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rect effect on knowledge of family plan-
ning methods—most likely reflecting of-
ficial family planning programs’ use of
such groups as information channels. 

It is also likely that these formal dis-
semination activities stimulate informal
discussions among the members of
women’s groups. Members of women’s
groups were more likely to discuss fami-
ly planning than were women in religious
groups, in which formal dissemination ac-
tivities are probably less common. If
women’s groups merely replicated tight-
ly knit core social networks, though, the
increased discussion occurring within
them would have little effect on extend-
ing a woman’s social network. Since
woman’s groups are often a heteroge-
neous collection of women,29 the increased
discussions that occur within them are
likely to bring together women who might
not otherwise interact.

However, proximity to extended net-
work members alone appears to be in-
sufficient in explaining the differences be-
tween women’s groups and other clubs.
Women in religious groups were no more
likely than nonmembers to have discussed
family planning with their extended net-
work, and no more likely to have dis-
cussed family planning with their core
network. Also, it is reasonable to believe
that participation in a sports club affords
men the opportunity to interact with in-
dividuals outside of their core network.
Therefore, it seems that while women’s
groups may increase the potential to dis-
cuss family planning within extended net-
works, they also appear to activate this po-
tential by stimulating discussions
involving family planning.

Earlier research focused on the eco-
nomic activities of women’s groups as fa-
cilitating contraceptive use,30 but our
analysis finds that two additional factors

associated with
women’s groups may
facilitate  use among
members. First, com-
pared with members of
religious groups, mem-
bers of women’s groups
appear to be more like-
ly to discuss family
planning, possibly be-
cause of greater expo-
sure to this information
within their group. In
addition, the greater
heterogeneity within
women’s groups in-
creases the likelihood
that members will dis-

Discussion of family planning within an
extended network was associated with
greater knowledge of family planning
methods. This suggests that extended net-
works may influence family planning de-
cision-making by increasing the knowl-
edge base upon which such decisions are
made. Women who had discussed fami-
ly planning with their extended network
were also more likely to approve of fam-
ily planning. Extending social interaction
beyond one’s core network may also mod-
ify the social environment within which
such decisions occur. By broadening an in-
dividual’s reference group, extended so-
cial networks may stimulate a reassess-
ment of whether social norms oppose or
support family planning. 

Our results partially support earlier
findings28 that associations between group
membership and contraceptive knowl-
edge and use vary by group type. Of the
four groups with enough respondents to
allow for a between-group analysis (i.e.,
men’s and women’s religious groups,
women’s groups and sports clubs), only
membership in a women’s group had a di-

cuss family planning within an extended
social network. 

While we believe that our findings lend
support to the hypothesis that communi-
ty groups may promote the diffusion of
family planning through the development
of extended social networks, the nature of
the data that we used limits the strength
of this conclusion. The identification of
core and extended networks would be en-
hanced with the collection of sociometric
data, where respondents are asked to list
the specific individuals with whom they
interact, the frequency of these interac-
tions and whether they had discussed
family planning with each individual.31

Lacking any specific information on the
group activities to which respondents

Table 5. Percentage of women and men who
had a family planning discussion in the past
year, by network and discussion partner

Network and partner Women Men

Anyone 70.6 76.7***

Core network 64.1 70.1***
Spouse 51.5 62.3***
Friends 45.3 47.5
Other relatives 34.1 33.4
Parents 14.4 13.9

Extended network 53.6 57.0
Health care worker 34.3 26.5***
Coworkers 33.1 39.7***
Religious leaders 24.3 24.2
Community leaders 17.7 21.8*
School teachers 17.1 23.7***

*p<.05. ***p<.001.

Table 6. Percentage of women and men, by awareness, approval
and use of family planning, according to whether and within which
network they had discussed family planning in the past year

Network Aware of Approve Ever Currently
5 methods of family used family use family

planning planning planning

Women
None 28.7* 55.2* 11.9* 5.4*
With core network only 51.8 81.5 40.0 23.4
With core and 

extended networks 68.1 89.5 57.3 33.6

Men
None 27.4* 60.2* 18.0* 8.3*
With core network only 50.3 88.5 45.7 18.9
With core and 

extended networks 65.2 93.4 57.7 32.4

*Difference within column is statistically significant at p<.01 (chi-square test).

Table 7. Odds ratios (and standard errors) from
multivariate analyses showing likelihood of
family planning awareness, approval and use,
by sex and network within which they had dis-
cussed family planning, according to whether
model adjusts for background characteristics

Measure and Unadjusted Adjusted
network

AWARE OF 5 METHODS
Women
Core network only 2.67 (0.31)* 2.04 (0.30)*
Core and extended 

networks 5.32 (0.13)† 3.56 (0.11)†

Men
Core network only 2.69 (0.34)* 1.74 (0.26)*
Core and extended 

networks 4.98 (0.13)† 3.15 (0.12)†

APPROVE OF FAMILY PLANNING
Women
Core network only 3.57 (0.28)* 2.04 (0.12)*
Core and extended 

networks 6.90 (0.20)† 3.98 (0.17)†

Men
Core network only 5.07 (0.26)* 4.48 (0.24)*
Core and extended 

networks 9.39 (0.23)† 7.02 (0.23)†

EVER USED FAMILY PLANNING
Women 
Core network only 4.92 (0.29)* 4.12 (0.23)*
Core and extended 

networks 9.91 (0.33)† 9.04 (0.30)†

Men
Core network only 3.84 (0.30)* 2.90 (0.24)*
Core and extended 

networks 6.21 (0.34)† 3.98 (0.31)†

CURRENTLY USE FAMILY PLANNING
Women 
Core network only 5.29 (0.25)* 5.21 (0.24)*
Core and extended 

networks 8.78 (0.36)† 8.33 (0.31)†

Men 
Core network only 2.56 (0.27)* 1.84 (0.25)*
Core and extended 

networks 5.27 (0.20)† 3.20 (0.17)†

*Significantly different from “no discussion” group at p<.05. †Sig-
nificantly different from “core network only” group at p<.05. Note:
Adjusted odds ratios control for education, urban/rural residence,
province, marital status, age, parity, socioeconomic status, ex-
posure to radio messages and club membership.


