
between nonuse and 12
of the 14 individual vari-
ables studied. For ex-
ample, illiterate women
were 2.2 times as likely
as secondary school–ed-
ucated women to have
never practiced contra-
ception. When the rela-
tionship between
nonuse and education
was examined by area of
residence, the same neg-
ative association—i.e.,
that nonuse increased
with decreasing educa-
tion—was evident in
both rural and urban
areas (Figure 1).

The odds of nonuse
were also significant and
elevated among women
who had lost at least two
children, compared with
those who never experi-
enced the death of a
child (unadjusted odds
ratio of 2.8), and among
women whose most re-
cent delivery occurred at
home compared with
those who delivered at a
medical facility (2.7).
Moreover, women who
were not working out-
side the home were 2.1
times as likely as those
who were to have never
practiced contraception.
Similarly, women whose
homes had uncovered
mud floors were nearly
twice as likely as those
whose homes had some
type of floor covering to
be nonusers.

The probability of
nonuse was 83% higher
among women who
lived in an extended
family than among
those in a nuclear fami-
ly, and it was 73%
greater among women
living in rural areas than
among urban areas.
Women not covered by social security
health insurance were 63% more likely to
have never used a method than were
those who were covered by such insur-
ance. Moreover, nonuse was 59% more
likely among women who first became
pregnant at age 20 or older than among

variables (p<.05) to be included in the
multivariate analysis. 

We then performed unconditional bino-
mial logistic regression analyses using the
forward procedure for predictors of
nonuse,8 using two types of models. The first
covered all women in the sample and con-
trolled for all explanatory variables that were
significant in the bivariate analysis.* Spear-
man rank correlation coefficients9 were also
calculated to identify the associations be-
tween schooling and the other variables that
explained nonuse from the initial model.

To further control the effects of age, we
constructed a model based on the
woman’s age-group and performed three
separate logistic regressions predicting the
likelihood of nonuse for each of three age-
groups—15–24-year-olds, 25–39-year-olds
and 40–49-year-olds. 

Results
Bivariate Analyses
A majority of the women (56%) were aged
25–39, nearly two-thirds had not finished
primary school (65%) and 70% were for-
mally married (Table 1, page 133). In addi-
tion, most women were not covered by any
health insurance (88%) and did not have
paid employment (87%). Overall, 36% of the
sample had never practiced contraception.

Table 2 presents data on never-use of
contraceptives, broken down by social, de-
mographic and reproductive characteris-
tics. The likelihood of nonuse was higher
among the least educated women (and in-
creased with decreasing education, a find-
ing echoed in other research10). For exam-
ple, the proportion who had never used a
method was far higher among illiterate
women than among those who had com-
pleted secondary schooling (49% vs. 31%).
Rural women were also more likely to
have never practiced contraception than
urban women (43% vs. 30%). Similarly, the
proportions who had never practiced con-
traception were elevated among women
who had experienced the death of at least
two children (58%), among those who had
had at least six live-born children (56%)
and among those who were aged 40–49
(54%).

Results of the bivariate analysis indi-
cated a statistically significant relationship

those whose first pregnancy occurred at
age 16 or younger.

Finally, a U-shaped rather than linear
trend was observed for the association be-
tween the woman’s age and the likelihood
of nonuse, as both the youngest women
(who had not yet reached their desired
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*In this case, the unconditional logistic model specifies
that the probability of contraceptive nonuse depends on
a set of variables xi (for i=1 to n), in the following way:
Pr(y=1|x) = 1/{1+exp[–β0 + β1 x1 + β2 x2. . . + βj xij)]}, where
i = 1, 2, . . . n individuals, and j = 1, 2, . . . parameters. The
variables denote either the presence (p=1) or absence
(y=0) of nonuse, and x denotes a set of n independent
variables—xi = (xi1, xi2, . . . , xik)—that represent any po-
tential factor explaining nonuse.

Table 2. Percentage of married women of reproductive age who
never used a contraceptive method, and odds ratios for nonuse
(and 95% confidence intervals), all by selected characteristics

Characteristic % never Odds ratio χ2 p
used 

Age na na 7.16† .007
15–24 42.7 2.08 (1.47–2.95) 18.89 .0001
25–39 26.4 1.00 na na
40–49 54.1 3.29 (2.26–4.81) 43.70 .0001

Type of union
Consensual 40.6 1.34 (1.00–1.81) 3.84 .050
Formal 33.7 1.00 na na

Family structure
Extended 47.9 1.83 (1.28–2.62) 11.01 .001
Nuclear 33.4 1.00 na na

Area of residence
Urban (≥2,500) 30.2 1.00 na na
Rural (<2,500) 42.8 1.73 (1.31–2.28) 15.04 .001

Education na na 8.82† .003
None 48.8 2.15 (1.24–3.76) 8.45 .003
Some primary 33.3 1.12 (0.69–1.87) 0.24 .623
Complete primary 32.9 1.10 (0.64–1.92) 0.14 .704
≥secondary 30.7 1.00 na na

Currently employed
Yes 22.3 1.00 na na
No 37.7 2.11 (1.33–3.34) 10.12 .001

Type of floors
Mud 45.7 1.91 (1.43–2.53) 19.61 .001
Covered 30.6 1.00 na na

Distance to nearest clinic na na 0.76† .383
<1 km 33.9 1.00 na na
1–5 km 39.3 1.23 (0.07–2.09) 0.66 .418
≥6 km 34.5 1.03 (0.62–1.70) 0.01 .910

Has social security health insurance
Yes 26.5 1.00 na na
No 37.0 1.63 (1.03–2.59) 4.36 .037

Age at first union na na 0.45† .503
≤16 34.6 1.00 na na
17–19 35.9 1.06 (0.76–1.47) 0.12 .724
≥20 37.4 1.13 (0.78–1.64) 0.45 .504

Age at first pregnancy na na 5.55† .019
≤16 29.1 1.00 na na
17–19 36.7 1.42 (0.98–2.05) 3.67 .055
≥20 39.6 1.59 (1.07–2.38) 5.82 .016

No. of live births na na 1.76† .185
0–1 45.9 2.41 (1.52–3.82) 15.78 .0001
2–3 28.7 1.14 (0.77–1.70) 0.47 .491
4–5 26.1 1.00 na na
≥6 56.3 3.65 (2.24–5.96) 31.29 .0001

Place of last delivery
Home 45.1 2.73 (2.04–3.66) 45.73 .001
Medical facility 23.1 1.00 na na

No. of children who died na na 16.28† .001
0 32.5 1.00 na na
1 37.2 1.23 (0.80–1.90) 0.97 .324
≥2 57.5 2.82 (1.68–4.74) 18.27 .0001

†Mantel-Haenszel chi-square for trend. Note: na= not applicable.


