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SECOND YEAR PROGRESS REPORT
 

to November 30, 1982
October 1, 1981 


AID/DSPE-C-0084
 

This is the Second Year Narrative Report 
describing activitivs
 

carried out under the PROFAMILIA-Population 
Council-AID rural CBD
 

to November 30,
 
project in Colombia for the period 

October 1, 1981 


Although the original contract specifies 
September 30, 


1982. 

a two month
(see calendar page 2),


the cut-off date-for Year II 
as 


no-cost extension was granted to PROFAMILIA extending the second
 

As such, this report will coverxthe 
14
 

year to the end of November. 


months which were needed to complete 
Year II's activities but it will
 

on the last 8 months of this period 
(April 1 to No­

primarily focus 


This is because the previous Progress 
Report des­

vember 30, 1982). 

the Se­

cribed in detail those achievements 
of the first 6 months of 


cond Year (October 1, 
1982 to March 31, 1982). 1
 

Second Year Obectives and Summary 
of First 6-Month Achievements
 

the Second Year Plan, re-supply experiments 
were
 

According to 


to continue in the maintenance zones 
of Nariflo and Santander until
 

costly

These experiments were to test for 

less 

1981.
December 31, 


re-supply models through the provision 
of incentives to (1) distri­

butors for traveling to a central 
distributor to be re-supplied
 

(2) a central distributor for his/her 
increased work load to re-sup­

ply outside distributors and 
(3) outlying distributors who 

cannot be
 

Lhe promoter. Incentives
 
reached by mail and who would travel 

in to 


were lunch and bus fare except in 
the case of the central distribu­

tor who received a fee of $50 pesos 
(about 70 US cents) for each dis-


Also implemented on an experimental 
basis was
 

tiibutor re-supplied. 

to them
 

azmodel to re-supply distributors by sending 
contracetives 


in turn, wiuld remit ser­
bJ public transportation systems 

and they, 


vice statistics and money from 
sales to PROFA11ILIA inthe mail.
 

1See M. Townsend's "Six Month Progress 
Report, October 1, 1981 to
 

March 31, 1982", October, 1982. 
(Mimeograph)
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All of these activities were 
carried out but the service statis­

that costs per new acccptor .nd 
was so ina'Mequaterecord keeping the promo­tics 

Field reports frobn 
calculated.
could not beactive user were sub­

and their superviscrs
these experlments

ters who implciL cnted 
function 

that the only system which setremed to 
mi~ted which indicate 

to them on a 
by sending conlLrJCCptiVCsdistributorsre-supplyingwas when distributorssevere problems

other systems sufferedbus. The 

were asked to travel into 
a central distributor and 

when central dis-


Un­

tributors were requested 
to cooperate with outside 

distributors. 


fortunately, under the bus model, distributors 
who received their
 

drugs this way forgot (or were not 
told) to remit sales money in the
 

not known if the complete 
system works.
 

so it ismail 
r 11 Plan was the
 

The second major service component 
of the Ye 


the promotion phase promoter,'tea,.
 
continuation in Cesar and 

Cauca of 
12 months to
 allow approximately
1982 to 


experiment until March 31, show:n in the calendar
as 

elapse between the First 

and Second Surveys 


on page 2. The 27 counties serviced under 
these two models were
 

placed on maintenance on April 
1, discontinuing promotion 

activities
 

there.
 
- Harch 31.
 

A cost analysis was presented 
in the October 1, 1981 


1982 6-Month Progress Report 
for the whole 12-month period 

Cesar and
 

Cauca were exposed to the 
experiment and for the last 

6 monthb of ac-


It was
 

tivity (which comprise the 
first semester of this report). 


found that when measured 
by cost per couple year of 

protection, the
 

team experiment in Cauca 
was the least costly system 

(US$1.4 4 ) as
 

compared to the Control 
group in Cauca (US$4.48), 

the Experimental
 

group in Cesar (US$9.29) 
or the Control group 

in Cesar (US$4.00).
 

The experimental team in 
Cauca was again the least 

expensive model
 

when costs wire measured 
according to the number 

of new acceptors
 

Cost per new acceptor for 
the other
 

(US$14.05 per new acceptor). 9 
in Ce­

thtee groups ranged from US$22.64 
in Cauca Control to US$ 27.7


cost estimates for tht Nariiro and
 
As compared to the 
sak Control. 1979,
 

Santander project funded by 
the Council and AID from 

476 to 


those fu: all four groups in Cesar and 
Cauca were less except for
 

cost per CYP in the Experimental 
zone of Cesar.
 

1See the October-March 6-Month Progress Report 
for details.
 

http:US$22.64
http:US$14.05


are that the team model
 
tile cost data 


The policy implications 
of 


it mu.;t be
thC the p"omot'r model. 

can be significantly cheaper svster.for tihe tLIm deLivery
it is possible

stressed, however, Lhat Cesar 
than the promoter model: as tho 

equally or more cxpensiveto be for the highreasonsexamining possibleshowed. Upon
team experience syster-'was

that the supervisory
it is suspectedteam costs,Cesar coniunicatLionteam's planning and 

weak in Cesar affecting (1) the 

strategies; (2) the organization of 
sterilization activities 

and their 
a t

and Vdl1ed. .:in BucaramangaclinicsPROFAMILIAcoordination with the 
1 teams re-Although both
team.


(3) continuing education 
of the 


and 
(not paid by the project) to promote sterilization'.
 

ceived incentives for the Popa.vi,.
 

the Cauca team was able 
to organize 787 sterilizations 


compared to 94 by the Cesar Leam.
 
PROFAMILIA clinic as 


19821to November 30. 
Proiect Activities from 

April 


the project was expat1deJ ft'l." 
30. 19821 to NovemberFrom April 39 additional 

the original 27 municipalities in Cesar 
and Cauca to 

located in the departments 
of Cauca, Magdalena, Bolivar 

and N,,rth 

ones 
 These 66 counties where 
more 

(refer to Table 1 on page 5). Santander main­

than 1 million people 
reside were organized 

according to zones: 


the 27
 
Maintenance zones were 


tenance, experimental 
and traditional. 


counties covered in the 
First Year experiment 

in Cesar and Cauca.
 

Three promoters were assigned 
to collect service statistics 

and re­

1 in Cesar and 2 in Cauca.
 

capacitate distributors 
in these counties, 


to 11 counties in Cauca 
and 7 in Bolivar
 

The experimental zones 
refer 


transferred for promotion 
and
 

and Magdalena to which 
the teams were 

formed of 1-4
 zones were 
The two traditional 

establishing new posts. 


counties in Magdalena and North 
Santander in which 3 promoters 

worked
 

to provide
They were 


and 7 in Cauca where 
2 promoters were assigned. 


f£ahily planning services 
according to the traditional 

promoter sy"StE"
 

so
 
1No systematic documentation 

of the supervisory system 
was kept 


explanations based on 
periodic observational 

visits
 

that these are 


by project directors.
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Project counties by dtepartment, total 
TABLE 1.-
 women n fiirti tI agepopulation and 

for each zone
 
to Noveitiber 30, 1982October 1, 1981 


Sub-Total 


TOTAL 

ZONIr DEPARThENT COUNTY I'OPULATION 

Xaintenance Cesar Chiriguanf 
Chimichagua 
El Copey 
Curumant 
Pailitas 
Tamalameque 
La Gloria 
AguachcaGamarra 

19,517 
21,460 

94828 
i7,900 
9,517 
13,233 
7.403 
16.013II.200 

San Alberto., 
Rio de Oro 
GonzAlez 
La Paz 

30,008 
6,362 
25,303 

Sub-Total 1 13 212,769 

Maintenance Cauca La Vega 
Rosa@ 
La Sierra 
El Tambo 
Purac6 
Sotarn 
Balboa 
Bolivar 
El Bordo 
Mercaderes 
Santa Rosa 
Argelia 
Almaguer 
San Sebastian 

15,944 
8,043 
8,151 
35,526 
8,199 
6,050 
12,290 
39,909 
19,587 
21,185 
6176 
8.859 
13,356 
6,810 

Sub-Total 
Total 

14 
27 

210.085 
422,854 

Experimental Magdalena 
" 

Bolivar 

El Banco 
Guania 1 
El Dificil 
Plato 
Margarita 
San Fernando 
Zambrano 

36,078 
20.038 
17,183. 
fl, 521 
8 
T7,729 
'9,013 

7 140,027 

Best AvUilb1* Document
 

.........
 
t-'.I
 

,4..?,
 
4.828
 
5-6"
 
3.436
 
2 9-.
 
2.911
 
. 3
 
5. 3.N
2,"0.0
 

0.oL­
1'.40.
 
5.567
 

46.S10
 

3.50S
 
1.7o9
 
1.'93
 
:,$10
 
1,.3.
 
1,331
 
2,70.4
 
8.7'0
 
4,309
 
4,661
 
1,359
 
1.94,
 
2.93.
 
1,.A9 

46.21,4
 

...
 

3.70
 
9.131;1
 
'465
 

1,700 
1,963
 

30,805 
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Cont. Table I 15­.TOTAL VO:.:" 

ULPARTMENTZONE 

Cauca
Exp$rimental 

Sub-Total
Total 

Total 


Magdalena
Promotion 


Norte San­
tander 


Sub-Total 


Promotion Cauca 


Sub-Total 


Total 


GRAND TOIAL 


COUNTY 

Buenos Aires 

Caloto 

Morales 

Padilla 

Caldono 

Toribio 

Santander do Quilichao 

Puerto Tejada 

Piendam6 

Miranda 

Corinto 


11
1
18
 

Pivijay 

Tenerife 

Pedraza 

Cerro S. Antonio 

El Pef6n 

Salamina 


Ocafla 
Convelci~ft

El.eCarman
El Carmen
Abrego 


La Play& 

Hacary 

San Calixto 


14 


Cajiblo 


Belalcazar 

Timblo 

InzA 

Totor6 

Silvia 

Jambal6 


7 


21 


66 


POPUTIP 

;0.096
 
,.23

15,114 

6.557 

15.336
 
11.229
 
35,060 

21.674 

13,324 

15,211 

12.234 


184.080
 
324,107 


31,556 

13,566 

10.930
 
13,270
 
11,400
 
6,699
 

55,574 

16,236

10,770
22,447
10,869 


7,874 

8,467 

14,462 


234,322 


21,351 

14,456 

14,4699 

9,9
 

19.969
 
9,65"
 
3,852
 

-92,916
 

#327,248 


1,074,209 


(120"?) 

3.325
 
1.- "
 

. " 
4.,06
 
2,931
 
3.3-.6
 
2.69"
 

71,3,'
 

t,9-3
 
2,S5
 

3,2
 
3.572

2.3C9
4.93S
2.39.
 

1.732
 
1.663
 
3.1,2
 

51.551
 

"
 ",1S
 
3)
 

I,­

71AX:
 

236.32
 

Best Avlable Document
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Zonesl1intenance 
Caucathe 14 counties-incover 

The two promoters assigied to 
s thvV.e13 iuiiciplitito service

and the promoter in Cesar t.L 
they were tofIrom whiclifor 6 monthsa basework from home were to it was impossible to 

night except when 
-eturn eachtravel out and 

to two blocks of 3 months 
6 nionth period was divided 

in 

do s'o. This 

and during every 3 month 
period the promoter was to spend I month ons 

Re-supply experiments tCsting 
for cheaper 

re-supply.
IEC and 2 on 


systems through central distributors, 
mail and public transportation
 

and PROFAMILIA clinics 
were implemented in 5 

counties in Cauca.
 

Table 2 on page 8 shows 
the number of new acceptors 

dnd contraceptives
 

1932 by zone.
 
to September 30, 


sold by method for the period April 1 

The total number of new 
acceptors registered in 

maintenance Cauca
 

reached 3,996, nearly 
four times the number registered 

in Cesar n-ain-


In comparison with the 
preceeding 6 month period
 

tenance (1,054). 

March 31, 1982) as shown in Table 

3, on page 9
 
. 1, 1981 ­(OctobeL


there were slightly less 
new acceptors recruited 

in Cesar itudicJtit1-
In Cau­

the maintenance phase began. 

a slowing down of activity 

once 


if t.e effects of the promotion phase were
 

ca, however, it appears as (Items 1 and
rose 

still being felt since 

the number of new acceptors 


1982 1,744 new acceptors 
were
 

2). From October 1, 1981 to 
March 31, 


registered during the second 
half of the promotion phase, 

less than
 

half of the number recruited during 
this last semester.
 

