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RESULTS

Descriptive
Women in the analytic sample had a mean age of 30.5. 
Ninety-eight percent were younger than their partners; 
43% were younger by 10 or more years (Table 2, page 
41). Nearly 60% were Muslim, and 69% were employed. 
In 32% of couples, neither partner had any education; in 
10%, both had only a primary education. In 40% of cou-
ples, educational attainment differed between partners; in 
three-quarters of these cases, the man had more educa-
tion than the woman. The sample was distributed fairly 
equally among the three household wealth categories. 
About 63% of the couples were from a northern region, 
69% lived in rural areas and 31% were in a polygynous 
union. In 53% of the couples, the two partners reported 
the same number of living children, while in 41% the man 
reported more children than his partner did. Fertility in-
tentions were aligned in two-fifths of couples: In 18%, both 
partners wanted a child within two years, while in 23% 
both wanted a child after two years or did not want any 
(or any more) children. Only 18% of couples were using a 
contraceptive method; 10% (or 54% of couples practicing 
contraception) were using a method that required coop-
eration of the male partner (i.e., a couple method).

Bivariate 
The key independent variable, partners’ age difference, was 
negatively associated with contraceptive use (Table 3, page  
41), indicating that the smaller the age difference between 
marital partners, the more likely the woman was to use a 
method. Specifically, couples with an age difference of less 
than five years or of 5–9 years were more likely than those 
with a difference of 10 or more years to be practicing con-
traception, whether they were using a couple method (rela-
tive risk ratios, 1.4–1.9) or a non–couple method (1.7–2.2). 
All of the other independent variables were also associ-
ated with current contraceptive use (p<.001 for each; not 
shown).

Multivariate
The negative bivariate association between partners’ age 
difference and contraceptive use was no longer significant 
in multivariate models that controlled for respondents’ in-
dividual and joint characteristics with partners (Table 4). 
However, associations with both contraceptive categories 
were found for several other measures in the multivariate 
analyses. The likelihood that a woman and her partner 
were using a couple method rather than no method was 
greater if at least one partner had a primary or higher edu-
cation than if both had no education (relative risk ratios, 
1.9–2.2). Most of these associations were also apparent for 
non–couple methods (2.8–4.0). Household wealth was 
also positively associated with contraceptive use; couples 
with a medium level of wealth were more likely than cou-
ples with a low level of wealth to be using a couple method 
rather than no method (1.6), and those in the high wealth 
group had an elevated likelihood of using a couple meth-

this study) because of the NDHS age restriction. In addi-
tion, information on duration of marriage with the current 
partner was not available in the data set and could not be 
controlled for in this analysis.

TABLE 4. Adjusted relative risk ratios (and 95% confidence intervals) from multi- 
nomial logistic regression analyses examining associations between women’s and 
couples’ characteristics and contraceptive use, by method type 

Characteristic Couple method 
vs. nonuse

Non–couple method  
vs. nonuse

Age difference†
<5 0.99 (0.76–1.30) 0.92 (0.67–1.26)
5–9 1.01 (0.79–1.28) 1.11 (0.83–1.47)
≥10 (ref) 1.00 1.00

Age
15–24 0.55 (0.39–0.76)*** 0.77 (0.54–1.10)
25–34 (ref) 1.00 1.00
≥35 1.08 (0.87–1.35) 0.92 (0.71–1.20)

Religion
Islam (ref) 1.00 1.00
Catholic 1.42 (0.91–2.20) 1.23 (0.76–1.99)
Other Christian 1.60 (1.19–2.16)** 1.04 (0.73–1.49)
Other 1.44 (0.68–3.02) 1.41 (0.54–3.63)

Employment
None (ref) 1.00 1.00
Professional 1.35 (0.84–2.15) 0.82 (0.50–1.35)
Sales/service 1.50 (1.14–1.98)** 1.03 (0.75–1.44)
Agriculture/other 1.17 (0.81–1.69) 0.98 (0.62–1.53)

Couple’s education
Both none (ref) 1.00 1.00
Both primary 2.17 (1.38–3.41)** 1.95 (0.87–4.34)
Both ≥secondary 2.08 (1.32–3.29)** 4.01 (1.89–8.49)***
Man’s > woman’s 2.09 (1.43–3.05)*** 2.77 (1.32–5.80)**
Woman’s > man’s 1.94 (1.23–3.08)** 3.49 (1.62–7.54)**

Household wealth
Low (ref) 1.00 1.00
Medium 1.57 (1.14–2.16)** 1.55 (0.96–2.51)
High 2.84 (1.96–4.11)*** 2.81 (1.68–4.68)***

Region
South West (ref) 1.00 1.00
North Central 0.86 (0.66–1.17) 0.31 (0.22–0.46)***
North East 0.45 (0.30–0.66)*** 0.06 (0.02–0.12)***
North West 0.32 (0.21–0.48)*** 0.03 (0.01–0.08)***
South East 0.51 (0.33–0.79)** 0.97 (0.66–1.43)
South South 0.68 (0.49–0.94)* 1.04 (0.75–1.44)

Residence
Urban (ref) 1.00 1.00
Rural 0.90 (0.70–1.14) 0.82 (0.63–1.08)

Marriage type
Monogamous (ref) 1.00 1.00
Polygynous 0.79 (0.58–1.06) 0.36 (0.22–0.59)***

Fertility intentions
Both want child soon (ref) 1.00 1.00
Both want to space/limit 5.38 (3.57–8.11)*** 2.37 (1.62–3.46)***
Woman wants child soon;  

man wants to space/limit 2.01 (1.21–3.34)** 1.84 (1.16–2.89)**
Woman wants to space/limit; 

man wants child soon 5.51 (3.48–8.72)*** 2.77 (1.73–4.44)***
Other 5.11 (3.37–7.74)*** 2.37 (1.60–3.51)***

Couple’s no. of living children
Same number (ref) 1.00 1.00
Woman’s > man’s 1.08 (0.71–1.65) 0.46 (0.25–0.83)*
Man’s > woman’s 1.08 (0.82–1.41) 0.81 (0.58–1.13)

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †Husband’s age minus wife’s age.


