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status for different values of the household asset compo-
nents (Figure 1).* At the lowest end of the household as-
set scale (i.e., two standard deviations below the mean), 
contraceptive use was more likely among women with a 
migrant husband than among those with a nonmigrant 
husband (predicted probabilities, 0.10 and 0.06, respec-
tively). As wealth increased, the probability of contracep-
tive use gradually increased among woman with a nonmi-
grant husband, but declined slightly among women with a 
migrant husband. So, at one standard deviation below the 
mean of household assets, contraceptive use was the same 
for women with migrant and nonmigrant husbands (0.09 
each). At the highest end of the household asset scale (i.e., 
two standard deviations above the mean), contraceptive 
use was substantially more likely among women with a 

household affluence was measured at the time of the sur-
vey, it is still an adequate proxy for household well-being 
in this model, considering the relatively short observation 
span, as well as the fact that assets are usually accrued over 
a period of time and represent the cumulative wealth of the 
household. In addition, we included controls for the num-
ber of households in the village and the location and year 
of the survey. Again, we used the GLIMMIX procedure for 
binary outcomes to fit this model; it allowed the intercept 
of the outcome variable to vary randomly not only by vil-
lage, but also by woman, because pregnancies are also clus-
tered within women.

RESULTS

Overall, 41% of women surveyed had a migrant husband 
(Table 1, page 126). The mean age of the sample was 33 
years; on average, women were five years younger than 
their husband. Only 13% of women reported working 
outside the home. Most women had two or more chil-
dren—64% percent both girls and boys, 16% only boys 
and 8% only girls; the remainder had only one child (6% 
a boy and 4% a girl). Three-fourths reported not wanting 
to have any more children. Eight percent of women were 
currently using the IUD, and 2% were currently using the 
pill. Half had ever had an abortion; among those, the mean 
number of abortions was 2.7.

Migration and Contraceptive Use
In an initial analysis of husband’s seasonal migration status 
and current contraceptive use without control measures 
(Table 2, page 127), women with a migrant husband had 
47% lower odds than those with a nonmigrant husband 
of using the pill or IUD (odds ratio, 0.5). The addition of 
controls in the second model only slightly attenuated the 
strong negative association between migration and contra-
ceptive use.

The third model included interaction terms for hus-
band’s migration status and household assets, but the re-
sult did not change substantially: Women with a migrant 
husband had 44% lower odds than other women of using 
the pill or IUD (odds ratio, 0.6). The conditional effect of 
the household assets components—representing the effect 
of affluence on contraceptive use for women in nonmi-
grant households—was positive. A one-unit increase in the 
secondary-needs assets component was associated with 
a 29% increase in the odds of contraceptive use among 
women with a nonmigrant husband; a one-unit increase in 
the primary-needs assets component was associated with 
a 22% increase in the outcome. For women with a migrant 
husband, however, the effect of household economic well-
being—represented by the combined effects of household 
asset components and the interaction terms—tells a differ-
ent story.

For easier understanding and interpretation of the rela-
tionship between migration, household economic well-be-
ing and contraceptive use, we present the predicted proba-
bility of current contraceptive use by husband’s migration 

*For simplicity and to understand the overall effect of household afflu-
ence on contraceptive use, each value on the x-axis represents the val-
ues of both household assets components.

TABLE 3. Odds ratios from random-intercept logistic regres-
sion models assessing the likelihood that a pregnancy end-
ed in induced abortion, by selected characteristics

Characteristic Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Migration status of husband
Nonmigrant (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Migrant 1.24† 0.95 0.98

Age na 1.08** 1.08**
Age difference from husband na 0.98 0.98
Age at marriage na 0.93† 0.93†

Education
≤secondary (ref) na 1.00 1.00
≥vocational na 0.90 0.88

Husband’s education
≤secondary (ref) na 1.00 1.00
≥vocational na 0.98 0.97

Employed outside the home
No (ref) na 1.00 1.00
Yes na 1.59 1.58

Sex composition of children
1 child: boy na 0.02** 0.02**
1 child: girl na 0.02** 0.02**
≥2 children: boys only na 0.94 0.95
≥2 children: girls only na 0.16** 0.16**
≥2 children: boys and girls (ref) na 1.00 1.00

Household asset
component—secondary na 1.22* 1.30**

Household asset
component—primary na 1.38** 1.45**

Migrant*secondary assets na na 0.79
Migrant*primary assets na na 0.77
No. of households in village na 1.02 1.02

Survey location/year
Gegharkunik/2007 (ref) na 1.00 1.00
Ararat/2005 na 0.76 0.75
Tavush/2005 na 0.56* 0.58*

–2 res log pseudo-likelihood 8,990.8 10,044.2 10,057.4

*p<.05. **p<.01. †p<.10. Notes: ref=reference group. na=not applicable. 
Only pregnancies in the five years before the survey or since marriage (if 
married less than five years before survey) are considered.  Analytic sample 
contained 2,055 pregrancies.