While in Cesar the service 
statistics appear to be 

fairly consis-

The
 

those reported for Cauca 
are not. 


two sem.esters,
tent between the 


drastic decline in the 
number of sterilizations 

and extremely high in­

(mostly orals)
 

in the number of new acceptors 
of otlher methods 


crease 


indicate possible reporting 
problems probably in the second period
 

the latter, since the
 
With regards to 


and/or the effect of the team. 

tea; was heavily utilized 
to promote sterilization 

sei vices and toor­

seems plausible that-sterilizatio1n 
the Popayfn mobile unit, 

it 
dn te 


the team was withdrawn 
in the second semester.
 

services suffered once 


by county aceording:
service statistic sunuwries

iSee Appendix I for 

to zone and for the promoter-distributor 
reports.
 



tir of nrwmTABLE 2 .-

zMne: April 

WjPY V'P::E 	 TiJmbLP 1'TE 
OF COUNTIES OF POSTS 

13 97
Cesar Maintcnance 

m7il.tr/Dolivar Experimen- 7 

tal
 

Magdalena/N. 	 Santander Pro­
motion 14 


34
Sub-total 
14 72
Cauca Maintenance 
12 13
Cauca Experi-ntal 

7
Cauca Fromotion 

33
Sub-total 

67
Total 

acceptors by method according to work 

1 to September 30, 1982 

NUIMER OF NEW ACCEPTORS
 

"IYTALSTEP.ILIZATIOItSORALS CONDOMS VhGIALS 


322 1054
77
464 191 


2 154 186

22 8 


577 105 87 51 820
 

527 2060
1028 284 143 

130 3996
121
2240 1505 
 2403
1769 505 56 '3 


102 1370
68
736 464 

7769
226 305
4850 2078 


832 9829
369
5878 2362 
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Number of now acceptors by nitthod
TABLE 3.-

accOrding1i to dcpartinL'nt fo" V,.601 

".*r*t01ni Lester of t hw )'Oj ec t 
1, 1981 - Scpt 'cnbr 30, 1982October 

(HaIimcnancc Zones) 

" ' 
11:1 Is. oil 

t lit.. ILJtt' I a :.It W W. 
I "aI i'a liaj t'ih 6 1v LjI 

(1) October 1, 
1981 ­ t 05 1-.;1,142798:344M4arch
W8U2 31, 

1, 1982 - .,(2) Ap~rilSeptember 30, 130 3.,A4.%"732 1 ,05.4322
1982 

(') (,vtolwr 1, 
1'A1l -

SqtltCmbvr 30, 4,55- 4.1,181

666 1,530 2,196


1982 


Irludos nw acceptors of orals, condoms 
and vaginals
 

team, more emphasis was placed on re-
It is possible that without the 


cruiting new acceptors of other methods 
but, again, the difference be­

3,866 new
 
two periods appears excessively large 

(693 versus 

tween the 


acceptors of other methods).
 

This over-reporting of new acceptors 
of other methods in the
 

second semester becomes more evident 
upon examining the volume of
 

Alghough there
 
sales for that period shown in Table 

4 on page 10. 


3,996 new acceptors in Cauca of which 
56 percent C2,240)were new
 

were 


acceytors of the oral, only 7,161 
cycles of orals were sold for all
 

In comparison, 15,31$
 
active users plus new acceptors for 

the period. 


cycTes of orals were sold in Cesar betwecn 
April 1 and September 30
 

and only 464 new acceptors were reported. 

Despite these problems, both cost per 
couple year proecCiOnl .11d 

for t1 n 
cost per new acceptor have been calculated for each zone 

page 11. Ii C~es.Ir 
The results are presented in Table 5 on 

semester. 

Best Available Document 
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TABLE 4 .- ::r-'.r -- )ntz.Accptivcs sold by method and work zone: 

A-.rxl 1 ". .,.-.t--mber 30, 1982 

WjRlr 


Cesar 3aintenance 
agdalena/Bolivar 

Lxpcr izental
 

Maq-a1I na/North Santander 
Pro~ tion 

Sub- total 

Cauca Maintenance 


Cauca Experimental 


Cesaz Prowtion 


sut-total 


Total 


•ZO.-


I 


15, ls 


7;2 


12,121 


a,221 


7,161 


2,376 


2.1661 

12,7?8 


41,019 


.UMBER OF COINTRACEPTIVES SOLD
 
CONJDOMS VAGINAL TABLETS 

(UNITS) (BOX OF 12) 

6,829 594 

773 15 

7.756 320 

15,358 929 

4,424 326 

647 52 

1,283 84 

6,354 462 

6,354 1,391 

T V-'j1'I 
(20 7.E-z)
 

272
 

13 

129
 

419 

69
 

23
 

18 

110
 

529
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Cost per couple year protection and cost 
per new
 

TABLE 5.-

for the period April 1. 1982 to 

acceptor by zone 

(US Dollars)
September 30. 1982 


TFADITIONAL
EXPERIMENTAL 

ITEM 
MAI:;TENANCECesar Cauca Bolivar/ 

Magdalena 
Cauca Magdalena/ 

N. Santander 
Cauca 

(1) Total costs 11,338 11.340 10,540 14,384 15.935 11,244 

(2) 

(3) 

Number years 1 of 
protection 

Cost CYP 

5,396 

2.10 

2,283 

4.97 

1.999 

5.27 

1,159 

12.41 

1.712 

9.31 

1.543 

7.29 

(4) Number of 
ceptors 

new ac­
1,054 3,686 186 2.403 820 1.370 

(5) Cost per new ac­
ceptor 10.76 3.08 56.67 5.99 19.43 8.21 

For each method the
 

Ilncludes orals. IUs. condoms. 
vaginals and female sterilization. 


100 units of condoms - 1 year;

13 cycles - 1 year;

following years were assigned: - 12.5 years.- 1 year; I sterilization
100 units of vaginals 
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in Cauca it 
is US$2.10 while 

in the maintenance zone 
the cost per CYP is 1SlO 7o 

for Cesamr mrintiailt)nceacceptor
is US$4.7. Cost per new 

r-ibl. t' ,it'
¢ci i:tt.'tt ill|ivvCL ront . 08. These iVt' 

and in C.iW,'., US$3 :, ilt 4 .eil';te.fir.t 
provide serviev uIldvIa the 

it.cott to ,'\"what of the p1rot,10tiOlthe co,;t 
were a,ound one-tl ird 

lcvel activities •v 
number of new fiiceptore, decli cd onl lii 

Since thepen~itures. 
the volume of sales 

increased and expenditures 
declir.ed 

in Cesar while were consid­
the z;ceond somster

and CYP during
per new acceptor dv­costs though ,XJp)VnditurCSevenCauca, however,

erably lower theie. For 
to the pr,¢ceding 6 -,on-.: 

at comparedper CYP doubledthe costclined on th" CYP c.,1.ul.I­
so few sterilizationsto the effect ofperiod due 

tions.
 
newprotectlon ind 

Cost per couple year 
I.TABLE 6.- depArl.t11 for V.C 

acceptor according to IOctoberof the project year
semester 

30. 19821981 to September 
Zones) (L)S Vol .ii)

(haintenance 

CO"T PER t&L, ACtl'7O?
COST PER CYP 

Cesar Luc.ICesar Cauca
PERIOD 

251'75
2.255.46 25.19 17.5S1982March 31,1,(1) October 1981 ­

- 10.57(2) April 1, 1982 4.59 
2.6. 

2.05
30. 1982Septeuber 

- 18.14
(3) October 1, 1981 2.59 

September 30, 1982 3.74 


Experimental Zones
 not c,':­team menbher ,ai
that the Cesar male

it was foundBecause the project 1-,­
a signct, to hint by

those responuibili ties 
plg'ing with %..I 

1982.2 The fen.le reitor 
leave as of March 31. 


wai asked to 


30, 1932 in
1 to Septcmber
1Total expenditures for the period April 

$11,338 in Cetar and $11,3-0
 zones are 

US dollaru for maintenance for all three
 

for detailed expenditures 

in Cauca. See Appendix II 


zone models.
service 

for Cauca team field reports.
2Se Appendix II 


75 

http:declir.ed


zone in the dapartments of 
to the low uxporimontalthon transferred project promoters (femalo)who Oe of thet ~agjdlvlus and Bolivar. 

to rup ace thw._. o 
wus solectod 

had orked in Santander sino 1976 
touMoWay the torni ws

this toen in theteam member to cover 
that there was no longer a 

male figurw

in Cear, exceptfulcttonod family rltannhi noods 

to be bettor suited to meet male 
hypothosizud 

Thu team functioned this way 
in El Banco and Pla.,
 

In the community. the 
July-.30 whon.the. poron who had been employed in Cesar 31 

' : ­t-
to work asa col1Cto iwas re.assign@dfemale team momber and the promoter wia 

and traditional)experimentalzones (maintenance, who had boon of 
The project supervisor,

leave PROFAILIA.asked to fr'omand who refuii'd, withdrew 
fored the position of a P.onm m mber 

in
 
on July 15. The experimental zone wus then 

collapood 

PROFAMILIA were ffro
 

zone whore promotionl servica activ'iLo tho twoto the promotioni 30 by I promoter. Supervision of 
I to Novemberfrom August tr'v­the Regional Coordinator who 

tunas was carried out by
ramaining ,ie 

This person also supervised 
project acti 


eled out from bogotA. 
to leave in Septo- or
 

Cauca because the Cauca Supervisor was asked 
in 
19,2. 

team memers who implemented 
the First Year
 

In Cauca, the sam 
were transferred to the 11 

municipalities programed for 
experiment 


The results of their efforts 
in 

there.

the new experimental tone Table. 2sales are shown in 

acceptors and contraceptiv
terms of new The same data for 

page 10 of this report. 
on poe 8 and Table 4 on inbe found

Bolivar and Magdalena can 
the experimental zone in 

tables as well. 
the Cesar teamresults which 

evidence of the unsatisfactoryAs were reported duracceptors
was producing, only 186 new 

experiment second semester of 
in which it functioned during the 

in& the 4 months the 2,403 new at:­
very sharply with

This contrasts
t* project year. t.imwherothe Ism 
the Cauca experimental zone 
cl tors recruited in experiment.

well during the previous year- lnt 
Loh had performed sow the mainten' 

It must be pointed out, however, that ag in 
was working. well.as 

survice statistics, Inconsistencies exist here 
r c ' one one repoto be grossly under 

number of contraceptivs sold appears
The both zonesover reported in 

new aeceptors highly
ed or the in et of 

mailto:re.assign@d
http:July-.30
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since the volume of sales oovers 
not only methods sold to new 

accep­

l e of this .itusl­exampCactive users. A clear 
tors but,as well. to all t.. were rel4ist-L'rd in Caue'.i 

new oral acccpLorstion is that 1,769 

only 2,976 cycles of orals were 
sold. 

the cost per CYP and cost per new ac'.ptor
In Table 5 on page 11 


crn be found. The cost per CYP in
 

for the two experimental zones is in
 
than 9 t.mes less than what 

the cost 

Cauca of US$5.99 is more 


many sterilizations were re-


Cesar US$56.67. However, since twice as 


ported in Cesar than Cauca, 
the cost per CYP is considerably lower i.
 

compared to US$12.41.
 US$5.27 as
Cesar: 


Traditional Zones
 
the V.OLuO'of new acceptors and

the number4 indicateTables 2 and two 
the 21 municipalities constituting 

the 

of contraceptive sales for 


Although the number of new 
acceptors in
 

control zones.
traditional or 

compared to 820 recruited in
 

Cauca reached 1,370 for this period as 


Cesar the quality of the information 
reported for Cauca must be 

ques­

tioned given that only 2,661 
cycles of orals were reported 

to have
 

been sold when 55 percent 
(760) of the new hceptors 

there were oral
 

From the large volume of sales 
ir,the Cesar promotion :,,ne
 

acceptors. 


(over 12,000 cycles of orals), 
it is clear fhat .onsiderable 

service
 

time.
 
activity has been occurring 

in the area for some 


Although
 
Costs for the promotion areas 

are shown in Table 5. 


zones in the CYP cost §9.31
 
some difference between the 

two 

there is 


in Magdalena/North Santander 
versus US$7.29 in Cauca), 

the cost per
 

new acceptor in Cesar is more 
than double (US$19.43) the 

cost in
 

Cauca (US$8.2).
 

Discussion
 
search for ser-


Becaust" the objectivc of 
the ?roject has been to 


less costly than the Narifio-Santander 
vicp delivery models which 

are 

CBDomodel, in past reports 
cost comparisons have been 

made between 

to test

Although the experiment 


the traditional and team 
approaches. 


to March 31, 1982, and the
 
two models was run from April/1

9 8 1 


these re­is covered in this 

6 month period following this 

experiment (hilch 


http:US$19.43
http:US$12.41
http:US$56.67


for policy making, it can
 
port) was not intended to serve as a 

test 
new .,.'0.


that the Cauca experinwfltal zone cost per
be pointed out 

of the Protiot­thai that
two dollars less
(US$5.99) was arotnd 

pel. CI'c where ile thev.:u :.'r'1 c', 
tile sanei time, tle ' SL

(US$8.21). At 
in the prle1oter Lt'.i ­

was- US$12.41 as ,:onpared to US$7.29
in-Cauca 

t C.i¢ncelledl a.",.%.:Since the m Wis
of that department.tiOna- zones 

occurred introducirn: 
so many personnel changes

4 months in Cesar and 
flow of services
 

time lags and communication 
difficulties into the 


same cost comparison bLLWevn
 
there, it is inappropriate to make that 


the Bolivar/Magdalena team zone 
and that of the ?1agdalena/North 

San­

tile inadequate re-
Finally, it is clear that 

tander promoter zone. 


service ::t.tttiti" syte,: 
porting on project aCtiVities through the 


the cost estimates and therefotL' they should! be
 
has been damaging to 


used with caution.
 

The Second Survey in Cesar 
and Cauca
 

a project activity during 
the last semester o:
 

Also scheduled as 
 Its purpose was to
 
was the Second Survey in Cesar 

and Cauca. 

Year II o
 

collect the same information 
as was gathered in the First 

Survey .­

that any changes in contraceptive 
use and knowledge since that 

time
 
1 As will be
 

in the control and experimental 
zones could be detected.


as
 

discussed later on in this 
report, the Second Survey was employed. 


to explore a series of additional 
areas of interest, like knowl­

well, 


edge of the PROFAMILIA team, 
which were inappropriate for 

the previous
 

study given that experimental 
services had not yet been 

introduced.
 

