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partner’s provision of basic and auxiliary financial support 
(odds ratios, 1.1–1.2; Table 2), but not with her financia  
motivation to begin the relationship. Compared with rela-
tionships in which women had a similar-age partner, those 
in which women had a partner fi e or more years older 
were more likely to involve partner’s provision of basic 
and auxiliary financial support and the woman’s being 
financially motivated to begin the relationship (1.8–2.0). 
And compared with starting a relationship with a partner 
who was in school and not employed, starting one with 
someone employed and not in school was positively asso-
ciated with all three outcomes (2.1–2.9); starting a rela-
tionship with someone in school and employed was also 
positively associated with all three outcomes (2.0–2.1), but 
was only marginally significant

Models examining block 3 variables and including 
block 1 and 2 variables showed that being in a relationship 
with an older partner was associated with higher average 

levels of power disparity (coefficient, 0.3), but not emo-
tional investment. Compared with relationships in which 
partners provided no basic or auxiliary financial support, 
those in which partners provided such support were 
associated with higher levels of power disparity (0.3–1.0) 
and emotional investment (0.5–0.7). Likewise, compared 
with relationships for which women’s financial motiva-
tions were not at all important for their starting, those for 
which such motivations were very important were associ-
ated with higher levels of power disparity and emotional 
investment (0.4 each). Involvement with a partner who 
was not in school or employed at the start of the relation-
ship (rather than with one who was in school and not 
employed) was associated with lower emotional invest-
ment (–0.6).

In analyses including all other independent variables, 
relationships with older partners had nearly twice the odds 
of those with similar-age partners of involving cohabitation 
or marriage (odds ratio, 1.9). Likewise, relationships with 
partners who were not attending school at the start of the 
relationship were substantially more likely than those with 
partners who were attending school but unemployed to 
result in cohabitation or marriage (4.3–4.9). Respondents’ 
own age at the start of the relationship was not associated 
with marriage or cohabitation. For each of the financia  
variables, the “very much” or “very important” category 
was  positively associated with the relationship involving 
cohabitation or marriage. And finall , a higher power dis-
parity score was positively associated with cohabitation or 
marriage (1.8); however, this was not the case for greater 
emotional investment.

In logistic regression models, the unadjusted odds of a 
birth or pregnancy were 84% higher in relationships with 
older partners than in those with similar-age partners 
(odds ratio, 1.8; Table 3); a woman’s own age at the start 
of the relationship was negatively associated with the ado-
lescent fertility (0.9), but only marginally significant. The 
odds of adolescent pregnancy or childbearing with part-
ners who were employed but not in school at the start of 
the relationship were greater than with those who were in 
school and not employed, although this difference was not 
statistically significant; adolescent fertility, however, was 
positively associated with having a partner who was nei-
ther in school nor employed (3.1). Relationships involv-
ing provision of basic financial support were more likely 
than those involving none to result in adolescent preg-
nancy or childbearing (4.2–4.8); auxiliary financial sup-
port was not associated with fertility, and reporting that 
financial motivations were very important for entry into 
a relationship (rather than not at all important) was posi-
tively associated with the outcome (2.0), although only 
marginally significant. A one-standard-deviation increase 
in power disparity was associated with a 46% increase 
in the odds of adolescent fertility; emotional investment 
was not significantly associated with the outcome. Finally, 
cohabiting with or being married to a partner was strongly 
positively associated with adolescent fertility (6.7).

TABLE 1. Selected characteristics of relationships among 
female survey participants, Agomanya and Juapong, 
Ghana, 2013

Characteristic %/mean  
(N=365)

Adolescent fertility in the relationship
No 83.0
Yes 17.0

BLOCK 1
Women’s mean age at start of relationship (SD) 16.84 (1.98)

Partner’s relative age
Not ≥5 years older 56.0
≥5 years older 44.0

Partner’s school/work status at start of  
relationship
In school, not employed 49.8
Not in school, employed 35.5
In school, employed 7.8
Not in school, not employed 6.9

BLOCK 2
Basic financial support
Not at all 16.0
Somewhat 30.8
Very much 53.2

Auxiliary financial support
Not at all 13.2
Somewhat 38.0
Very much 48.8

Financial motivation
Not at all important 24.9
Somewhat important 29.6
Very important 45.5

BLOCK 3
Mean power disparity (SD) 2.07 (0.53)
Mean emotional investment (SD) 2.54 (0.49)

BLOCK 4
Cohabiting with or married to partner
No 84.7
Yes 15.3

Notes: The plausible (and observed) values for the power disparity and 
emotional investment scales ranged from 1 to 3. SD=standard deviation.
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TABLE 2. Odds ratios or coefficients (and 95% confidence intervals) from bivariate analyses assessing associations between independent variables

Characteristic Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Basic support  
(odds ratio)

Auxiliary support 
(odds ratio)

Financial motivation 
(odds ratio)

Power disparity 
(coefficient)

Emotional investment 
(coefficient)

Cohabitation/marriage 
(odds ratio)

