlso, a similar portion of youth 2%l years reported condom use before the

last encounter indicating high consistency. Adults, regardless of gender had also indicated higher
incidence of condom use on the occasion before the last. The same was famalés 1524 years.
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Table31: Condom Use at Last Sex (With/Without MaRartner)by Age & Gender

Condom use at last se;; Condom use on occasic
with Main Partner before last sex with
Main Partner
Male 62.2 (n=315) 64.6 (n=314)
Female 53.3 (n=300) 61.4 (n=298)
15-24yrs 67.8 (n=357) 69.7 (n=356)
25-49 yrs 47.7 (n=258) 53.9 (n=256)
Male (15-24yrs) 74.0 (n=181) 73.9 (n=180)
Female (1524yrs) 61.4 (n=176) 65.3 (n=176)
Male (25-49yrs) 46.3 (n=134) 52.2 (n=134)
Female (2549yrs) 49.2 (n=124) 55.7 (n=122)

Overall approximately 60% of persons report high frequency of condom use (everytime/most times),
with the 1524yrs reporting highest use.

Table32: Frequency of Conda Usewith Unmarried/Non-Cohabiting by Age & Gender

Every time Most times Occasionally Never
Male (n=313) 27.5 35.1 19.5 17.9
Female (n=291) 30.6 30.9 19.9 18.6
15-24yrs (n=352) 32.1 36.6 16.8 14.5
25-49 yrs (n=252) 24.6 28.2 23.8 234
Male (15-24yrs); (n=179) 30.7 38.0 15.1 16.2
Female (1524yrs); (n=173) 33.5 35.3 18.5 12.7
Male (25-49yrs); (n=134) 23.1 31.3 25.4 20.1
Female (2549yrs); (n=118) 26.3 24.6 22.0 27.1
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e Multiple partnerships (with or without main @rtner)

Roughly a half (52.4%) of sexually active -nmrried and cohabiting respondents reported having
multiple partners in the past 12 months. The data revealed that among this subgroup, persons who had
no main partner were more likely than those whaldio have multiple partners.

Males were significantly more likely than females to have multiple partWith respect to age, three
guarters (73%) of youth 184 years who had no main partner also reported multiple partnerships, more
than any other cohd.

Table33: Incidence of Multiple Partnerships (with or without main partner)

Have main No main partner
partner

Male 74.0 (n=284)| 81.2 (n=117)
Female 21.7 (n=272) 30.2 (n=53)
15-24yrs 49.4  (n=330) 72.7 (n=9W)
25-49 yrs 47.1 (n=227) 54.9 (n=71)
Male (15-24yrs) 76.2 (n=168) 87.1 (n=70)
Female (1524yrs) 21.6 (n=162) 37.9 (n=29)
Male (25-49yrs) 709 (n=117) 72.3 (n=47)
Female (2549yrs) 21.8 (n=110) 20.8 (n=24)

Maleswith multiple partnas were significantly more likely to have used a condom at last sex when
compared to females. In respect of age, no differences emerged among respondents who had no main
partner but admitted to multiple partnerships. On the other hand, youth2#5yearswho reported
multiple partners, including a main partnexere significantly more likely to have used condoms last
time.
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Table34: Incidence of Condom Use at Last Sex in Multiple Partnerships

Condom use last Condom Use last
time time
(Have main (No main partner)
partner)

Male 73.5** (n=211) 77.9%** (n=95)
Female 55.9 (n=59) 68.8 (n=16)
15-24yrs 77.3** (n=163) 79.2 (n=72)
25-49 yrs 57.9 (n=107) 71.8 (n=39)
Male (15-24yrs) 81.3 (n=128) 82.0 (n=61)
Female (1524yrs) 62.9 (n=35) 63.6 (n=11)
Male (25-49yrs) 61.4 (n=83) 70.6 (n=34)
Female (2549yrs) 45.8 (n=24) 80.0 (n=5)

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005**=p<.000

e Correlation Analysis and High Risk Partnerships

Risk behavior findingsamong sexually aste unmarried/noncohabiting respondentsvere further
underscored by correlation analysis which found small to moderate significant associations as follows:

On the wholesexually active unmarrieaind non-cohabiting males were significantly more likelyhiave
high risk partnerships than females

Malesunmarried andnon-cohabiting were significantly more likely than females to have: had sex with a
new partner, a one night stand, transactional ssogymercialsex