The reason for wanting to 
detect changes in knwoledge 

and use h.ii
 

been to determine the effectiveness 
of the team in meeting the 

users'
 

At the time when the team model 
was designed, the project 

ob­

needs. 


jectives were to search for 
a delivery system which would 

be less
 

the same tir.,
 

costly than the Narifo Santander 
promoter m.)del while at 


It was hypothle­
mm~ting the family planning 

needs of the comn'unity. 


team would be able to expand 
coverage and meet user
 

sl2Tzed that the 


the areas which wer,
to 

1Here the control and experimental 

zones refer 


under promotion during the 
second half of the first year and the fir
 

half of the second year (April 
1, 1981 to March 31, 1982).
 

http:US$12.41
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than the traditional promoter 
CBD system. In 

needs at a lower cost needs -.,ore 
protocol mitsurillet wlOheV- user 

proji-'Lthe first year 
s ' to he ,.tw, 

nr not (the effect iveiless of ItIh1eod.I ) 
being met 

and .tilt'i'e iow|L'd!;e i i 
iethod 

mined by changes in contratcptive 
exicoof 

use as well as user opinions of IIethods 'and 
contraceptive system of the tw'o

delivery
Once the most effective CBD 

provision. Mnd cost per CYI' X': 
new acceptorthen the cost per

was identified, 
Then the promotion service
 to be estimated. 
each work zc'ne were 


system for the next phase 
of the project was to be selected, rdi:.,
 

the results of the cost 
analysis and the
 

or re-designed depending 
on 


survey comparative results.
 
W.rthis LXpLerimlielltrates for 

The cost analysis and coverage 
at 

report and briefly reviewed 
previous progressin thereported on the ThiV.

For the preparation of 

the beginning of this narrative. 
 fin~d-


Year project protocol, 
in November, 1982, a discussion 

of those 


in­
some preliminary results 

of the suryeys was 


ings in relation to nodeltear.o 


cluded to support the decision 
taken to continue with 

the 


of the project.
in the final phase 

on
 

The remaining portion 
of this report, then, 

will be centered 


they compare with
 

a presentation of the Second 
Survey results as 


Since the second study 
questionnaire
 

those from the First Survey. 
 some of th 

was expan.ed to collect 
additional programmatic 

information, 

The findings will be organized 
accord­

be shown as well.
results wil 
 organization of the Sec­

ing to sub-sections which 
are the following: 

con­

ond Survey. characteristica 
of women interviewed, 

knowledge of 


traceptive methods, contraceptive 
use, knowledge and use 

of family
 

planning sources, characteristics 
of women sterilized. conclusions 

.u:
 

discussion.
 
First Survey, a

As in the
the Second Survey.--

Or.anization of womel 15 t'
the ever marriedto identifyutilized)iold schcdule was 

49 all of whom were to 
be interviewed through 

the ind.ividudl questi,'r
 

The Second Survey schedules 
contained the saihe questions as
 

naire. 

Include que:;tion# on fertility
 

the First but they were 
expanded to 


A new samaple was
 
the project's specific 

activities. 

and exposure to 


description of the Second 
Survey's household and 

individual que.-i
 

1A 

naires can be found in M. 

Townsend's memo to J. Bailey, 
'May 3. 19.
 

http:expan.ed
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especially
from re-interviewing
drawn to avoid possible contamination 

the first tarveyin Cauca from10 months had transpiredsince only in he Soc­
12 in Cesar. The nunlbvr of urban segt-llnt s w..; doubled 

and ll.i '.. ' s.11p11L so th.at crta 
und Study to Increase the size of the 

uSeli by .01tree.
with rel>ards to currentcould be carried out 

:' -: ­field supervisorsand projectWhile PROFIAILIA promoters 

ployed to carry out the field work in 
the First Survey, individuals
 

do the 
not affiliated with PROFAILIA were 

recruited and trained to 

The project field super­
interviewing and supervision 

in the Second. 
the survey
time as assistants to 

visors participated again but, this 
, t

plan the field work schedule but 
to help organize andsupervisors they .served as drivers kwhich 

the field work. They alsoto manage in their 
first survey) since the interviewers were mobilized 

in the 
The project research assistant 

from PROFAMILIA's Evaluation1
 
jeeps. 


the Field Work Director.
Unit served as 


interviewing was initiated on 
April 26 in Cauca and on April 

27
 

The nunber
 
in Cesar and was finished in both 

departments by June 3. 


of household and individual questionnaires 
completed were 2,657 and
 

Table 1 on page 18 shows the break down of those
 
2,310 respectively. 


totals by department. The completion rate for the Second Survey in­

dividual questionnaire in Cauca 
(96 percent) was clearly more 

satis-


In Cesar, however, the rates
 
factory than that of the First 

Survey. 


for both studies were similar: 
91 percent in the First and 

96 percent
 

in the Second.
 

Women Interviewed.-- The mean age, mean number of 
Characteristics of 

years of formal education, mean 
number of live births, and pregnancy
 

ever married women 15 to 49 according 
to inter­

exposure status for the 


vention group by department for 
each of the two surveys are presented
 

can be observed women in the 
4 project
 

in Table 1 en page 18. As 


their early thirties, (Item 3) have c,,­
for buth surveys are inareas 4) and have ha'd aroi\ n. 

3 years of formal schooling (Item
pieted about 

higher per-

As shown in Item 6a, in Cesar 
4 ive births (Item 5). 


centage of the women in both 
the control and experimental 

groups for 

ISee AppendixIV for a technical'descri.ption of the sample.
 

Ijsl Available Document 
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r-.ti' - Of1i..l1 v,.r-mAjrried women b- int,-rt,.nt-i', 'ro'Jr,:orTAIH.E I.-
in C'i:;inA,,nJ(esar and CaucaFirst and 

CAUCA
E3 R JYTALEXPERINV-TALCONTROLTjTAL First SeondEZ-EPIMUIITAI. First SecondI KUTROL First Second Fir:;t Second First Second 

First Second 

) Ikber of women inter- 300 623 214 570 514 1,193 
4)6 790 1,116
293
507 620
Viewed 

(2) pamber of weighted 15,542 22,6355,055 11,335
10,487 11,300

20,357 14,251 9,659 11,300 30,016 25,551 


cases 
 31.6 31.7
33.2 32.3 

31.2 30.6 30.5 30.8 31.2 

30.3 30.1 31.1(3) mean age 

(4) Vsm number of years of 2.9 2.7 3.0 2.8 2.9 
2.9 2.9
2.9 2.8
2.7 2.8 2.9


formal education 


4.2 4.4(5) mean miber of live 4.7 4.6 4.14.3 4.04.9 4.7 4.3
4.1 4.0
births 


(6) Exposure Status 91011 8 
14 15 14 10 9 

15 14 16 

a. C rrently pregnant 


b. Widowed, divorced, 17 24 12 19 15 21
 
18 12 18


13 18 11

separated 97 8 6 9 7 

5 5 12 13 8 8 
C. Couple sterilized 
 1 1 1

1 1 000 00 2d. other impairment 67 60
59 65 58 71 63 

55 65
67 61 61 

e. Reported fecund 100 100 100

100 100 100100 100100 100100 100Percent Total 

Best Available Document 

roc 
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reported currently pregnant
were(around 15 percent)

the two surveys oacihwithinThe consistency
(about 10 percnt) .

Caucaas compared to div'rc'%widowed,said they were women who
the percentagesurvey of of 

pvrcenf­
6b) and then the differences between 

the 
(Item s Eh.or separated that perh.ipspeculationthe next, lead to 

one survey to ,nage& from At any rate. 
in each survey affected 

that responlse. 
interviewers surveys, percentagei 
comparison with the previous 

Narifio-Santander tlhe 
The percentage of couples 

where one of 
15 percent seem high.
over 

for contraceptive purposes 
was highest in 

two was sterilized (Item 
6c) 


the Cesar experimental 
group both in the First and Second Survey 

(12
 

group where a noLeworthy ch..,n1:
 

ard 13 percent). Nonetheless, the only 

of Cauca where the iro.
increase 
in the Expcrimental zone 

jccurr d was The fourth
 

6 to 9 percent represents 
a 50 percent relative 

change. 


(Item 6d) is Other Impairment 
and it re­

catcgory of exposure status 


It was detected in both 
surveys by first deter­

fers to infecundity. If
 

mining if the respondent 
had had any children and 

any pregnancies. 


not, then she was asked if 3he 
thought she and her spouse 

were able to 

Women who perceived themselves 
and their partners as
 

have children. The percentages in
 

unable to have children 
were classified infecund. 


Table 1 for this category 
are similar to the level 

of infecunditY re­

ported in previous surveys 
in Colombia. Finally, the last c-tegory
 

under exposure status 
(Item 6e) refers to the 

women who are most ex­

posed to the risk of pregnancy 
for they are currently 

in union, not
 

As compared to the Narif'o­

pregnant or sterilized 
and are fecund. 


Santander Baseline-Posttest 
where the percent of rural 

ever-married
 

to 49 in this category 
was between the high 50's 

and low
 

women 15 


60's these statistics 
seem reasonable except 

perhaps for the high 71
 

percent in the Cauca Experimental 
zone in the First Survey.
 

of At 
Total knowlede rdtes 

Methods.--

,Wof ConcracePtive ,'omen 

one contraceptive method 
for the currently married 

fecund 


least shown il Item l.of
 

by tntervention group according 
to survey are 


In Cesar the percent of women 
namilg a method for
 

Table 2 on page 20. 


both the Experimental and Control 
groups remained high In 

the Second
 

in the
to 99 percdent) 

Survey rising only by 

2 percentage points (97 


percent) in the Experimental(98 
Control area and remaining 

the same 




ih', kn';' of ':ntr3­fecund wr-n 
2.- P':rft' -#f'tj 'zr.aIVmmirri-d 	 'fo't'.1 edAcat4?n.TAII 	 0rfi ,r:; I'/ os"':. nupb'-r of live births,

L.., ti7. 
First and Second Surve/s in 

Cesar and
 
r,.: i.e;.:
an"! plat;e rif 

C A" A 
C. E Z A P 	 TMLEXPEPI:4E:rTALCOMM'R'L"F)TAL1'rrrPQL LZYPERIE:rrL 	

$e- o nd First Second 
First Second First 

First SecondFirst Sr=ondFirst Second 
V73 930 77

80 98
3 97 9898 	 9 _69
97 99 	 S99
1) All 

(2) 
99 -76 93 

94 79 91 65 
91 91 	 10095 a' 	 66 100 8493 	 89 10015-19 	 99 9999 	 9S
99 100 	 97 86
98 	 91 100 77
20-24 	 100
100 11,0 99 	 71 100100 	 70 1"398 	 71 100
2S-29 	 97 9998
95 99 100 	

83 100 78 100 81 100 
30-34 	 98 100 9597 1-3 	 6599 100 	 94 74 95
35-39 	 100 97 60 96
96 	 75
100 100 100 	 95 75 100
75
40-44 	 94 96
100
94
93
94

45-49 


72 92
(3) 	Number of live births 78 88 35 100 


95 100 67 100
85 91 92 	 78 99
 
89 	 99
82
0 	 95 100100 	 84 98
99 89 	 100
97 	 96 77
87
1 	 99
97 100 	 75 100
100 	 100
100 	 65
100 	 100
78
2 	
93 99 94 94 97 

100 68 77 100
96 	 100
82
3 	 97 100 

96 100 100 100 	

99 78 97 76 96
 
74
4 	 99
97
100
98
98
99


5, 


684) Education 73 100 58 94 97 

94 95 96 9997 97 	 71 100
93 	 98
73
98 

98 96 


n 98 	 9­
97 97 99 	 5 98


80
1-2 	 98 100
100 	 92 100
100 96 	 ,100"
99 	 91 100
3-4 99 98 99 100
 
98 98 100
100 100 	 80 100 94 


5 	 100 100
100
100
100
100 

more than 5 


.O,

Place of residence	 83 100
92 100 	 %Z99
97 	 - " 

96 100 98 98 	 77 7 3 

97
98
urban 	 ..
-1,1
97 98 	 4 I3
9R 	 5. . '" 

,, [7
rural 


~ m of caseshor 

"70 

44 .	 25t,41 
-5U, 4141 250 	 80,,. '1 

Unw3iqht6-I 	 54,6 1,"2. ,"

of.
eigted 
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2 on page 20, however, knowledge 
rates
 

As can be seen in Table 
zone. and fr,.'.
the Control zone 

to 1,8 percent infrom 80Cauca increased se'.'vcin After 10 mqnths of 
zone.in the Experimentdil r, ' 73 to 99 percent pr, '

in C.nic, tr~iditi,'1.land 12 the 
delivery in the C;1uca team area 

ijow equ.L "c -".a 

er:zone, women's knowledge of contraceptives there is 
L ..­tto

the project has been 
the purpose of 

found in Cesar. Because 

the team's impact on meeting 
user needs, it is notvworthy 

that despi:,:
 

the substantial increase 
in knowledge among the 

Cauca Control women,
 

that change was not founa 
to be statistically significant 

while the
 

the observed values between 
the First and Second Sur,ey'
 

difference for ,
 
In other vords. the incrtase in 


for Cauca Experimental was. was
I.roup in Cau,:a 
women in the Experimental

among thewhicl occurred 


the ,,r­probably due to the team effort while 
in the other 2 project 

-irea-s
 

to shoWfailedthe sample selected
Cauca Control), 1(Cesar and :1 

served differences as 
significant (probably no pro6rani 

effect) 


Cesar the high pre-intervention 
levels indicate that 

there must have
 

areas before the
 

been active family planning 
campaigns in the project 


nor a
 
This implies that perhaps 

Cesar ,as 

introduced.
experiment was 


con­

designed and/or other 
measures of meeting user 

needs should be
department in need of the 
kind of campaign for which 

the project was
 

detect program impact 
there.
 

sidered rather than knowledge 
to 


Also shown in Table 2 
on page 20 are knowledge 

rates by age of
 

education
 
number of live births 

(Item 3), 


the respondents (Item 2), 


and place of residence 
(Items 4 and 5) for 

the two surveys according
 

It appears that nie 
slight change in total
 

to intervention group. ,oiter
 

knowledge which occurred 
in Cesar Control took 

place among the 


compared to
 

live births (now 95 percent 
can name a method as 


with no 


89 percent in the First Survey) 
and among those respondents 

who have
 

formal schooling and 
who reside in the county 

seats or urban .ire.as
 

no 
In the Cauca Control 

zone, knowledge of
 

of the project counties. "
 
in older agr gu
 

cpntraceptive methods rose 
most among the women 

This is
 

dho have had more live 
births and who have 

less education. 

res­and 24 


graphically shown in 
Figures 1, 2 and 3 

on pages 22, D'3 


pectively.
 

con
 

1Both the estimated 
standard errors and 

confidence intervals 
for 

traceptive knowledge and 
use by intervention group 

are shown in Ap­

pendix IV. 