BLOCK 1
Woman’s age at start of relationship 1.16 (1.05–1.30)** 1.12 (1.01–1.24)* 1.01 (0.91–1.12) −0.02 (−0.07–0.04) 0.02 (−0.03–0.08) 1.07 (0.92–1.25)
Partner’s relative age
Not ≥5 years older (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 na na 1.00
≥5 years older 1.84 (1.23–2.75)** 1.77 (1.19–2.64)** 1.98 (1.33–2.93)** 0.33 (0.13–0.54)** −0.07 (−0.28–0.14) 1.94 (1.07–3.52)*
Partner’s school/work status at start 
of relationship
In school, not employed (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 na na 1.00
Not in school, employed 2.86 (1.82–4.49)** 2.14 (1.38–3.33)** 2.42 (1.57–3.75)*** 0.12 (−0.10–0.35) −0.02 (−0.25–0.20) 4.94 (2.41–10.13)***
In school, employed 2.08 (0.92–4.70)† 2.06 (0.93–4.57)† 2.00 (0.93–4.30)† 0.13 (−0.27–0.54) 0.13 (−0.27–0.52) 1.66 (0.43–6.34)
Not in school, not employed 1.54 (0.66–3.61) 0.82 (0.37–1.82) 1.45 (0.67–3.15) −0.29 (−0.71–0.13) −0.61 (−1.03 to –0.20)** 4.34 (1.47–12.86)**

BLOCK 2
Basic financial support
Not at all (ref) na na na na na ‡
Somewhat na na na 0.31 (0.00–0.61)* 0.57 (0.26–0.88)*** 1.00
Very much na na na 0.73 (0.45–1.01)*** 0.69 (0.40–0.97)*** 2.42 (1.21–4.83)*
Auxiliary financial support
Not at all (ref) na na na na na 1.00
Somewhat na na na 0.62 (0.31–0.94)*** 0.51 (0.19–0.83)** 3.56 (0.77–15,49)
Very much na na na 0.96 (0.66–1.27)*** 0.74 (0.43–1.05)*** 5.82 (1.34–25.17)*
Financial motivation
Not at all important (ref) na na na na na 1.00
Somewhat important na na na 0.15 (−0.13–0.42) 0.03 (−0.25–0.31) 2.66 (0.92–7.72)†
Very important na na na 0.44 (0.19–0.70)** 0.39 (0.14–0.64)** 4.85 (1.83–12.86)**

BLOCK 3
Power disparity na na na na na 1.81 (1.31–2.50)***
Emotional investment na na na na na 0.80 (0.37–1.24)

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †p<0.10. ‡No respondent who answered “not at all” to the question about receiving basic financial support from the partner also reported that she was ever 
married to or had cohabited with that partner; the “not at all” category of basic financial support is therefore omitted from this logistic regression model, and the “somewhat” category 
becomes the reference group. Notes: Figures in columns 1, 2 and 3 are odds ratios from ordered logistic regression models predicting basic support, auxiliary support and financial 
motivation. Figures in columns 4 and 5 are coefficients from linear regression models predicting power disparity and emotional investment. Figures in column 6 are odds ratios from binary 
logistic regression models predicting cohabitation with or marriage to the partner. ref=reference group. na=not applicable.

Models 1–4 present the estimated total and direct 
effects of each independent variable on the odds of ado-
lescent fertility. In model 1, a woman’s own age at the 
start of the relationship was marginally negatively associ-
ated with adolescent fertility independent of the other 
block 1 variables (0.9), whereas partner’s age disparity 
was not associated with the outcome. With respect to 
partners’ school and employment status, only relation-
ships involving partners who were neither attending 
school nor employed at the start of the relationship were 
significantly associated with adolescent fertility (2.9); 
this basic pattern persists across the other models, which 
suggests that to the extent that block 1 variables have 
effects on adolescent fertility, those effects are mostly not 
mediated by block 2–4 variables.

The estimated total effects of block 2 variables appear 
in model 2. Neither auxiliary financial support nor fina -
cial motivation were associated with adolescent fertility. 
However, relationships in which respondents reported 
receiving “some” or “very much” basic financial support 
were much more likely than those involving no basic 
financial support to result in adolescent fertility (6.7 and 

6.0). These associations were only slightly reduced when 
block 3 and 4 variables were added to the analysis (3.4–
6.4), which suggests that the effects of these variables are 
for the most part not explained by power disparity, emo-
tional investment, or marriage and cohabitation.

The estimated total effects of block 3 variables appear 
in model 3. Emotional investment is not associated with 
adolescent fertility; however, a one-standard-deviation 
increase in the power disparity score is associated with a 
44% increase in the odds of adolescent fertility. This asso-
ciation is diminished and becomes marginally significan  
when cohabitation and marriage are added in model 4, 
which suggests that the effect of power disparity on ado-
lescent fertility is partly explained by cohabitation and 
marriage. This is supported by the large and significan  
total effect of cohabitation and marriage on adolescent 
fertility in that model (6.6). We ran versions of models 3 
and 4 that included relationship duration as a control vari-
able and that excluded the 59 relationships that involved 
cohabitation or marriage at Wave 3. Results were largely 
consistent with those of other models; details are available 
from the authors upon request.
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DISCUSSION