Fermalesunmarried andnon-cohabiting were sigificantly more likely than males to haeagaged in gay
sex

Young persons 184 years who were sexually active but neither married nor cohabiting were
significantly more likely than adults to engage in one night stands

Adults 2549 years who were sexualhctive but neither married nor cohabiting were significantly more
likely than those 124 years to have paid for sex or had a partner who paid their expenses
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Table35: Gender andAgeAssociations among/nmarried/ Non-CohabitingRespondentsn High
Risk Partnerships

t SFNA2YC Chi square

Gender:

Engaging in any high risk partnerships -478 **
Meeting a new partner in past 12 months -.405 **
Involved in one night stand -.407 **
Had partner who they gave money for expenses -424 *x
Had partner who gave money for expenses -.198 *x
Paid for sex -.252 o
Being paid for sex -112 *x
Engaged in gay sex .080 *
Age:

Involved in one night stand -126 *x
Had partner who they gave money for expenses 102 *x
Paid for sex 077 *

*=p<.05, ** = p<.005

e Number of partners in past 12 months

Sexually active unmarried and nophabiting males reported having more partners in the past 12
months on average when compared to females. These males had a mean of 4.7 partners while female
had 1.3 partners. Youth 1% years had an average of 3.5 partners in the 12 month period while adults
had an average of 2.8. Again males2tbyears reported an average of 5 partners whilst their female
counterparts reported a mean of 1.4 partners. Ma2549 years had an average of 4.1 partners versus
1.2 among females.

All in all sexually active unmarried respondents were likely to have more partners when compared to
the married and cohabiting subgroup. Specifically, unmarried youth reported 3.Jegrari(vs. 2.1
married youth) and unmarried adults reported 2.8 partners (vs. 1.6 married adults). In addition,
unmarried males were more likely to report more partners when compared to married males, on
average (4.7 vs. 2.4 respectively).
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Table36: Mean Number of Partners in the Past 12 Months by Age & Gender

Mean Number of Partners in the past 12 months

Male 4.7 (n=412)
Female 1.3 (n=348)
15-24yrs 3.5 (n=445)
25-49 yrs 2.8 (n=315)
Male (15-24yrs) 51 (n=242)
Female (1524yrs) 1.4 (n=203)
Male (25-49yrs) 4.1 (n=170)
Female (2549yrs) 1.2 (n=145)

Just under a half40.3% of persons who are sexually active buit cohabiting used a condom all the
time, with all partners. Although, not repontyy condom use, another 23.2% had sex with only their main
partner in the past 12 months. This left 27.5% of unmarried andaatrabiting respondents who had
not used a condom with all partners at all times in the past 12 months. The latter were sighificant
more males (79%) than females (27%), p=.000.

Table37: Unmarried/non-Cohabiting who did not always use condoms with all partners in past

12mthsby Age & Gender

Male 78.9 (n=185)
Female 26.9 (n=167)
15-24yrs 54.2 (n=192)
25-49 yrs 54.4 (n=160)
Male (15-24yrs) 80.6 (n=98)
Female (1524yrs) 26.6 (n=94)
Male (25-49yrs) 77.0 (n=87)
Female (2549yrs) 27.4 (n=73)
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CHAPTERA4: CONDOM ACCESS AND ATTITUDES TO CONDOMS

ATTITUDES TO CONDOMS

Condoms rerain pivotal in protecting from HIV infection among the sexually active. This is particularly
important in a society such as Jamaica where 39% of the sexually active reported multiple partners in

the previous 12 months. Condoms are even more importatiieéée are concurrent relationships, as
SYSNHSR Ay t99w NBA&ASFNODK |Y2y3 @2dzy3d | RdzAZ G& Ay &z

Attitudes to condomdave been found to benportant to condom use. As a result 18 items expressing
evaluative beliefs and @tudes about condoms were probed in the survey. Items were included based
on 4 categories:

A Attitudes related to the effectiveness of condoms and condom use
A Attitudes related to trust and condom use

A Attitudes relating to the accessing of condoms

A Condoms ad pleasure

Items were derived from the existing PSI condom MAP instrumealsasfroma re-analysis oprevious
studies conducted by Hope Enterprises Ltéms were also derived from focus group discussions
conducted on condom use within primary rataiships.