-22-
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In Cauca Experimental. on the other hand, 
greater increases were
 

who were younger (Figure 1 on page 22), with . Or 
observed for women 

no live births (Figure 2 on 
less live births but particularly with 

less of form-tl school ini: 
page 23) and who had completed 4 years or 


By place of residence (refer to Table 2 on
 
(Ftgure 3 on page 24). 


the percent of women in Cauca naming 
a contraceptive r-. tho,
 

page 20), 

to where 100 percent of the ur­

in both the urban and rural areas 
rose 


ban respondents now can name a method 
and 97 and 99 percent of the
 

rural women in the Control and Experimental 
areas, respectivelv car.
 

registered in the Experimental group 
in Cauca where
 

Most change was 


knowledge levels increased 27 percentage points in 10 months of ser­

more th:in one­before the project began
vice delivery. In that zone 

identifv at
 
fourth of the currently married fecund 

women could not 


Now nearly all can.
least one contraceptive. 


Knowledge by specific method is shown 
in Table 3 on page 26.
 

Excluding the Control group in Cauca for 
the Second Survey, the meth,'i
 

the oral foll,,%,e.
 
best known by the project women for both surveys was 


However, for respondents in Cauca Control ir.
 
by female sterilization. 


the second study, the percent naming 
female sterilization was only .
 

point higher (90 percent) than that naming the oral 
(89 percent). Te
 

third method most mentioned in both 
surveys among all groups except
 

Cauca Experimental in the second study was injection which 
is not of­

fered by either PROFAMILIA nor the Ministry 
of Health but can be ob-


As the third most recognized method 
in
 

tained through drugstores. 
 of
 
Cauca Experimental is the IUD, a contraceptive 

which in many areas 


the oral and which
 
Colombia in the past was equally as %jell known as 


now in the other project areas is 
less well known than the oral, fe­

male sterilization and injection.
 

Although some changes occurred between 
surveys in knowledge leve:-.
 

the
 
fot specific methods in Cesar Control 

and Experimental groups, 


For Uie Control g'"
 
most noteworthy differences were 

found in Cauca. 


the condom increased from 22 to 52 perceni of the current
 
kn6wledge of The
to 40 pdTrcent.

ly married fecund women and withdrawal 

from 12 

percent of women naming the IUD, female 
ste.-ilization and rhythm rose 

zone of CaucaIn the experimental
around 20 percentage points each. 
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know of contra­fecund men who 
TFIL; 1.- P,:r;,-rataV'2= rf -;'rr.-atl/ irricA]

'cific methods: First and Second 
c[,tiv.t, .. f~rA. . . rdinq to 

'aljcaSurV',41' in ¢:,ar an'd 

CA C A 
1:E P ?AALEXP EP ',f7AL

CONTROL First SecondTrT. First 3--,ndFirst Second
.x."I:.:AL SecondCIETROL First --,-:,d FirstFirst Sccond
I'EM 
23 227 120 23 2

2 2 23 93nmethod 89 73 97 76
78
96 97

96 96 1 ;3 96 
52 7987
oal 54
51 73
77 78
80 81
75 76 21 SSIM 52 19 6022
69 60 65


59 61 60 36 S425 55
42 53
75 74
82 8072 69

suppository 

65 91sterilization9 57 92 
92 68 90 

94 92

90 90 96 22
14
f mle 9 :5
16 20


26 27 25 

30 25 21 17 43
sale 47
19 39 12 

49 50
53 41 42 4S 

11 41
]ftyths 12 40 9 41 
39 3032 33
42 28 75
73 52
withdrwaal 76 4561
8991 89


88 88 92 1 4injection 1 3 0 5 
7 5 7 

5 7 
Other 


187 453 417

wimber of cases 256 464870
686
387
250
483 


u..e ighted 436 
8.588 4,442 6,J41 .13.o4. 15.329 

8,605
26.266 20,684
8,566 9.226
17.700 11.458
weihted 

lc ble DoCUMeUtBest rcs 
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te "'ost wa: the condom (19 to bO 
increasedknowIedethse. method where 

, lndito percent)
by fi ale sterilil itl ni (57 92 

percent) followed 

(12 to 47 percent).rhythi 
use of the .rM*ti. 

Th eir of contJCIA tIye
.- - )a 1

Contr!cLt_l i:',group Alnd surv'v 
to intvCivntionaccordingmairied fecund womel "' Cesar Control 

1' ures 4 hand 5 on pages 28 and 29. In 
presented in " before the proe.t

were current users 
womenpercent of stating they 

other three post-int,:rVt:ntionthan the 
gan was 42 percent, higher 

year of service delivery that statiStic ,,ctail. 
onegroups, but after 

Survey. results. the 
the Second 

37 percent. According to 

declined to ­in C.ic .users is .noware currentof women who
highest proportion 

and it was in that zone whereoto ,­ch.inc 
perimental (49 percent) 

There was a reduction in eN­
than doubled.
current use more
curred: 

in Cesar from the First Survey 
to the 

posed women who were past 
users 

to 18 percent).

the Lx,)erimental group (33 


Second, especially for 
In t.:e2o percent. 


users nearly tripled from 9 to 

Cauca Control past eNpose,' 
Second Survey in Cesar Control 

and Experimental the percent of 

women who had never used unexpectedly 
increased while in Cauca ,ieve. 

(58 and 65 percent in the Control and Ex­

users represented over half 


respectively) of the exposed 
women in the First Sur­

perimental zone, 


vey but by the Second only 29 percent of the Control and 35 percent
 

of the Experimental women reported 
having never used a contraceptive.
 

time of each survey for 
the currently married
 

the
Current use at 


non-pregnant fecund women 
in all four project sites 

is shown in T,%ble
 

,ently conltr.t­
4 on page 30. Although the percent of these women p: 

:irst Survey to 4.'. percent
In 0i 


ceptLing declined slightly from 50 pe'­rose by 12 

the pre .ilence of ute 


In the Second in Cesar Control, 
 C.itw..
(36 to 48 percent) . 14 in 

ExperimentalcentaLge points in Cesar 
l k-".in C.11uca i.l',.ritn

51 percent) and 30 pointi
Control (37 to t ­

in Cc:.,v t* e
:;ubut.nti al increatile in u,.e

5ft percent). D tipite fhe 
fthe dtzfelwhilei[ gnificailt for thenot Utatuttcally two 4urvey's

mqntal , the change Wit- in utC between thevaluesthe obtervedences for 
Now (he

zones of C.,uca were,
and Experimentalin the Controlwomen theto

both zones of C.aica iti nimilar 
use in

level of contraceptive 
women.th rural exponed 

1980 CPS rate of 42 percent for 
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Statistics for the contraceptive 
prevalence rates by 

age, nuber
 

non-pro,,'nai"
marr ed 
of live births and education 

for the currently 
bux l'.uS , 

fecund women are also 
prL.sLnted in Table 

4 on palC 30 
fro, t'.,

which occurredof the change 
a better sense 

through 11 give 
It is clear that in Cesar use Lncreased 

time- of the First Survey, had 2 " 34, those who 
group women aged 25 to 

amoq.g the Experimental had none or only • 

5 or more live births 
and women in that group 

who 

2 years of formal schooling (Figures 6-8 on 
pages 32 through 3­

to 


respectively).
 the o':y 

By place of residence 
in Cesar (see Table 4 on page 30), 

0hW:OIe,heL'0the ruralwas inrates improved 
area where prevalence of the49 percent34 tOrose fromThere usefunctioning.
team was 


women.
 res-


In contrast with Cesar 
Control, higher prevalence 

rates for 

pondents in the Control 
zone of Cauca were reported 

among most age 

shown in Figure: 

groups and live birth 
and educational categories 

as 
to
 

found for women aged 
35 


The most noteworthy increase 
was 


9-11). 


40 (Figure 9 on page 
35) where use rose from 

23 to 70 percent, ,omer.
 

with none and with 3 
live births (Figure 10 on page 36) and respon%'ent
 

with 2 or less years 
of formal education 

(Figure 11 on page 37).
 

For the Cauca Experimental 
women, where contraceptive 

prevalence
 

increased strikingly 
more than for either 

Cauca Control or Cesar 
Ex­

perimental respondents. 
that change occurred 

for all age, live birth
 

The least increment
 

and education categories 
(Figures 9, 10 and 11). 


found for women 20 to 
24 and 45 to 49 years 

of age and for
 

in use was 


those with more than 
5 years of formal education.
 

According to place 
of residence, the statistics 

in Table 4 on
 

in both the Con­
that the increased prevalence of use 

page 30 indicate 
a
d
trcl and Experimental 

groups took place in 
both the urban and the
 

rural zones but that the most noteworthy 
change occurred in 

the rur


arda of Cauca Experimental 
where nuw 51 percent 

of the -exposed women
 

21 percent 4reviously.
compared to 

are planning their families 

as 


The pie charts on pages 
38 and 39 show the 

changei between the
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First to the Second Survey in the distribution of the non-preg..int 

use .1d type o'f method 
fecund currently married women by current 

byControl and ExpLrimental hreas. 
being used for Cesar and Cauca 

the' oral inwomen using
the Second Survey the percent of exposed 

con­19 percent yet that method 
Cesad Control had declined from 24 to 

popular method there followed by 
frmale 

to be the far mosttinuies 

In Cesar Ex­

sterilization (8 percent use among 
the exposed women). 


11 to 19 percent of the 
of the oral increased from

perimental, use 
now as a method equally as popular 

a gain which places itrespondents, 
now using this method). In
 

percent are 
as female sterilization (18 

women were sterili .ed f ,r
17 percent of the exposed

the First Survey 
that tirio.the preferred method at 

contraceptive purposes making it 

Use of the oral also declined in the Control 
Group of Cauca frorm 

in Cesar Experimental. 
16 to 11 percent of the exposed women but, as 


as
 
increased in popularity in Cauca Experimental where now 3 times 
it 


many (9 percent) project area women 
are using this method than before
 

in both
 
Although the use of sterilization rose 
the project began. 


12 percent in the Control
 
to 13 percent and 8 to 
groups in Cauca (10 


the statistics which
 
and Experimental areas, respectively) 

perhaps 

In Cauca Control
 

attracks most attention are those 
for withdrawal. 


to 12 percent
 
the percent of women using this 

method rose from none 


and in Cauca Experimental, from 3 
to 14 percent.
 

grouped with the other traditional 
methods
 

If this method is 


it can be seen in Table 5 on page 
41, Item II, that
 

(rhythm, other), 

plrnning their families in
 

current users, one-third who are
of all 


Cauca Control and 40 percent in 
Cauca Experimental are contracepting
 

3 and 21 percent recorded in the
 
with these methods, as compared to 


exposed

Even though the reduction in the 

percent of 

First Survey. 


the project
 
women not using a contraceptive 

method was strongest in 


that the percent contraceptlig 
with
 

there
areat of Cauca. it was 

'29 and 19
declined by 


modexn methods (Item 1, Table 5 on page 41) 
r 

percentage points in the Control 
and Experimental zonea 1espectively.

In Cesar the mix of methods remained 
fairly stable along'with the 

comparatively small increase in 
use.
 



TABLE 1. r -
ti-ttWA 

Ls'tr 'rm 
be.irvJ "j.-J: First 

of current users acording to 

and Second SurveyS in Cesar 
type o­
and Cauca 

~CAUA 

EF[2FICIENT 
r rst-84 

;.cond34 

EXPERI 

rirst90 

DETI-L 

Second90 

COWI.;L" 

First Second
97 68 

First79 
S-­ondSz 

17 

a. Oral 
b. :tUD 
c. "co 
d. s o ry 

d. StepOs izt 

e. SnerilXAtion 

it.• IEFICIENT 

b.W .hdravl 
c. other 

4a 
10 

2 
4 

14 
6 

16 

8 
4 

4 

43 
14 

2 
5 

i 
2 

16 

7 
9 

0 

7-1 

29 
5 
3 
5 

45 
3 

10 

5 
0 

5 

10 

40 
2 
0 
6 

38 
4 

10 

6 
4 

0 

1 

42 
16 

3 
3 

27 
5 

3 

3 
0 

0 

100 

9 
0 
2 

25 
10 

32 

8 
24 

0 

100 

29 
0 
0 

33 
4 

21 

8 
13 

0 

100 

11 
4 
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22 
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40 

13 
25 

2 

100 
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in TableFrom the statisticsSupply Sourcs.--Use ofl~iowledleand 

of ever mjrried '::'en
percent

it be seen 01a . the 
6 on pag e 43, can h.i.­

for fauily pla'ning setvices 
name a specific source

unable to 
Survey, particularly in the E.-

Firstsince thedeclined i n t e r v e n t i ondramatically in both28 percent) and 
of Cesar (68 to 

perimental zone in the Control and Ex­
13 percent18 and 60 to

in Cauca (63 to groups 
Nonetheless still around 

onc-third!
 
zones. respectively).
perimental 


of the women in the project 
counties of Cesar (32 percent) cannot
 

name a service source.
 *..inis­was thesourcebest known service 
In the First Survey the 

the Second Survey. 
all four project sites. By 


try of Health posts in 
most named followedi b.
 

the soure-becamedrugstoresin Cesar Control, the MOH postsidentifiedof women whoThe percent tothe MOH posts. as compared(27 to 32 percent)points5 percentagethere rose only 

the increase in knowledge about drugstorLs 
which more than doubled
 

a service outlet ac­

(17 to 40 percent). Recognition of PROFAMILIA 
as 

to 13 

tually decreased among 
the Cesar Control women 

dropping from 22 


percent. ncw'
 

Among the experimental 
group respondents in Cesar, drugstore 


PROFAMILIAknowledge 
as well known as MOH posts while of 

are equally 

as a family planning 
source for services rose 

from 12 to 17 percent of 

women.the ever married to becontinue zones the MOH posts
both interventionIn Cauca in the 

the best known service 
source and now around 

zhree-quarters of 


As can bethis source.can namegroupExperimentmarried women in the 
of family planninf.knowledgeincreased6 on page 43 the 

seen in Table 

service outlets in Cauca 
occurred for each specific 

source except
 

groups. Knowledge M1
 
"other" in both the Experimental and 

Cotitrol 

in C..,
 

PROFAI41LIA in Cauca Control 
quadrupled (6 to 23 

percent) and 


Experimental it tripled 
(9 to 28 percent).
 