The relationship factors found to be most strongly associ-
ated with adolescent fertility were partner’s provision of 
basic financial support and cohabitation or marriage; we 
also found evidence that power disparity and partner’s 
age are significant. However, there was little evidence that 
adolescent fertility is associated with partner’s school and 
employment status at the start of the relationship, partner’s 
provision of auxiliary financial support, woman’s fina -
cial motivation to start the relationship or her emotional 
investment in the relationship. Finally, respondent’s age at 
the start of the relationship—although not a relationship 
characteristic—was negatively associated with adolescent 
fertility. These findings provide support for the idea that 
adolescent fertility results from power differentials in rela-
tionships, as well as being indicative of family formation 
processes along an alternative path to adulthood. We sug-
gest that when viewed within the context of a broader gen-
der system, these mechanisms are not mutually exclusive.

Overall, we found little support for our hypotheses 
regarding the association between partner variables and 
adolescent fertility. Partner’s relative age was signifi-
cant in the bivariate analyses, but not the multivariate 

analyses that controlled for additional partner variables. 
The HIV literature suggests that age disparity may exac-
erbate  gender-power dynamics due to economic asym-
metries.37–40 Our results suggest that with respect to ado-
lescent fertility, the age gap between partners may be a 
poor proxy for capturing power disparity and the role of 
financial provision more directly. These findings are con-
sistent with those from recent studies that found age dis-
parity was not associated with incident HIV among young 
women in South Africa.38,67,68 They are also consistent with 
results of a recent study in urban Kenya that found that the 
strong inverse association between the value of a financia  
transfer and condom use was the same for same-age and 
age-disparate relationships.43

The only block 1 variables associated with adolescent 
fertility in most multivariate models were woman’s age at 
the start of the relationship and the dummy variable for 
having a partner who was neither in school nor employed. 
The association for woman’s age may simply reflect the fact 
that relationships women begin at a younger age allow for 
more time during adolescence in which they can become 
pregnant or have a child. The elevated risk of fertility with 
partners neither in school nor employed was not what we 

TABLE 3. Odds ratios (and 95% confidence intervals) from regression models predicting adolescent fertility within a relationship

Characteristic Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

BLOCK 1
Woman’s age at start of relationship 0.89 (0.79–1.01)† 0.87 (0.76–1.00)† 0.85 (0.74–0.99)* 0.86 (0.73–1.00)† 0.85 (0.72–0.99)*
Partner’s relative age
Not ≥5 years older (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
≥5 years older 1.84 (1.05–3.21)* 1.53 (0.85–2.76) 1.42 (0.76–2.62) 1.29 (0.67–2.48) 1.28 (0.67–2.44)
Partner’s school/work status at start 
of relationship
In school, not employed (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Not in school, employed 1.66 (0.90–3.07) 1.59 (0.81–3.14) 1.43 (0.71–2.84) 1.51 (0.73–3.13) 1.00 (0.45–2.25)
In school, employed 1.10 (0.35–3.50) 1.15 (0.35–3.70) 1.19 (0.36–3.94) 1.25 (0.37–4.22) 1.22 (0.37–4.03)
Not in school, not employed 3.05 (1.16–8.02)* 2.90 (1.08–7.79)* 3.55 (1.21–10.36)* 4.18 (1.32–13.24)* 2.93 (0.90–9.53)†

BLOCK 2
Basic financial support
Not at all (ref) 1.00 na 1.00 1.00 1.00
Somewhat 4.76 (1.35–16.87)* na 6.70 (2.02–22.17)** 6.40 (2.01–20.38)** 6.31 (2.13–18.67)**
Very much 4.21 (1.23–14.43)* na 5.99 (1.53–23.40)* 4.87 (1.29–18.41)* 3.41 (1.03–11.35)*
Auxiliary financial support
Not at all (ref) 1.00 na 1.00 1.00 1.00
Somewhat 1.54 (0.59–4.06) na 0.60 (0.21–1.75) 0.51 (0.17–1.53) 0.51 (0.20–1.33)
Very much 1.48 (0.57–3.81) na 0.55 (0.16–1.88) 0.48 (0.14–1.64) 0.58 (0.21–1.65)
Financial motivation
Not at all important (ref) 1.00 na 1.00 1.00 1.00
Somewhat important 1.73 (0.76–3.93) na 1.16 (0.49–2.73) 1.15 (0.49–2.70) 0.99 (0.41–2.39)
Very important 2.01 (0.94–4.30)† na 1.24 (0.54–2.85) 1.21 (0.53–2.73) 1.09 (0.47–2.56)

BLOCK 3
Power disparity 1.46 (1.09–1.96)* na na 1.44 (1.03–2.01)* 1.35 (0.99–1.85)†
Emotional investment 1.11 (0.80–1.53) na na 1.01 (0.71–1.46) 0.82 (0.57–1.18)

BLOCK 4
Cohabitation/marriage
No (ref) 1.00 na na na 1.00
Yes 6.71 (3.48–12.93)*** na na na 6.57 (2.95–14.63)***

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †p<0.10. Notes: ref=reference group. na=not applicable.
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