Within the KABP survey, respondents were asked to respond to specific statements covering each of the
categories listed above on a 5 point scale ranging through 1(strongly agree), 2 (agree), 3 (neither agree
nor disagree), 4 (disagree) and 5r¢sigly disagree). Factor items were then used to constiuee

scales and the appropriate scores calculatethe threescales showed great internal reliability with
Cronbach alpha values of .7 and higl&gales represented:

1. Rejection of the view thatondomsare unnecessary when partner is trusted
2. Access to condoms
3. Discriminationin product quality

Composite scores for each respondent for each scale was derived. Scores were then grouped to reflect
high, moderateandlow. The scales were then usadc¢orrelation analysis to aid in the identification of
condom use influences.
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Rejection of condomsnot necessary withrust

The derived scale consisted of 6 items which demonstrate an endorsement of condoms as reducing
pleasure and trust. The scaleus generated showed great internal consistency (Cronbach alp®a=.7
Statements included:

A Itis not necessary to use condoms if you have known the person for a while
A Itis not necessary to use condoms if you trust the person

Readyaccesdo condoms:

The derived scale consisted of 3 items which demonstrate ready access to condoms. The scale
generated showed great internal consistency (Cronbach alpt&= .7

A | can get a condom around here easily during the day
A | can get a condom around here easily dgrihe night
A Shops nearby here always have condoms for sale

Discrimination in product quality:

The derived scale consisted of 2 items which demonstrate an awareness of differences in the
STFSOUAGSYySaa 2F O2yR2Ya a4l fdale@engrdlel shawetd gidat vy 2 G ONEB
internal consistency (Cronbach alpha= .85).

A Some condoms are better than others
A Some condoms are stronger than others

Rejection ofCondoms as Reducing Pleasure:

A scale measuring a negative view of condoms particularly esupting and therefore reducing please

was also used. Although the scale failed to show internal reliability (Cronbach Alpha .586) it was used in
correlation analysis to explore the relanship between condom use ampeérception of the method as
reducingpleasure. Items included:

A ltis not practical to use condoms
A A condom reduces the quality of sex so much that it is better not to use it all
A Contraceptives ruin the heat and spontaneity of sexual intercourse.
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The foregoing analysis shows frequencgafidom use being impaetl by the perception of condoms as
reducing pleasurend being unnecessary where trust exists. Specificallpbmervation of persons
engaging in higher risk sexual behaviour showed significant attitudinal differences between those
reporting most times condom use and those reporting no condon. ubost times condonusers were
significantly more likely to reject condoms as reducing pleasure and as being unnecessary where
partner was trusted. This means that most times users weseentikely to score high on the respective
measures than persons reporting nose of condoms.

Figure5: Attitudes to condomdfor total sample
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Figure6: Attitudes to condoms Condom Qualityby frequency of condom use among persons
engaging in higher risk sexual behavinmcl. having multiple/t ransactional casual partners
in last 12 months)
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Figure7: Attitudes to condams: Rejection of condoms as reducing pleasuby frequency of

condom use among persons engaging in higher risk sexual behdividr having multiple /transactional /
casual partners in last 12 months)
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Figures8: Attitudes to condoms:Rejection of view that condoms unnecessary when partner is
trusted_by frequency of condom use among persons engaging in higher risk sexual
behavior (incl. having multiple/t ransactional casual partners in last 12 months)
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Figure9: Attitudes to condomsReady Condom Accelsg frequency of condom use among

persons engaging in higher risk sexual behagriol. having multiple/t ransactional/ casual partners in last
12months)

ACCESS TO CONDOMS

Overall respondents perceived themselves readily able to access condoms when needed (95.1%). Nine
in ten (90.8%) endorsed that condoms were readily available during the day and 8 in 10 (79.8%)
endorsed that condoms were readily available during the night. Males were significantly more likely
than females to report being able to access condoms whether day or night.

It was less than a fifth who agreed that it was difficult to always have a condorarahviaihen needed.
Public sector condoms were also thought accessible by most as just und#hritd® (65%) agreed that
public sector condoms were easy to source when needed.

Main sources of condoms were the shop (28.6%), the pharmacy (25.5%) and th€lelindPo). Males
were however significantly more likely to purchase from the shop (39.9%), while females were more
likely to source from the pharmacy (27.7%) and their partner (24.6%). The shop was aisaitthe
condom source for youth 184yrs (32.7%) hile the pharmacy (28.3%) was the most preferred source
for those 2549yrs.
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