V 

Tables 7 and 8 on pageb 
44 and 45 show the percenCage distribu­

tion of current users 
of all methods and oral 

users according to riot
 

In
 
source by intervention 

group for both lurveys. 


frequent supply source
 

Cesar (Table 7 on page 
44) the drugstore continues 

to be the 




S O U R C E 

fplace 

Nealth post 


Drugst re 


Profamilia 


ih"yician 

Other 

Total numer of un­
weighted cass 

Total number of 
weiqhted cases 


specif ic sour:e
TABLE S.- The l*rc,..nt of all ever married mn who named a 

for famil7/planning services: First and Second Survey in Cesar
 

and C2ajca
 

''.IETW)L 
First Second 

C ESA R 
EXPERIPEWITAL 
First Second 

TOTAL 
First Second 

CONTROL 
First Second 

CAUCA 
EXPE;,I.Z! TAL 
First Second 

59 35 68 28 62 32 63 18 60 13 

27 32 46 38 33 35 41 58 39 79 

17 40 12 38 15 39 7 27 4 14 

22 13 12 17 19 15 6 23 9 28 

6 3 8 3 7 3 5 22 1 8 

11 1 7 0 10 1 7 3 6 4 

507 620 283 496 790 1,116 300 623 214 570 

11,335 5,055 8,361 

2q.357 14,251 9,659 11,300 30,016 25,551 10,487 


TrJTAL 
&rst 5ec~ 

62 

40 

6 

7 

4 

7 

10 

67 

22 

2s 

16 

3 

514 1,193 

15,542 19,696
 



SOURCE 

NOB 

Drugstore 

ProfamLilia 


N.D. 


Other 

Percent total 

Meober of cases 
wmaighted 

weighted 


TABLE 7.- Th'-
'r,st 

rir-t 

CONTROL 
First Second 

21 22 


30 53 

21 14 

12 10 

16 1 

100 100 

163 142 


6,568 3,033 


rercentat,-J listribution of current 

fr-qu-nt c)ltracePtive service or 

and S,.cond Sur-,mys in Cesar and 

C E S A P. 

TOTAL
EXPEPIMEZTAL 

First Second First Second 

21
28 19 23 


37 49 
 31 52 

9 23 18 17 

13 2 12 7 


313 6 16 


100 100 
 100 100 

48 89 211 231 

5,0921,498 2,059 8,066 


users b7 source 
supply source: 

Cauca 

CONTROL 
First Second 

66 33 

10 33 

2 15 

21 18 


1 1 

100 100 

86 147 


2,171 2,036 


of 

A U C A
 

EXPERIME2ZTAL 
First 

69 


6 

11 


3 


11 


100 

39 

614 


Second 

41 


24 

20 

6 


9 

100 

137 


1,275 


?TrAL 
First Secon­

66 36 

9 29 

4 17 

17 14 

4 4 

100 100 

125 284
 

2,785 3,311
 



TABLE R.- The p-rcentaq- distribution of oral users by source of supply according 

to intervention qrroup: First and Second Surveys in Cesar 
and Cauca 

CA UC A 

SO~CE OF SUPPLY 

Health post 

DrUgt@oe 

Pfofamilia 

nhysician 

Other 

Percent total 

SC)OTROLFirst Second 

20 12 

44 68 

20 16 

4 . 

12 1 

100 100 

ESAR 

LXPERIME'TALFirst Second 

25 19 

51 43 

1i 29 

13 2 

0 7 

100 100 

TOTAL 
First second 

21 15 

45 57 

18 21 

6 3 

10 4 

100 100 

CONTROL 
First Second 

72 27 

12 37 

3 26 

13 9 

0 1 

100 100 

EXPER11E4VTAL 
First Second 

55 36 

3 33 

34 23 

8 3 

0 5 

100 100 

First 

70 

11 

5 

13 

1 

100 

Second 

30 

35 

25 

7 

3 

100 

number of cases 

unweigh ted 

w ighted 

90 

3.657 

88 

1,974 

26 

803 

64 

1,563 

116 

4,460 

152 

3,537 

51 

1,372 

87 

1,115 

12 

134 

63 

626 

63 

1.506 

150 

1,741 
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in both the Control and Experimental
 
most utilized by current users 


By the time of the Second Sur'L'. 
area.; for obtaining contraceptives. 
 dI.uest r,., 


reported purclasting their 111ethod 
ill ,I.
 

usershalf of all isPROl:AM11.1A 
compared to about one-third 

in the baseline survey. 


now:the second source most 
used in Cesar Experimental 

replacing the
 

zone
in the Experimental

The percent of current users 
MOlt*.outlcts. 

accruing to PROFAMILIA more 
than doubled (9 to 23 percent) in one
 

in Cesar during the projet
 
The tendency in both zones 
year's period. 


to the organized programs and 
drug­

was for current users to accrue 

In Cauca the pr­

stores leaving private physicians 
and other sources. 


obtaining their method from 
the XOIi outlet. de­

cent of current users 
service dclivery
10 months of the project
clined sharply during the 

can bt seen in Table 7 on 
page 44, now only 33 percent 

re­

there. 
 As compared to 66 percent
 
ported accruing to the MOH 

in Cesar Control as 


A similar experience occurred 
in Cauca Experimental where
 

previously. 


the percent of users whose 
method source is the MOH declined 

2F per­

drugstores
 
centage points (69 to 41 percent). As in Cesar, use of 


and PROFAMILIA in both zones 
sharply increased with perhaps 

the rost
 

noteworthy change occurring 
for PROFAMILIA where only 

2 percent of all
 

their method at the time of 
the Baseline
 

current users were obtaining 


and now 15 percent do.
 

For the women contracepting 
with the oral in Cesar Control 

(Table
 

8 on page 45), the drugstore remains the most popular place to 
go to
 

In fact, from the statistics 
in Table 8 it appears
 

obtain the method. 
 the drug­
that all other sources there 

are becoming less utilized 
as 


Njw nearly 70 percent of 
all oral users
 

stores become the key source. 

Although this method source 

also
 

buy this contraceptive in 
drugstores. 


remains dominant in the Experimental 
area of Cesar, a slight decrease
 

to 43 percent of oral users) 
and th
 

in its utilization was found 
(51 


than doubled (11 to
 

percent of oral users accruing to 
PROFAMILIA more 


29 ,ercent).
 

In Cauca Control in the First 
Survey, the primary service source
 

clearly the MOB since 72 percent 
repprted purchasing
 

for oral users was 


By the Second Survey, however, 
only 27 percent sdid 

the oral there. 


http:PROl:AM11.1A
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MOl ,itlets placing 
they mnst frequently obtained their 

method in 
'Th ,.ere,'
the most ppnlar.
ivow second to drugstores as


that solrce .hit
 
of oral users who recur to durgstores tripled (12 to 3? percc.t 

3 to "t, r: 
ilir orals from Pl'Ol:AM11A rose froii 

users purchasinl; 
In Cauca Experi::.lt.%n:,­oral users
Over half (55 percent) of all 

outlets in the First Survey and aroun,
 
taned their method from MO1 


one-third (34 percent) from PROFAMILIA. 
Unexpectedly the percent o"
 

oral users accruing to PROFAMILIA 
declined by 11 percentage points (3­

a third of the
 
to 23 percent) by the Second Survey 

and now only about 

Re­

respondents contracepting with 
that method obtain it from the 

NXOH. 


the second most utilized source 
is t0e druEst,".'.'
 

placing PROFAMILIA as 


where now 33 percent of the oral 
users obtain their method.
 

as part of this section on service 
sources, a presenta-


Finally, 


tion of the statistics on the 
source of operation for women 

sterii-':
 

Since the
 
for contraceptive purposes is 

given in Table 9 on page 46. 


number of women in the sample 
sterilized was fairly small in the First
 

Survey, a comparison between Control 
and Experimental groups according
 

Table 9.
 
source by department was not considered 

very meaningful. 

to 


a percentage distribution of 
these women by source and depart­

then, is 

In Cesar around half of the women 

steril­
ment for each of the surveys. 
 Be­
ized in both surveys reported 

being operated on in MOH hospitals. 

the
 

fore the projeci. began in Cesar,private 
clinics followed the MOH as 


second source for sterilizations 
but now it has been replaced 

by ION
 

so that 75 percent of the women 
who have been sterilize 

.
 

Health Centers 
 This f.ictfacilities. 

in the project counties were op-rated 

on in MH 


sterilizations in Cesar
 75 percent of all 
must not be interpreted as 


being carried out by OH physicians, since the PROFAMILIA 
clinic doc­

tors in the project areas performed sterilizations 
in the MOH Health
 

Centers when they traveled out 
to these small counties ii the 

mobile
 

unit.
 

A similar situation exists in 
Cauca where the percent of women
 

Al­to 53 tercent. 

sterilized in an MOH hospital 

increased from 39 


in Popayhn, the PROFAMILIA MD
 
though PROFAMILIA maintains 

a clinic 

Women
 

performs all sterilization 
operations in the MOH hospital. 




women by source ofsterilizedThe 1 ercentage distribution of 
TABLE 3 First anddepartment:to intervention'4 , .ration acc-rdifn 


in Cesar and Cauca
5--.c'nd SurveTs 

CAUC A 

URCECESAR First Second 
First Second 


OPERATION 

39 53 

57 58 
Hospital 

9 9 
7 17 

Health Center 

9
 

13 

5


13 

Profamilia Clinic 


27
 
16 


36

11 


Private Clinic 

2 

7 1 11 

Other 


100
 
100 


100

100 


Percent total 


Number of cases 

44 150 
68 112


unweighted 

1,103 1,984.
 

2,433 2,275

weighted 
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reporting being operated on in a PROFAMILIA 
clinic in Cauca arc women
 

to Cali or possibly Pasto. As Table 9 on pa,;e
who probably traveled 

sterilized in the Cali/i'asto clinics 
48 shows, the percent of women 

nearly doubled from 5 to 9 percert.
 

In the Second Survey questions
of Womtn Sterilized.--Characteristics 

current 
were incorporated into the questionnaire to explore (1) how 

(2) what current .and past users of 
oral users say they use the pill 

the oral, vaginal tablets, IUD and
 
other methods say about how to use 

and discontinuation of
 reasons for non-use
female sterilization (3) 


(4) how the project's services were being 
utilized by.respondents
 

use 


and (5) aspects of female sterilization 
services in the project coun-


Partial results obtained on sterilization 
services and the
 

ties. 


women sterilized will be 
presented here.1
 

27 percent of the
 
As shown in Item 1 of Table 10 on page 50, 


women sterilized for contraceptive purposes 
in Cesar and 32 percent in
 

the
 
Cauca reported having experienced secondary 

effects related to 


Effects most commonly experienced in Cesar 
were hemorrhage


operation. 


and vaginal discharge, pain and infection 
and vaginal and ovary pain.
 

Seventy-five percent of the sterilized women 
reporting secondary ef­

fects in Cesar listed one of these three 
reasons. In Cauca, vaginal
 

pain was experienced by 12 percent of all 
sterilized wemen and 10 per-


Together
 
cent reported having had hemorrhages and 

vaginal discharge. 


nearly 70 percent of the sterilized women in Cauca who reported 
a sec­

ondary effect had suffered from one of 
these two.
 

The percent of women sterilized who said 
they had experienced a
 

secondary effect for each operation source 
by department is presented
 

Of the total number of women
 in Item 2 of Table 10 on page 50. 

17 percent complained of some
 

operated in an MOH hospital in Cesar, 

Fifty-four percent of
 

post-operatior, problem and 83 percent 
did not. 


a PROFAMILIA Clinic reported havilig 
ex­

the iespondents sterilized in 


In Cauca, as in Cesar, a highor percent
 perienced some side effect. 

