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Condam Usesand ItsDeterm nantsof M aleM igrants n Urban Chiha Zheng Zhenzhen, Zhou Yun

tion and Labor Econanics Chinese Acadeny of Social Sciences Beijing 100732
Abstract Objectiver To understand condam uses anong single and married migrants and its deteminants  facilitate safe
sxual life anong migrants M ethods Datawas fram a questionnaire survey anong 18 - 40 years old migrant males in urban
Beijing in 2004 by a stratified quota samplingwith a sample size of 885 Results Proportion of ever used condomswas high a
mong themigrants Condam useswere highly related © age, marital status, educational attairment, occupation, aswell as re-
lated knowledges Conclusion: The potential market of condam is large anong migrants, $ multiplewaysof ervice providing
should be implemented o meet various needs of groups in different age, marital status, and with different occupations
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