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in the score for overall ideation was asso-
ciated with about a 40% increase in the
odds of using a modern method.

Religion was the only social or demo-
graphic characteristic that had a consid-
erable influence on contraceptive use.
Compared with other religious affiliations,
Christianity was associated with a more
than fourfold increase in women’s odds
of modern method use (4.1–4.2). Curi-
ously, the effect of education appears neg-
ative, although not statistically significant.

Finally, Model 1 shows that even when
prior contraceptive use and current over-
all ideation were taken into account, hav-
ing been exposed to the GO campaign had
a significant positive influence on contra-
ceptive use. Exposure to the campaign was
associated with an 80% increase in the odds
of using a modern method (1.8). When the
ideational factors were introduced indi-
vidually in Model 2, the effects of campaign
exposure remained positive and significant
(1.8). As can be seen from the results of
Model 3, the Bollen test did not provide any
statistical evidence of endogeneity.*

Evidence from Service Statistics
Service data from eight of the 12 GO sites
provide supplementary evidence of the
impact of the GO campaign. For the pur-
pose of comparison, data from non-GO
sites within the same region as the GO
sites are also presented.

Figure 1 (page 192) shows the variation
in the mean number of new clients per
clinic in GO sites during the reference pe-
riod. Obviously, the campaign launch led
to a conspicuous increase in clinic per-
formance, as measured by the number of
new clients. The mean number of new
clients per month increased significantly,
from 25.1 for the six months preceding the
launch to 34.9 for the six months follow-
ing the launch (t=2.22, p≤.05). Much of the
increase in client flow, however, occurred
at the very beginning of the campaign, im-
mediately following the onset of launch
activities. The mean number of clients for
May 1999 (52.4), which marked the be-
ginning of launch activities, was more
than double the figure for the previous
month (25.5). The spike in client flow was
promptly followed by a decline in mean
number of clients; however, six months
after the launch, clinic performance still

*The test of endogeneity is the z-statistic associated with
the coefficients of the error term of the endogenous vari-
able. In the presence of endogeneity, the error term would
be expected to be significant. We can therefore conclude
that the results presented under models 1 and 2 ade-
quately describe the influence of campaign exposure on
contraceptive use.

Table 6. Percentage distribution and selected mean values of study participants by selected
characteristics, and odds ratios showing likelihood of modern contraceptive use, according
to model (N=571)

Characteristic %/mean Odds ratio

Model 1� Model 2� Model 3§

IDEATION/PRIOR METHOD USE
Prior contraceptive use
Modern 15.6 5.76*** 5.58*** 7.40***
Traditional 22.2 1.27 1.18 1.48
None, intending to use modern 32.0 1.49 1.46 1.83
None, not intending to use modern (ref) 30.2 1.00 1.00 1.00

Current ideation
Mean 2.6 1.41*** na 1.04
Estimated error na na na 1.41

No. of modern methods known 4.7 na 3.11** na

Approves of family planning
Yes 72.8 na 1.48 na
No (ref) 18.2 na 1.00 na

Partner/spouse approves of family planning
Yes 37.6 na 1.10 na
No (ref) 62.4 na 1.00 na

Discusses family planning with partner/spouse
Yes 45.2 na 1.34 na
No 54.8 na 1.00 na

Discusses family planning with other people
Yes 32.4 na 1.42 na
No 67.6 na 1.00 na

SOCIAL/DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
Education
No education (ref) 18.2 1.00 1.00 1.00
Primary 25.9 0.87 0.85 1.07
≥secondary 55.9 0.73 0.63 1.06

Religion
Christian 77.1 4.11** 4.18** 4.37**
Non-Christian (ref) 22.9 1.00 1.00 1.00

Region of residence
Southwest (ref) 18.6 1.00 1.00 1.00
North 27.1 0.59 0.65 0.46
West/Littoral 19.3 0.81 0.73 0.69
Center 35.0 0.82 0.84 0.67

Age-group
<25 years (ref) 41.3 1.00 1.00 1.00
25�34 28.9 0.99 0.95 1.11
≥35 29.8 1.20 1.09 1.35

Parity
0 (ref) 26.4 1.00 1.00 1.00
1�3 37.1 0.75 0.68 0.88
4�6 22.1 0.85 0.77 1.04
≥7 14.4 1.35 1.33 1.66

Prior exposure to family planning messages
Mean no. 1.35 1.04 1.01 1.09

% exposed to other messages in past 12 months
Yes 36.1 1.16 1.07 1.19
No (ref) 63.9 1.00 1.00 1.00

CAMPAIGN
Campaign exposure
Exposed 36.8 1.80* 1.75* 2.48
Not exposed 63.2 1.00 1.00 1.00
Estimated error from campaign exposure na na na 0.89

% of variance explained (pseudo-R2) 20.1 21.3 20.3
Hosmer-Lemeshow χ2 (8 groups) 4.58 7.44 6.14
p of χ2 .599 .282 .407
% correctly classified 82.5 83.2 82.7

*p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001. �Campaign exposure and ideation assumed exogenous; overall ideation score used. �Campaign exposure
and ideation assumed exogenous; various components of ideation introduced individually. §Campaign exposure and ideation assumed
endogenous. Notes: ref=reference group. na=not applicable.