,ry ef­

operated on in PROFAMILIA stated they suffered oecon of women This
 
compared to respondents treated in the other sources. 
fects as 


lnformation on the other areas of interest 
is not iticluded in this
 

report but will be presented in the 
next 6-month narrative.
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women sterili::ed
Selected characteristics of 

TABLE 10.-	 Second Surveypurposes:for contraceptive 
in Cesa1r and Cauca 

CAUCACESAR 
I TEM 

women
(1) 	 Percentage distribution of 

secondary effectssterilized by 
experienced
 

10
63 	 10
1 
 0
none 	 1hemorrhage, vaginal discharge 
tumor 
 0
7 

pain, infection 	 0
1 
faulty operation 	 01 

hernia from the uperation 


vomit, diahrrea, headache, 
waist 9
4 


and leg aches 	 1
0 

temporary menstruation 	 12
7 

vaginal and ovary pain 100
100 


Percent total 


(2) Percent of women sterilized 
with
 

secondary effects by source 
of
 

operation
 30
17 

MOll hospital 	 45
23 

MOH health center 	 65
54 

Profamilia clinic 50 25
 
private clinic 50 0
 
other 


(3) Percent of women sterilized 
by source
 

of operation receiving poor 
service
 

12
16 

MOH hospital 12 20
 
MOH health center 0
12 

Profamilia clinic 41 10
 
private clinic 0
0 

other 


(4) Percentage distribution 
of sterilized
 

women by amount 
paid for operation
 

5
11 

gratis 10 29
 
less than $200 31 12
 
$200 - $500 	 10
 

$1 000
501 - 2 7 
$1.001 - $1,500 36 43 
$1,501 + 100
100 


Percent total 

1,9S4
2,275 


(5) Weighted number of cases 
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result could reflect 
the influence of the 

IEC campaign by project 
per­

designed so that all 
aspects of each method 

would be
 

sonnel which was This could have sen­

clearly explained, 
including secondary 

effects. 


the problem.
to 
sitized women 
 report­on in PROFAIL.IA

of women operated
the high percentDespite 

ing 'side effects due 
to the operation, item 

3 in Table 10 on page 50
 

in Cauca complained 
of
 

shows that only 12 percent in Cesar 
and none 


Unexpectedly 41 percent
lOFAMILIA. 

having received poor 

service from 


operated on in a private 
clinic in Cesar reported 

having received poor
 

service since it would 
seem that the best 

quality could theoretically
 

be provided through 
private clinics.
 

Item 4 in Table 10 
and Table 11 on page 

52 refer to the costs
 

In Cesar
 

paid for sterilization 
in these small counties 

in Colombia. 


(Item 4) one-third 
(36 percent) had paid 

more than $1,500 pesos
 

(around US$25) for the 
operation while in 

Cauca 43 percent said 
they
 

Around 50 percent 
of the women sterilized 

in
 
2 


had paid that amount.
 

Cesar reported paying 
$500 pesos or less 

and in Cauca 38 percent 
of
 

By source of operation 
(Table
 

the women sterilized 
paid that amount. 


can be seen that almost 
half (46 percent) of 

the
 

11 on page 52), it 


women sterilized in 
MOH hospitals in Cesar 

paid over $1,500 pesos 
and
 

70 and 98 percent 
operated on in private 

clinics in Cesar and 
Cauca
 

Around two-thirds 
of the women operated 

on in
 

respectively did so. 


PROFAMILIA clinics 
in Cesar and Cauca 

reported paying between 
$200
 

and $500 pesos (3 
to 8 dollars) while 

about another third 
said the
 

to $1,000 pesos.
 
operation cost them 

between $501 


Conclusions and Discussion.--
As pointed out at the 

beginning of this
 

section cn the Second 
Survey in Cesar and Cauca, 

the purpose of the
 

-,,veys has been to detect 
changes in contraceptive 

method and
 

twc 


several field visits 
by the project directors 

the observation
 

1Dufin 

was o ten made to promoters 

and the team to not 
place to much emphasis
 

on secondary effects 
which they were doing. 

cost per operation to
 

questions asked to get at 
this estimate of 


(1) Do you remember 
how much you paid 

for the opera­
detect
 

the patient were No attempts were made 
to 


tion and (2) How much 
did you pay. 


if the cost included transportation 
expenditures or pre 

and post­

operative supplies and 
drugs.
 

2 

http:PROFAIL.IA


TABLE 11 - Per-entage distribution of women sterilized by source of operation 

and amount paid accordin7 to department: Second Survey in Cesar
 

and Cauca 

AMOUNT PAID
 
DEPAR7MIT $1,501 PERCENT NUMBER OFWEIGHTED$200 TO $501 TO $1,001 TOSOUCE OF GRATIS LESS THAN 

+ TOTAL CASES
 
$200 $500 $1,000 $1,500


OPERATION 


100 1,133
1 46 

Cesar MOH Hospital 10 17 15 11 


6 59 0 0 387
12 100 

MOH Center 23 


Profamilia
 295
0 100
0 63 29 6
2
Clinic 
 228
3 70 10021 0
6 0
Private clinic 
 12
100 100
0 0
0 0 0Other 


8 35 11 15 77121 100 

Cauca MOH Hospital 10 1740 0 10070 28MOH Center 0 2 

Profamilia
 1600 100
0
0 68 32
Clinic 
 0 
98 100 5271 1

Private clinic 0 0 0 450 100 1000 0
0 0
Other 
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source knowledge as well as 
contraceptive use among the 

female resi­

PHOI'AMI I lA CBD program was in­
dents in the project counties after a 

iven prl'­
team traditional promoter model. 

plemented through a and 
that 

in Narifio and Santander, it was eXpected 
vious CBD experience 

at a lower cost than the ;r,'­
be more effective

the team model would Cost es­

moter system in increasing 
contraceptive knowledee and 

use. 


timates after nearly 12 months 
of service delivery indicated 

that the
 

team model was potentially 
a much less expensive CBD 

system (cost per
 

new acceptor was US$14.0
5 and CYP was US$1.44). The comparative fir.d­

ings between the First and 
Second Survey presented in 

this report show
 

that the differences between the 
two surveys in Cauca Experimental ir.
 

least one method (knowlede.e in­

(1) the percent of women 
naming at 


creased 26 percentage points) 
and (2) the percent currently 

using a
 

statistically sig­

contraceptive (use rose 30 
percentage points) are 


The increase in contraceptive 
knowledge and use among this
 

nificant. 

This fact reinforces the 

decision
 

group was probably due to the team. 


to continue experimenting 
with the team model in other 

areas of Color.­

bia.
 

At the same time it cannot be 
ignored that substantial 

change Cc­

curred in contraceptive 
knowledge rates between 

the two surveys in
 

(80 to 98 percent) and that 
the difference ior
 

the Cauca Control zone 


the observed values on contraceptive 
use there was statistically 

sig­

nificant (use increased 
from 37 to 51 percent among 

the exposed wimen)
 

For the 12 month intervention period 
in Cauca Control, the cost per
 

the cost per
 

couple year protection (US$4.48) 
was nearly the same as 


CYP in Cesar Control (US$4.
40) and about half the cost 

in Cesar Experi
 

The cost per new acceptor 
in the Control zone of
 

mental (US$9.29). 


the second lowest (US$22.64 ) after Cauca Experimental.
 
Cauca was 


compare the service program 
in
 

This information leads one 
to 


dauca with that of Cesar, 
which was not originally 

intended, and to,
 

Oonder why both groups were 
relatively successful in 

Cauca and not t:
 

rea-

This has been speculated 

on in previous repo'ts 
and the 


Cesar. 


sons cited have been the 
inability to quickly organije a referral 

sys­

tem and/or a mobile unit 
for sterilizations in Cesar 

and the suspecte.%
 

http:US$22.64
http:US$14.05
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and manage field 

inability of the field 
supervisor in Cesar 

to select 
that con-


The rtsults from the 
Surveys indicate, as well, 


personnel. and Cotrol
 
levels in both the Experimental 


traceptive kiiowlcdge ser­

groups in Cesar (98 and 97 percent respectively) 
before project 


compared to Cauca (80 percent in the Control and
 

vices were high as 

Pre-intervention contraceptive 

use 

73 Oercent in the Experimental). 
 the exp o'.A
 

prevalence in Cesar Control 
was already at 50 percent of 


These statistics indicate 
that perhaps different 

delivery 
lif.e
women. 
 team are required in areas 


strategies than either 
the promoter or 

is already prevalent.
 

Cesar where contraceptive 
knowledge and use 


nithotd.
that in Cesar the mix. of 

worth pointing out, too.
It is 

In Cauca. however.
remained stable and that 
around 90 percent of 

all current users con­

tinue to plan their families 
with efficient methods. 


In :he
 

although use prevalence 
increaqed, the mix of 

methods shifLed. 


Control zone,for example, 
before the project, 97 percent 

of current
 

For the
 

users were using efficient 
methods and now only 

68 percent. 


users in Cauca Experimental, 
79 percent were contracepting 

with ef-


It is
 

ficient methods before 
the project and now only 

60 percent. 


possible that In areas where such substantial 
increases in use and
 

in Cauca, over a short 
time period that the 

con­

knowledge occur, as 


traceptive adoption pattern 
takes on unexpected characteristics 

such
 

first adopting an inefficient 
method before going on 

to more ef­

as 

Also project teams and 

promoters were trained 
in the
 

so­ficient ones. 

to be able to explain it when the 

method wai 

rhythm method so as 


licited.
 



APPENDIX I
 

SERVICE STATISTICS SUMIARIES
 

PROMOTER - DISTRIBUTOR REPORTS
 



",PAL3 rrxA4S 

Arlm ia90 
A1 
301 1& 1 Obao bva 149 1 r 


1l3ordk 176 44 

L1 Tao 243 337 

a Sierra 78 40 

L& Serr 93 28 

LadVega 85 10 


i 63
prcaderes 

30sas 55 32 


San Sebastin
 
Santa Rosa 


10 15
So tart 

PzeSt i'ovil 70 25 


:1d,-r ,[ rr* .. '~tfr!. by c-un ty andmiWJtI: 
.Main tr-I e.:" (2 promoters) 

_ _;d? 1
I L-JUUIE 


C.'r-

E R
.ULTSEPT 

V&GIULS ORALS#rI-TT STEP ILIZATIONS COMXM VAGUAL3 

100 4
 
14a 24 105 94 15
 
14 2 196282 82 13­3 


2 66 122 2
 
20 16 133 126 3
 

8 5 83 50 3
 
7 88 18 3
 

4 9 35 41 5
 
3 41 1
3 3 


1 122 53 4
 

10 is I
132 100
 
132 1 1
1 


65
1,052 821
56 130
1.188 684
Total 

72 Posts 

Th total(arc1h-Jung). 
for this period were estimated 

since they qr* teported for 4 mnths 
Sterilizations then multiplied by 3­

4 anddivided by4 mnthsfor the was 



n;,nbr.r of new accoptors by county and method: 
Fx!.r:rimr.ntaL (2 team) 

Cauca 

€O) I rJPALS 
A=:J;UT- 5EP"EIrER 

CrlIVrA, "VAGIalS STERILIZATIOIS
1 ORALS COIOS 

APlIL-JUIJE 
"JAGIIIALS STERILIZATIONS 

avows Airo.s 
Caldono 
Caloto 
Corinto 
Niranda 
Mrales 
Padilla 
Pienda=6 
Puerto Tejada 
Santander 
Toribio 

Puesto Novil 

Total 

121 
53 

239 
190 
66 

24 

26 
157 
30 

906 

i) 
47 
100 
52 
49 

44 
4 

335 

5 
2 

11 

8 

26 

4 
5 

16 
32 

3 

60 

54 

57 

26 

654 

72 

863 

a 

116 

44 

170 

4 

3 

19 

4 

30 

S 

S 

13 

13 Posts 



mbner ef lcw accr-ptors by county and mthod: Cauca 

Prmotion (2 Promoters) 

APPIL-JUIIE JULY-SEPfl7SL°" 

' ipALS COIj0S VAGALSJw S ERILIZAT I ONS OVALS C01Oj0qS VAGIMALS STERILZ7ATI41S 

t1aIc zar 
Cajiblo 
ZnsL 
amb s16 

Silvia 
?1mblo 

54 
95 
14 

35 
82 

45 
31 
16 

8 
69 

4 
8 
5 

2 
7 

20 
20 

4 
5 

12 
41 
21 
1 

70 
75 

4 
40 
28 

2 
80 

1 
4 
2 

4 
9 

44 

rotor6 
Puesto Movil 205 103 1s 

93237 
32 38 

7bta1 485 272 41 58 251 192 27 44 



IIupbr of new 
Extpripental 

accePt~rs by county 
(team) 

and mthod: Cesaer 

jULy-SEPTC48Ef 

OMJJSCOpE%)I VA U S SN E tL Z TI 3 L C NIWS0 L&?LSS TLRILIZAT I~t'S 

224 4 

El. sanco 
Z, pificil 

228 

uwrqarits 
Plato 4 

4 

z m bran 22 82 108 

Tota
 



CWT 
(3:RR 'Y O~pALS CNWS 

tIwbor qf new .acceptorS by 

Promotion (2 promoters) 

ApP IL-J'J*;E STRLZTOSORALS 

,AGIliALS F.ILZTOS6/23 

county and method: Cesar 

CONDOMLS VAGINALS STEP-IL -T A 

46 
Abrego 
Car" 

San Antnio 

Convenc i6nE1 CarmenEl pin 

775 

24 

7117 

4 

10 

13 

Bacarl 
La Playa24 

Ocaia24461Pedraza 
Pivi jay 
Salan.na 
San Calixlto 

92 
91 21 

Tenerife 
Teorem& 

21 

51 496 98 66 

Total 



ti.ab-r of n 

14aintenance 
APRI-J'UNE 

accePtors by countY 

(I promoter) 

S E I ZTIJ 

and method, 

ORALS cowo V GX ;JIS STEJLZLZATIOIS 

C OUNITY O LAS COrer s VA5i L Z T O S----- - - 13RL-­

77 is51 

Aquachic&" 
c92cha g 

(no tienn datos)
2 83 21 51 2114 634 5 240 

31ziguana82 6 3 29 
C ,jpan1
E1 copr/ 

109
109 

191 2122 36 3S 9 

GM wra
Gow~lez 

13 

L& Gloria 

La PaZ 4 2 
pailitas 
Ric de OrO 
San Alberto 

61 

42 
2 30 

172 

Tmmax 257 109 471I0 207 

Total 
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APPENDIX 11
 

DETAILED EXPENDITURES
 



Expenditures for the pvi iod October 1,
 
1981 to Spt.tmber 30, 1982 

PESOS 

I. PERSONNEL
 

A, Reional Coordinator 308,160 

B, Supervisors 341.392 

C. Coordinators 	 342,213 


829,338
D. Promoters 

528,386
E. Team 


Sub-total 2,349,489 


II. PROJECT EXPENSES
 

A. Regiunal Coordinator 	 176,943 
B. Supervisors 	 368,538 

120,917
C. Coordinators 
422,248
D. Promoters 

2,066
E. Distributors 
470.635
F. Team 

Sub-total 1,561,347 


III. ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. Rent and utilities 	 140,441 

B. Paper and supplies 9,764 


Sub-total 150,205 


Total (1,11,111)4,061,041 


609.156
IV. 	 OVERHEAD 


TOTAL 4,670,197 


V. 	ADDITIONAL COSTS
 
8,193
A. New material 

20,469
B. Training 


1.937,225
C. Evaluation 

Sub-total 1,965,887 


GRAND TOTAL 6,636,084 


DOLLARS 

4.868
 
5,415
 
5,428
 

13,154
 
8,380
 

37,265 

2,806
 
5.845
 
1.918
 
6,697
 

33
 
?.464
 

24,764
 

2.227
 
155
 

2.382
 

64,410
 

9,661
 

74,0711
 

130
 
325
 

30,725
 

31.180
 

105,251
 

lCost estimates were based on expenditures for all itemstvxcluding
 
-
Additional Costs. 	The total reported in the October 1,,1981 


September 30, 1982 	financial report was 1S$74,071 as shown her,
 
the total
When these expenditures were broken down by work zone 


over the amount reported. We have
amount was US$74,841 or $770 

bean unable to account for that difference.
 



