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Compared with women with 0–2 years of schooling, those
with more education had significantly lower odds of having
unmet need (odds ratios, 0.3–0.6). Protestant women had
a significantly higher level of unmet need than Catholics
(1.4). Surprisingly, there was no significant difference be-
tween rural and urban women in the odds of having an
unmet need for permanent methods of contraception.

These findings remained similar with the addition of
the household context variables (Model 2). Of the four
new variables included in this model, only the partner’s
perceived desire for children was significant. Compared
with women who believed that their partner’s desire
matched their own, those who believed that their partner
desired more children than they themselves did and those
who did not know their partner’s desire were more likely

Demand and Unmet Need for Means of Family Limitation in Rwanda

er models remained unchanged. Among the newly added
variables, women’s disapproval of family planning was
negatively associated with desire for family limitation, as
could be expected. This finding, however, may indicate
that those who did not want to limit their family size were
more liable to disapprove of contraception. Women who
had little to no communication with their partner about
family planning had lower odds of wanting to limit family
size than those who had discussed the topic with their
partner at least three times (0.7–0.8).

Unmet Need for Family Limitation
As the first model in Table 4 shows, the odds of having an
unmet need for means of family limitation were negatively
and strongly associated with a woman’s educational level.

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Age (mean,31.3 yrs.) 1.19** 1.20** 1.20** 1.20**

Education
0–2 yrs.(ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
3–6 yrs. 1.10 1.05 1.02 1.00
7–9 yrs. 1.00 0.89 0.83 0.80†
≥10 yrs. 0.98 0.77 0.67* 0.66*

Occupation
Agriculture (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Not working 1.21† 1.10 1.15 1.18
Salaried 1.38* 1.06 1.07 1.04

Religion
Catholic (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Protestant 0.92 0.89 0.91 0.94
Other 0.96 0.90 0.90 0.91

Locality
Urban (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Rural 0.67** 0.79† 0.80† 0.79†

Province
Kigali (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
East 0.90 1.04 1.07 1.06
North 0.64** 0.70* 0.68* 0.67*
West 0.53** 0.61** 0.62** 0.62**
South 0.43** 0.49** 0.50** 0.50**

Household wealth index
Poorest (ref) na 1.00 1.00 1.00
Poorer na 1.00 0.98 0.98
Middle na 1.03 1.02 1.03
Richer na 0.96 0.93 0.94
Richest na 1.38* 1.30† 1.32†

Partner’s education‡
0–2 yrs.(ref) na 1.00 1.00 1.00
3–6 yrs. na 1.05 1.04 1.05
7–9 yrs. na 1.17 1.14 1.16
≥10 yrs. na 1.18 1.13 1.17
Don’t know na 0.94 0.94 0.92

Partner’s occupation‡
Agriculture (ref) na 1.00 1.00 1.00
Craftsman na 1.59** 1.54** 1.51**
Mid-salaried na 1.64** 1.59** 1.56**
High-salaried na 1.11 1.07 1.07
Don't know na 1.61† 1.58† 1.56†

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Partner’s desired no.of children‡
Same (ref) .na 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fewer .na 0.93 0.93 0.95
More .na 0.88 0.88 0.97
Don't know .na 0.92 0.98 1.16

Visited by family planning worker in previous 12 mos.
Yes (ref) .na .na 1.00 1.00
No .na .na 1.06 1.06

Told about family planning at health facility
Was told (ref) .na .na 1.00 1.00
Was not told .na .na 0.71** 0.74*
Was not at facility .na .na 0.79* 0.85

No.of known family planning methods
(mean,6.3) .na .na 1.06** 1.05**

Heard about family planning via media
Yes (ref) .na .na 1.00 1.00
No .na .na 0.99 1.07

Approves of family planning
Yes (ref) .na .na .na 1.00
No .na .na .na 0.66**
No response .na .na .na 0.98

Partner approves of family planning‡
Yes (ref) .na .na .na 1.00
No .na .na .na 0.99
Don’t know .na .na .na 0.77†

Discussed family planning with partner
≥3 times (ref) .na .na .na 1.00
Once or twice .na .na .na 0.76**
Never .na .na .na 0.69**
No response .na .na .na 2.12**

Constant 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.02
Pseudo R2 0 .340 0.349 0.356 0.367
Prediction % correct 79.2 79.1 79.3 79.8

TABLE 3. Odds ratios from a binary logistic regression model to identify characteristics associated with the desire for family
limitation

*p<.05.**p<.01.†p<.10.‡According to woman’s report. Notes: ref=reference group.na=not applicable.


