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TABLE 3. Odds ratios (and 95% confidence intervals) from logistic regression analyses identifying associations between selected characteristics and young women’s
reporting of coerced sex at Wave 1
Characteristic

Bivariate

Total effect

Direct effect

BLOCK 1
Town HIV prevalence
Low (Juapong)(ref)
High (Agormanya)

1.00
0.84 (0.57–1.23)

1.00
0.70 (0.46–1.06)

1.00
0.44 (0.27–0.72)**

Age

1.45 (1.33–1.59)***

1.46 (1.34–1.60)***

1.16 (1.03–1.31)*

1.00
1.22 (0.72–2.08)

1.00
1.21 (0.68–2.16)

1.00
1.22 (0.65–2.29)

1.08 (0.62–1.86)
1.41 (0.76–2.62)
2.13 (0.39–11.52)

1.29 (0.71–2.32)
1.10 (0.56–2.15)
2.57 (0.43–15.27)

1.30 (0.69–2.46)
1.02 (0.50–2.11)
2.94 (0.43–19.97)

Household wealth

0.87 (0.72–1.05)

0.90 (0.73–1.11)

0.92 (0.73–1.16)

BLOCK 2
Behavioral control
Relationship quality
Financial support
Conflict

0.62 (0.52–0.74)***
0.77 (0.65–0.91)**
0.74 (0.63–0.87)***
1.76 (1.47–2.10)***

0.76 (0.59–0.97)*
1.02 (0.80–1.28)
1.08 (0.87–1.33)
1.63 (1.34–2.00)***

0.85 (0.65–1.10)
1.05 (0.82–1.33)
1.10 (0.88–1.37)
1.61 (1.31–1.98)***

BLOCK 3
School enrollment
No (ref)
Yes

1.00
0.25 (0.16–0.37)***

1.00
0.63 (0.38–1.03)

1.00
0.82 (0.48–1.38)

BLOCK 4
Ever had boyfriend
No (ref)
Yes

1.00
1.00
8.17 (5.34–12.49)*** 4.51 (2.52–8.07)***

Household composition
Lives with both biological
parents (ref)
Lives with one biological parent
Lives with extended family
adults only
Lives with no family adult
Other

1.00
4.51 (2.52–8.07)***

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. Notes: Block 1 consists of demographic variables and household composition;
Block 2 comprises family process variables; and Blocks 3 and 4 each consist of a single variable, school enrollment status or relationship experience, respectively. Figures in the “bivariate” column are unadjusted
odds ratios; those in the “total effect” column are adjusted for all variables in the same and previous blocks;
and those in the “direct effect” column are adjusted for all independent variables. ref=reference group.

were associated with a reduced likelihood of having experienced coerced sex (0.6–0.8), and a higher level of conflict was associated with an increased likelihood of having
experienced coerced sex (1.8). Respondents who were in
school were less likely than others to report coerced sex
(0.3), and those who had ever had a boyfriend were far
more likely to have experienced coerced sex than those
who had not (8.2).
In the analyses of total effects, the association of older
age with higher odds of having experienced coerced sex
was not diminished when we controlled for other Block 1
variables. The effects of family process variables, however,
were substantially reduced once we controlled for Block 1
and 2 variables. The effects of behavioral control and conflict moved toward the null but remained significant, and
the effects of relationship quality and financial support
disappeared. The effect of school status also disappeared,
while the effect of relationship experience was attenuated,
but remained large and statistically significant (4.5).
Comparison of direct effects with total effects provides
some insight into mediating processes. The fact that the
fully adjusted odds ratio for age declined from 1.5 to 1.2
suggests that the effects of age were substantially mediated
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by family process variables, school enrollment and relationship experience. Similarly, the adjusted odds ratio for
behavioral control moved closer to the null (from 0.8 to
0.9), suggesting that its effect on the odds of reporting coerced sex was largely mediated by school enrollment and
relationship experience. In contrast, the adjusted odds ratio for conflict barely changed, suggesting that the effect of
conflict on experiencing coerced sex was not mediated by
enrollment or relationship experience.
Overall, fewer associations were found in the prospective analyses. Age retained a positive bivariate association
with reporting coerced sex between the two waves (odds
ratio, 1.3), and its estimated effect was barely affected by
adjustment for other demographic variables and household composition (Table 4). Age’s estimated effect was
substantially reduced, however, when family process variables, school enrollment and relationship experience were
controlled for (1.1), suggesting that the effects of age may
be largely mediated by these variables. Of the family process variables, only conflict was correlated with coerced
sex in the prospective analyses: A one-standard-deviation
increase in conflict was associated with a 30% increase in
the likelihood of experiencing coerced sex between the
two surveys. However, the adjusted odds ratio for the total effect of the conflict variable was closer to the null and
not significant, suggesting that the association between
conflict and coerced sex may be largely spurious. School
enrollment was not associated with coerced sex in any of
our prospective models. Notably, relationship experience
remained significant in bivariate and multivariate models.
Net of the potentially confounding influences of all other
independent variables, having ever had a boyfriend was associated with elevated odds of reporting an experience of
coerced sex between Waves 1 and 2 (2.6).
DISCUSSION
Many aspects of our conceptual model are supported by
the findings. Age and household composition were associated with family process variables in the expected ways.
In turn, these latter variables were associated with school
enrollment and relationship experience. Regarding selfreported experience of coerced sex, however, our findings
were less clear-cut. Apart from age, the only independent
variable that retained an association with coerced sex in all
models and in both cross-sectional and prospective analyses was relationship experience. Females who had had a
boyfriend were much more likely than others to report
having experienced coerced sex. Moreover, our findings
suggest that associations of family, school and socioeconomic variables with risk for sexual coercion are largely
explained by the correlation between these factors and
reports of having ever had a boyfriend. These findings
are consistent with previous research indicating that the
perpetrator of coerced sex against young women in SubSaharan Africa is most often her intimate male partner.5,6
Thus, while prior work has documented the elevated risk
for sexual victimization among females who have relation-
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