Expenditures by item for maintenance, ex­
pcrimental and promotion zoneo, 

Cost per new acceptorcilcullCte 
per CYP (US Dollars)
 
April 1, to September 30, 1982
 

ITEMZONE 

I. PERSONNEL (Salary+Bcnflfits)
MAINTENANCE 

A. Regional coordinator 

B. Supervisor 

C. Promoters (2) 


Sub- total 


PROJECT EXPENSES (Perdiem.
II. 

travel)
 

A. Regional coordinator 


III. 


IV. 


B. Supervisor 

C. Promoters 


Sub-total 


ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Sub-total 


Total (1,11,111) 


OVERHEAD (PROFANILIA) 


GRAND TOTAL 


I. PERSONNEL (Salary+Beneflits)
EXPERIMENTAL 

A. Regional coordinator 

B. Supervisor 

C. Team 


Sub-total 


PROJECT EXPENSES (Perdiem,
11. 

cravel)
 

A. Regional coordinator 

B. Supervisor 

C. Team 


Sub-total 


us;ed to 
and cost 

EXPE:DIT'RES
 
CESAR 

951 

711 


4,045 


5.707 


549 

b47 


2,099 


3,295 


463 


463 


9,465 


1,873 


11,338 


543 

711 


3,104 


4.358 


314 

647 


3,8 3 

-4,8vh

CAUCA 

613
 
1.390
 
4.007
 

e.212
 

.1
 
1,O-0
 
1.0o.
 

3.121
 

397
 

397
 

9,730
 

1,610
 

11,340
 

,15
 
1.390
 
5.570
 

7.7S0
 

.71
 
1.0.t,
 
3,0'
 

4.593 

1 Experimental zone expenditures in Cesar are 	calculated for 4 of the 6 
July. Costs incurred in 

team was cancelled inmonths given that the 

of the Cesar tan meibera who wan ret.ained 

August and September by one 

collect service statistics have lWeen divided 	

ar,'q*

by the project to 


the maintenance and promotion zones,
 



Cont. 

EkPEN )'TURIIs1 F 1ZONE CA I .' 

EXPENSES111. ADMINISTRATIVEEXIERIKNTAL 
Sub-total 


Total (1.11,111) 


OVERHEAD (PROFAMILIA)
IV. 

GRAND TOTAL 


PERSONNEL (Salary4BC1Cfit8)
I.
PROMOTION 

A. Regional coordinator 

B. Supervisor 

C. Promoters (2) 


Sub-total 


II. PROJECT EXPENSES (Perdiem
 
Travel)
 

A. Regional coordinator 

B. Supervisor 

C. Promoters (2) 


Sub-total 


111. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Sub-total 


Total (1,11,111) 


OVERHEAD (PROFAMILIA)
IV. 


GRAND TOTAL 


CESAR 

265 


265 


9.467 


1,073 


10,540 


951 

711 


5,853 


7,515 


549
 
647
 

4,888 


6,084 


463 


463 


14,062 


1,873 


15,935 


39­
3."
 

1-.
 

1,o.1.
 

14,3S-.
 

815
 
1.390
 
4,212
 

6,41"
 

1.303
 

2,S20
 

397
 

397
 

9,634
 

1.610
 

11,2-. 



APPZNDIX III
 

CAUCA TEAM FIELD REPORTS
 



rRonvi!JLI 

DLI CAUCA D."L-IlOGHAMsA ExrI-IIWIrklDW1OL4Lb DE ACT1VLDADE1 
JU.lITO DE 1,982RRtOLLADA5 DUW1JTE EL MM3~ DE 

jw6. rWow CAEW~ CI.STRO 

UC2'XOSC~iIOI*...g~e*** 

?ojeayinf jun1o 24 do 1.982 



en el UT? y fn Carwajlkuna reunldfl 
r aio laotivcidfl pars o insta-W~.OS~ntan~I 6e iws di~tributdoru 

on snntandfarDotoctcn~
tC 0 OAIeC g-~~b 

as
 
iscidn do un VuestO do distribucI8fl.capacitacift 

a 


pars unn, rounidne 
aintribuldora y notiv.ocin 

nbreunldfl con pedreig de 4-­

protocidn y ejocucidi 4o una 
los difer?n­1 ArroblOda mostrarofl-lo 

lis y perbt nal do la comunidedgee 

y Be PWPI1Cd 01 u9J corrrP­
do FlonlficSCldfltea mitodos 

pol(CU~IAS Cto:P­
cads unol So proyectalraf
pondicrito do 

umentriss, 

d, !11un pupto AC 

se astectd una distribuidors,se 
istal6 

A I& di?,t?!Cuacbend2 d16 In capscitl'c1I&. corrospordieto
bucidfl,se 
buid ora 

fenmilia de1 C/.!? Fa3. 1 
ltounidD con algunos padres do 

de 11.­60 antander 
el oupleoo 8. loo diferentofl m~todos 

so explicd 

wis reuri.0ymmovida Is 8istribui8'reps.Capacitacidfl do di-*up'ftares informativos-4 colocaron afiches y 
posterior.3O 

&I puesto, 8e 8istribucidfl.
 

atreEi" de'lt­
el puesto,do ditribuidl
So Promovid 'i­1-7--9-uenos Aires (Urbano) 

parlsfltOevsO promovid oupociaiUIente 
o1 prorrana do 

Blanco
Vgeda El Polo 
*I dis 10 do Junio,er yrrNy'­

so ofectuarfe
duras quo
Yerod5 El pcdr,4g~l on la pnrte urlanl%y 

se Wi cherlas'taron pelicuasS y 
Blanco.In versa* Pao 


de CorintOss.'do distribucidfllos puestosSo surtieron 5 l at 
- 31Corinto don 1t proyecci

Efectdi una rounltdD complementsds 
El palo(Caloto) oliclas n e1 cor:egimieOfto del Palo. 
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flAi~ran 

.11-15 Santander 

La Baies 

11- 16 Irdills 

Uorroglionto 

i Palo(Caloto) 

1- 17 1:Cruccro(Caloto 

2.2-.22 

23 

'uenos Aires 

Villa Rica 

Puerto Tojads 

.ir-nil-

lLDS rRIICI1;J,1S DJ.fRlk3Vro
ACTIV 

i &ire libre~en Is jr 

Runidny proyacrin 
do polfculas do di'­as Jntl6 a1lfun puetto

urbana do ('aloto,tuAmbion 
-

n
tribuci 


uns reunidn con los padres 'o 'i­rormocionamos y realizamos 

11a del CLIP'No. 2,Se complement6 con Is proyoccin 
de ;Plf­

a a ditribildJr 

!n ]a Bale& so d16 Csperitrci6n 

y 
culas. 

uns reuni6n.se motiv6 par• 

unA reu­zoti'v pmr: 
detect6 una po.'ible distribuidorS,5eSe 

reuni&'
 
ni6n on *I area urban• do Fadilla.Se efectdo uoa 


con jdvenos y adulton en @l correglimlento del raiore coopie­

mentpo con polfrulas. 

n la cunl re erFlic
5
 

Fmocionamos y realiUamos unaroun1ln 

F ro ­

do Fltnificridn y

el uso do lon diferentes mitodo 


as puedr,, conseguir Iow nltod33.
 
moojonaron los puostos dondo 


distribuidoTe.
 
Recoleccin d: infor~o.,Capacitecidn 

a lo 


al pro&rrma 
re ourtierun los puostoe do Mirada quo p saban 

Experimental del Caucs.
 

reunin do fin de 
Elaboramos papolerfa parv Us Cse.
 

do Is unidsd 1:dvil an Ins encuostas 
del meO pewedo y lueva
 

NOTWs 1A o:upac16n 
retrn:. not&­

Ca'elO por ,articipnr on Is misa,'idolo
ausencta do Jost 


de trr.bajo .tablocido. 
blgoente el I-lsn 

Educti,;
Agento Educntlvo. 
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cav.1
 
Waf.j~ 
 vtrd 

631 t ikajO do CX­
d& I1Jtra m-.1wMI =tanaflpuiite los U3..)ftO05 

Er.LcUo t4ll 
do rtb'St.1j. ( en esta caP.o ) dcii ani 

o~umflLo trucrible p a costa do un 

al cwl 3t.i~': D.ViTU'CLaetoecriterioni prinfcL'vlO8 previamante ~ ~.
You sScju riltesf w10n V =A=AffricC' 

coniv w.AaiJIntfll y t.*6L?±U17mt.nAsa sus objtOSefwnIc6n1 dodel oLStualios on ~ cida pr las diroctiVA5 cwnto Al no:ro 3
* ramiX uidatfls s~miaiu~un 

do la 0U.1, 111UvUdRi.o " Uib16n ru twoV ml cuv:%%-3 03:i 
iA va.riable " sntat-voin provia

on xm16n. 
0i1 7tccOuso di ostratifcaciIn* 

iX Oe t3v~ -1,'
U 6ia cot.1%1 Y OxiluinWtm 

astrsto u i or cva 1 21 'IVi.' 
* Su da,rinl wvn tron outr " n C ~I1i1UWnl~( Var Tabla 2 ) tr"1 ­vi li di.iI'%%rvitLC WUi-' 7,i11at'Ls tuw 

ayt M zar 2a so,@3000 1io atram tan 
* ~~ ~fine dca al dli nstratn#l, uwiixituy7Cfl. tv 

P.en tura ap3Tdiud'rvinitO flidla 
i6fl fo pr la tanto J vial a 2. U%_nt­

tos .yu~i Wd 6 o oo 
soi do 1.112 .1 =Iprctabili nman fwiti doisoWWIc.1 doi rostCo e maicul 6 

* 
dartro dol astrafto respactivoo 

ieeO iSa4 
con tres etapas de

IliotA~~ 
calz 

mra do cafta strato, con pwb3bilidW 
Do Ian ? seleoc±Cimmo domfl ~r M o,-d&a) lada anl fuc~ 

uno do lox och- 1jLiV'Xj':
an cadai b8ei.oid 10 h3fl~u 'K

b) Do logsiegmlt,0S ds twmiBo p=wcmdio
an I&zona uimn.do estudio, 

rural, 
25 

do tawm&Bo praruito 25s con Pr b~bilided do vao0 
an la zona e.,dntntaJ'C

del neiimrototal do Sq=.=toS
enftumi6fcalculia 

C31.do las rotidmltG5 an vmo 
las MT. an uni6n i tanando al tota rmi .c) Do as dacir# stoatroxuO aon 

60 102 )iouares wleiorCS.Clos, 

1
5ta Nutric1l'

DiSodaO do is M)asstra ', I 'a 

(I) CMeaz L.C. y col. 6fl y Rtirli 6n. rvt. 
firsas eel Mlan Naciorial do AlinwtltC 

IRS 
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3. MARCO 1W MIhJSTREO 

nL ~xr.l 
ID O~xiforiitlf : A) la e1t1It(iEb5 a 19111 it, 1pJiacIj 
nX en tr1 6 a do c;Ola uno dea lo-- !txdc~piou del Ibilorso, do' ei*li~o, 

&o 1973 y ci.. p-r& vtv* !I
mw.lIiIzi't! a jwrtir de lo,; dVitos &-l mmsz' 

(1 T .- e.1 
JLlo-; 1Kcr lu-d31-mcUvas flel on-twilo ( prirtMio d aljuv% L-2 

rtck-Lo
uni&i Ixr hoja~r ), y b) cl mriteria1 cairtorr fI.co y dc -.-W e! 

no~ctor r.n-xd-o do Lr
garLes del ocifl!o klc 1973, a nivel iialcipa y yor 


fa11iL-io jxor eliatmi~tu AJniitr'tlo
wjuxnxydeltf, 

4. jTh!Ai.O V PitCCISIONJ DE.AD.A 

do cuttic'r, a.:;
La~mstra day-,, priori tArIx~tTLt, jcratir el aisis 

w. rfipi £(.L* ufl aUo o nkir.,~ -i el oQji.)0rciInito y u-.D do~tN" 

cicve. do planifiec~u faxidliar, a niive) &e 8 jI'Vo 

do 1I-.F alqw~ia vcz en unl6n, dcfiddocs e~n t~niob.. dc ti-raIon­

( Csar y Cauca ),x ea (ontral y t",or~ft-ntaI ) y wrv ( urxv y 

rural. 

trdvcros ) do difertenias, siqnIficativas enuiAlstic-rb'te, Jo' 0.1. 

v-11~h10s tlc:r.' 1 yI\o mflsZ, cntre dos proptorciawse P'1 Y P2 . 
d.! confianza do! -­

resixtALa-uteb sicnab P1 > 0.20, con uri niw 
la infcerimncifl, I - w(praLLibikdii do awsrtar en 

c &Iculodel tm.CD do rucst~ra con lxis en las arltwriore-s pnrisar
TIl 

Cs el siquiecrite
 

0-4 Rt6uL)V­P3(i 

cada vabrxinvarr..oN -Es el ta m5, do 
en =16,n doll Ma pqucfo 11.03 M=2 aln.v%\-.! 

crim~~ilzonL3 urbamn', del Caiu:1i. 

