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Analysis
To test for sample selection bias, we compared partner and
relationship characteristics of partnerships in our restrict-
ed sample (i.e., partners aged 18–24 and living in Kisumu)
with those of partnerships that were excluded from this
sample (i.e., partners not in this age-group or residing out-
side Kisumu). We evaluated participation bias by com-
paring the partners who were interviewed (i.e., those in the
matched-couples sample) with those who were eligible but
were not interviewed—because they were not contacted by
the respondent, not found or refused to be interviewed. To
assess selective partnership reporting, we compared the
number and type of sexual relationships reported by men
and women in both the all-partnerships and restricted-
partnerships samples. Although the all-partnerships sam-
ple suffers from selection bias and, hence, the mean num-
ber of partners reported by men and women could differ,
in the restricted-partnerships sample, their average num-
ber and type of partnerships theoretically should be the
same.

To explore whether sample selection is primarily re-
sponsible for the gender differences in sexual behaviors
that are often reported, we compared the level of aggregate
agreement by gender in our all-partnerships and restrict-
ed samples across a variety of behaviors. If sample selec-
tion bias is driving these differences, then agreement be-
tween men’s and women’s reported behaviors should be
greater in the restricted sample than in the sample of all
partnerships. We would expect to find the greatest agree-
ment in our matched-couples sample, which eliminates se-
lection bias, but may overstate agreement between part-
ners because it suffers from participation bias. Finally, we
assessed the degree to which selective partner reporting is
responsible for differences in other reported sexual be-
haviors by testing whether gender differences persist after
controlling for type of relationship reported in our sample

of all partnerships. In the all-partnerships and restricted-
partnerships samples, aggregate gender differences were
assessed using chi-square tests for categorical variables
and t tests for continuous ones. Z tests were used to assess
differences in the all-partnerships adjusted sample. In our
matched-couples sample, we used McNemar’s statistic for
dichotomous variables, chi-square tests for other categor-
ical variables and Wilcoxon signed rank tests for continu-
ous variables to account for the paired reporting of the
same sexual behaviors.

In addition to assessing aggregate differences, we also
evaluated the level of agreement (or concordance) be-
tween men’s and women’s reports of partner characteris-
tics, relationship characteristics and sexual behaviors in
matched couples. Agreement was measured by both the
crude agreement and Cohen’s kappa for all categorical
variables. Crude agreement, which is the total percentage
of men and women who agree across all response cate-
gories, is highly dependent on the number of categories.
Kappa statistics are generally considered to be a better
measure of concordance, because they determine whether
the level of agreement is significantly higher than the level
expected to occur by chance. However, these statistics are
known to underestimate agreement for events with very
low or very high probabilities.18 In general, kappa coeffi-
cients indicate weak agreement when between 0.00 and
0.20, fair agreement between 0.21 and 0.40, moderate
agreement between 0.41 and 0.60, substantial agreement
between 0.61 and 0.80, and strong to nearly perfect agree-
ment above 0.80.15 Kappa statistics indicate interpartner
reliability, but they cannot determine whether one or the
other partner is telling the truth. Pairwise correlation co-
efficients were used to assess the level of agreement for the
continuous variables (partner’s age, mean relationship du-
ration, month of first sex and mean number of months be-
fore  first sex).
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TABLE 1. Selected characteristics of respondents’ partnerships, among all partnerships and matched couples, by gender and
type of sample

Characteristic All partnerships Matched couples

Women Men Women Men

Not Restricted Not Restricted Not Interviewed Not Interviewed
restricted restricted interviewed interviewed
(N=392) (N=157) (N=420) (N=330) (N=226) (N=141) (N=244) (N=149)

Partner’s age (first month) 24.6 20.5*** 16.8 18.5*** 24.0 23.1 18.3 17.9
Duration of relationship (mos.) 36.2 25.9*** 18.6 18.1 35.8 34.2 16.2 20.4
Relationship ongoing 80.1 87.9 62.1 70.4* 82.9 97.9*** 58.5 90.5***
Type of relationship (last month)
Spouse 39.5 34.4 6.2 14.5*** 46.3 61.7*** 8.0 24.2***
Fiancé(e) 13.0 14.0 7.1 13.0 7.9 14.9 9.3 14.1
Serious boyfriend/girlfriend 21.9 31.2 32.9 24.2 19.4 18.4 24.4 31.5
Dating partner 14.5 12.7 19.8 18.5 13.4 2.8 17.8 13.4
Casual partner 8.4 6.4 24.5 20.6 9.7 2.1 24.0 13.4
One-night stand/CSW 0.5 0.0 8.1 7.9 0.0 0.0 16.0 2.0
Separated/other 2.0 1.3 1.4 1.2 3.2 0.0 0.4 1.3

Man gave woman gifts/money 82.1 82.8 66.1 75.5** 85.6 79.4 70.7 78.4
Woman  gave man gifts/money 43.6 44.9 45.0 48.6 40.7 41.4 42.9 47.0

*p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001. Notes: Figures are percentages unless noted otherwise. Chi-square and t tests were used to assess differences in the all-partnerships sam-
ple; McNemar, Wilcoxon signed rank and chi-square tests were used for the matched-couples sample. “Restricted” samples included only partners aged 18–24 and
residing in Kisumu. CSW=commercial sex worker.