El rd~s grarde : 13.003 IT2 al mTUi3 vi': c:i utx6 n dol l 

imxic~irt~x:rc16n cii la priv-ora 6 

Pro-.jorc16n ci 13 rwcinc~i msiici6n. 

-7:)
Q 'ro-,orcI6n ca.cn nta.3a Iis rc~rna (~i:~
V. 
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c-CA_ , et ittrvWOO cVO SOU('. !'tLn1, a rivu d-I zo" Y 

URI, art 

No. do ~~ f s a rr 

rici del Intervalo v.r elcI Iists'3 or.*­
sft~id-

13o. ali aziar o'itre I yCi ve!nrwv3LbUu.Lr unCc la 
Lb los svrivrnto,: s.-:Caan

ub\~' Selecc16nintvrvalo d 

tcorvaiio. 

I, Sro rarai( rvai::zina 
CrmT uim r!yctor de aTZxuhmnZa-dnto, 

h1PS 
t~iui, em esta etap~s 

teania maLchaZs ve3.-s de un 
6
seytaw 

sector cue oxitifa wv. 
lo q~u rf~t s dnio fu,-el 


mis soget~os do la niuentra.
o 

sctores qw6fl en la cartngraffa de! los 
e- Tdrntiffrcl 

do la n.rtra.1or. Icywcntas 

c.?2nlos sotores ruralefi qTrb.-c
Prrtici 6fl & a1l.znos dof- clar, paa perm'tiVr.

rn lo ficicantemnftec-tirrnff. y s:~­lmitcs naturalue!:,vis ibiese 
SA2'IIvIsi 

6 fl utilI?'an-.3 
en funci6n c ., !~­

,i~Ldad a c--Aa red.mo,c16i de iuna pro 
El critaiio aplicabo en este Clt­

pwtoNo. do 1hrjares. 
de caIi pxrto1ioms1iLi1 O~e pdbIAci6flI&prooo!IJrdefto as la ­,t cabecera runicipal,la distancia doducida segin 

vias do owujcici6 n, las± 
do Ins diferintesci~n en func16n :
googr~ficru itel ctemncora,1 a a ad d-­

caractertas 
tos de vivier'da ctservadiof er. I&laroaf.Lavidzc 

en divers ratrarha sido verificadaIeste prce>dlirdcflt co~ 1.la!s cullci.ilaTrAs rccOant3 do 
oon cubrimento rtral, 

la " EnciXsta PP'N 1P79 " (1)
 

1's ewwtaiavsen el jcarrci;v, po
g- c)eccl6n cirecta d_.frz'36a±lCad-hcxjares propiC17e2ftQ tale.; 

lan xvlaci 6 a tuiLru. ntz. _r3 d2 
ireco resultimte de 

sorte-.- ( usiuabvntla ~Ivrto finalrintClocclona&)!3 on 
) cxistentes w 

y oi n~rxo de sopentor. ( tw6rio:) 
3ubiCivnMA".(.CcWlo10 enrcw~stiaiom-parteo. Para el 

la part3 ~ra_,ed.minucIos~ruftc 

em unl6ri do la maiuxitxa so~n tc'A~.-; lar s.. 
Lawi J'Z alcjwas vez 

103 hCXgIXC9 selflccionles.dante eni 
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L' I;T1 rJCI 06. 	 PfOCED)lMEI1O1-
~ LL . *~ 

ira isel tviJo &- Ins da'tcu 
!0fl~~fl1k)C~IL~~ la. 

wk%1U3 
ur lt1wj~xi .-1 li tu-,tim-)1Qnlux CxU.Lz'iSt1Cdui

tra y pI-xua 

A~ nlA-l ck- sur-uni'rs , uwiverio total. M-03 c las 

por etrato, t.-ibI&I %xi difcerountLoS a nival de uU~V~r. 
er, r1 '-x!!air~o jxxv-.'rar .'par lb cuildkl wiivursa. total, raz6n 

doa ca~ia lio)jar y I.-.P & Ia ruocstra jar el rec~-4.
datos hicos 

factor cqrival cnta. 

IT~T es L- vt.''. L(f) de =Ia lb.Nlr y].a j'rd~,ibilId&1' final 
(,F2 ) a I"-, c-.t.-UM (fl) y del voc~mmtoIar. prx babi~IdhA~a de In 


les Ixruay*-ncx ( Tabla 4 ).
 

la 1' bh"biliaJ final 6 :-
Lai aplicdci~i del ru:fpx-oa) da 	 .. * 

iu­riuas~ratscii rte de'3ua txLah3Jzar c.-n. valomt.N. ebsLafltet se r~ *.,For la difoxjn'2pr.duia,tos, la ourrexi&ij .. !i .i.1resulta do la zrxlcnci: mc
vft de tin nuav faictor quo 
u~r final do Snflac.16ii y cl prrauxIo dec dichos factorw. 

6.2. F6mulas princiml.es doa est~maci6 ii 

(2) -,x-ra cl
Se utiliza la nc-wnclatura roerida por Kish 


de o nglcnCerado desigual65.
 

subnivrso
6.2.1. 	 A nivel do 

ran cl. Ys1yivarXCZ) Uaz6n de astifact6nR~, 

pxv:porcionas) 
&pA 41 

"I T---l 
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[SIiDIO SOULPE "EFiCIIJCIA DI DOS II[TODOS DE DISIVIDUCION 
COMl117ARIA DE A11CONC[PTIVOS, EN LOS DI'ARIAML1OS DE 

CAUCA Y C[SAR". COLOIMfIA 19RI 

S[GMIDA !iUESTRA 

Tobla 4. (Bis) - Probabilidades parciales, finales y factores de 
lnflaci6n. 

Probebilidudes Parciales Probabil idades Factcres 
finales ]nflarikn 

UPII S'.. Urb. Seg. Rur. Urbona Rural Urbana'1 Rur1l 

r R
Estrato f I f 2 u f 2 R f u f R F U 

1 1.00 1/7.91 1/63.5 1/7.91 1/63.5 8 63
 

2 0.44 1/3.10 1/21.67 1/7.05 1/49.2 7 49 

0.48 1/3.41 1/24.75 1/7.1 1/51.6 7 52
 

4 1.00 1/2.19 1/45.33 1/2.19 1/45.3 2 45
 

E 0.39 1/1.25 1/13.75 1/3.2 1/35.3 3 35
 

& 0.36 1/1.29 1/11.75 1/3.6 1/32.6 4 33
 

7 1.00 1/15.81 1/37.33 1/15.8 1/37.3 16 37
 

8 0.53 1/12.83 1/38.00 1/24.2 1/71.7 24 72
 

9 0.27 1/4.94 1/6.75 1/18.3 1/25.0 18 25
 

10 1.00 1/6.32 1/24.00 1/6.3 1/24.0 6 24
 

11 1.00 1/13.00 1/49.00 1/13.0 1/49.0 13 49
 

]2 0.49 1/5.84 1/32.50 1/11.9 1/66.3 12 66
 



i.t ulCS4do las 12T ~.'4A enmj~ ~.. ~~o:,L za 

1
v(:zi $,a wn.'~I~l) diferemtA.s U11.4 .w L.~SCI 

u 

es el va~lor cie la variable r-n 13 "T j du1 :l 

do 13 Luj..' P&n/s 

u.sla M!I j , del, eg mfto .3 , do laUP ce. 

es al fasctor final die inflnci6n a nivel, del sc-L-t 

d4Le la 11:4 Pe, variable en las zomias urbxas 

ruralen 

C.2.2. Para ci. cmjirato del uni~vxso 

u 1- 1,2r -- o 8 son ca&a una do ion. 

7. CAI1CULO DE rnnfou'JS DE *%UETrXEO 

7. 1. Para esti'riiciones a nivol. do su-universo" 

ia ra6:) dc, ast~maci 6 nl ixt el L--l­OQs(r4):irror cstaniar die 
uaIvero u 

So propane utilizar ci rrodelo prq~ue~sto pr !Ush tura' 
( evseleccioal3oq sist"UStcXwfltetreo de cx-cj1cwerados 

tulo 6, Serxi6n C.5 c ). Una excelente roi: 3 
1%-F-slos errores do jmjestreo puco~e obtenersc a im-tir d, 

ventos estudiado. 



13. 

3&-. IUsiD)'-.q d1fem-uLhiv cusi-&S,1,&~ tf&mitc', do 
do~ 1&s Plifrau (if! 1cumda3) i Col C 

a] ct.1A4ccilde.1t 
l 2*# 	cc~ r tlos wtpunt~oOCie na1cc.riildIo 

4-b 

2 D 1 

de' difeav'os~da
Z *;~ible s i ficr 	

:Ix' 

else M.ntOS, Spparan~jo cada W.I
 

es ol prnar cog.*vnto da Un !xnr uS%
 

mn~ci~A.9U)'I ,~y-,cto &Il citiin inr
 

total
a nivel 10ul.niver!si7.2. 	 vaaq-bcq.%-

error dio F.ue~steo se calcaila a'i~n ~ ~l 
El n.a3 :~' ,, .-rmul.tei~'liJas difcLv--iciasnnte, h~aO :.t 
iLI culjufltOo sC-E.rvltDS de In 
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VARIABLE 

KNOWLEDGE OF AT LEAST 

ONE METhOD (Current­

ly married fecund)
 

Cesar Control 
Cesar Experimental 
Cauca Control 
Cauca Experimental 

CURRENT USE (Current­
ly marriied fecund 
non-pregnant) 

Cesar Control 

Cesar Experimental 

Cauca Control 

Cauca Experimental 


for selected variablesand confidence limitsStandard errors Cauca
for the First Survey by intervention group: Cesar and 

OBSERVED STANDARD 
VALUE ERROR 

(Proportion) (Conglom-
merates) 

0.97 0.012 
0.98 0.014 
0.80 0.073 
0.73 0.037 

0.50 0.005 
0.36 0.033 
0.37 0.049 
0.24 0.018 

__,_ _ __ 

EFFECTCOFDNELVLDESIGN 
CE V r so 
Seo
9n579ior noS 90% 


uperior Deff WO!rtnferior Superior Inferior 

0.95 0.99 2.20 1.48 4S
 
0.95 0.99 


1.00 2.59 1.61

0.95 1.00 0.96 


8.74 2.96
0.68 0.92
0.65 0.95 

1.35 1.16 190.67 0.790.66 0.80 

0.51 0.037 0.193
0.49
0.49 0.51 

1.00 21
0.31 0.41 1.00
0.29 0.43 
 A
0.45 2.340 1.530


0.27 0.47 0.29 

0.27 0.290 0.530
0.21
0.20 0.28 




Standard errors and confidence limits for 5elecLed
 

-iariabhles for the Second Survey by intervention group:
 

Cesar and Cauca
 

DESIGN EFFECT1
IOBSERVED STA*::DARD CONFIDENCE LEVEL 

VARIABLE VALUE ERROR I 
1 9- SZ 

(Proportion) (Conglom--
 Deaf
Ineria Superior nferior uperior
merates) 


OF AT LEASTKNOWLEDGE 

ONE METHOD (Currently
 
married fecund)
 1.00 95.80 9.79 :


1.00 0.92

0.99 0.043 0.90 


Cesar Control 1.00 50.00 7.07 381
 
0.050 0.88 1.00 0.90 


Cesar Experimental 0.98 1.00 250.00 15.81 464
1.00 0.82


0.98 0.100 0.78 

Cauca Control 1.00 15.00 3.87 45
1.00 0.96
0.018 0.95

Cauca Experimental 0.99 


CURRENT USE (Currently
 
married fecund non­
pregnant)
 2.75 1.66 201
0.34 0.54


0.44 0.058 0.32 0.56 
7.53 2.74 16'Cesar Control 0.65
0.69 0.30
0.107
Cesar Experimental 0.48 0.27 
1.75 1.32 25
0.44 0.58


0.51 0.041 0.43 0.59 

Cauca Control 0.65 5.66 2.38 27
0.68 0.43
0.54 0.069 0.40

Cauca Experimental 


I_.­



Sjgnifica nce of differences between the First and Second 

Survey for selected variables according to intervention 

group: Cesar and Cauca 

Tetwt_5 
VAW.E 

---­ '--[OBSERME 

aKn'eI (currently 

garried f ecund) Cesar Control 

CsrExperi.Cauca Control 

Cauca ExPerL. 

0.97 

0.980.80 

0.73 

Cesar Control 

CsrExperi.Cauca Control 

Cauca Exp~ri. 

.005x 

090.9 

0.99 0.041 1 

CUV3EWT USE (Current­

ly married fecund 

nonprqflnt Cea otoCeanotrl 

Cesar ExPeri. 

Cac onrl 
Cauca ExPeri. 

.0 
05 

0.36 

0.37 
0.24 

Cesar Control 

Cesar Experi. 

Cauca Control 
auca Experi. 

0.44 
0.48 

0.51 
o.54 

0.057 
0.110 

0.064 
.3 

x 

x 

x 


