
band was affiliated with a Protestant de-
nomination. The wife’s religion had a more
limited effect, with no significant difference
between Catholic and Protestant wives. As
with race, similarity in religious back-
ground had a strong positive effect on the
sterilization decision: When both spouses’
characteristics were controlled for, same-
religion couples were 1.4 times more like-
ly to have been sterilized than were cou-
ples with dissimilar religious affiliations.

Husband’s education had mixed effects
on the choice of sterilization. In the analy-
sis controlling for men’s characteristics, the
likelihood of sterilization was reduced
among men with less than a high school ed-
ucation, as well as for men with more than
a high school education (odds ratios of 0.35
and 0.64, respectively). This is not very sur-
prising, because different education effects
are being captured. Less educated men
may be hesitant about sterilization because
of misconceptions resulting from a lack of
information; more educated men are more
likely to be married to women who are able

port the bivariate results. Reliance on con-
traceptive sterilization significantly in-
creased with husband’s age, wife’s age,
marriage duration and couple’s number
of children. After controlling for husband’s
characteristics, we found that couples were
about 60% more likely to rely on steriliza-
tion if the wife was older than if the part-
ners were about the same age (odds ratio
of 1.63). The effect of age similarity was dis-
sipated when we controlled for either the
wife’s age or the ages of both spouses.

We also observed strong race effects:
Black couples were 60% less likely to use
sterilization than were white couples
(odds ratio of 0.37). Furthermore, race
played an important role in the steriliza-
tion decision, such that spouses in inter-
racial marriages were 53% less likely to
have been sterilized than were spouses of
the same race (0.47).

A similar pattern was found with respect
to the effect of religion. Sterilization was sig-
nificantly more likely to be the method of
choice among couples in which the hus-

to reliably use a highly efficacious method
and therefore avoid sterilization.

The second model shows that wife’s ed-
ucation had no significant direct effect on
the choice of sterilization. As for the effect
of the education interaction, we found that
sterilization was significantly more like-
ly to be the method of choice among cou-
ples in which the wife had a higher level
of education than the husband than
among couples with similar educational
attainment (odds ratio of 4.7 when both
the husband’s and wife’s characteristics
are controlled for).

Previous marriage experience also in-
creased the probability of sterilization if
both spouses had been married before:
Couples in which both the husband and
the wife had previously been married
were 3.4 times more likely to be sterilized
than were couples in which neither part-
ner had previously been married.

The couple’s fertility and contraceptive
experience was also a powerful predictor
of whether or not they relied on steriliza-
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Table 3. Logistic regression coefficients showing the effect of various characteristics on a couple’s choice of contraceptive sterilization over
other methods, by which spouse’s characteristics are controlled for in the analysis

Characteristic N Husband’s Wife’s Both Characteristic N Husband’s Wife’s Both

HUSBAND’S CHARACTERISTICS
Age 1,671 0.1095*** na 0.0776*

Race
White† 993 0.0000 na 0.0000
Black 501 –1.0004*** na –1.1363
Other 177 0.1678 na –0.1497

Education
<high school 158 –1.0612*** na –1.6489***
High school† 640 0.0000 na 0.0000
>high school 873 –0.4534** na 0.1857

Religion
Protestant† 1,046 0.0000 na 0.0000
Catholic 404 –0.3664* na –0.5426*
Other 68 –2.1579*** na –1.6978*
None 153 –0.4855 na –0.8356*

Region of residence
Northeast 247 –0.2289 –0.2503 –0.1570
South 754 –0.1151 –0.0952 –0.0329
Midwest 413 –0.0934 –0.0209 –0.0082
West† 257 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

WIFE’S CHARACTERISTICS
Age 1,671 na 0.0983*** 0.0474

Race
White† 1,007 na 0.0000 0.0000
Black 476 na –0.8320** 0.1721
Other 188 na 0.2664 0.6028

Education
<high school 162 na –0.1034 0.3847
High school† 660 na 0.0000 0.0000
>high school 849 na –0.1469 –0.7888

Religion
Protestant† 1,063 na 0.0000 0.0000
Catholic 411 na –0.1637 0.1469
Other 88 na –1.5596*** –0.6142
None 109 na –0.0775 0.5480

SPOUSES’ RELATIVE CHARACTERISTICS
Age
Same age† 902 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Wife older 184 0.4885* –0.2076 0.1419
Husband older 585 –0.3109 0.1267 –0.1975

Race
Same race† 1,534 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Different race 137 –0.6366* –0.6524* –0.7450*

Previous marriage
Neither† 1,237 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Husband only 152 0.2182 0.3531 0.1858
Wife only 176 0.3375 0.2904 0.3259
Both 106 1.1795*** 1.1750*** 1.2213***

Education
Same level† 1,036 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Wife more 307 0.8118*** 0.7606*** 1.5384**
Husband more 328 0.3821* 0.3275 –0.2908

Religion
Same† 1,326 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Different 345 –0.4225* –0.4953** –0.3561*

COUPLE CHARACTERISTICS
Marriage duration
(in years) 1,671 0.0781*** 0.0829*** 0.0668**

No. of pregnancies 1,671 0.0291 0.0083 0.0224

No. of children 1,671 0.3365*** 0.3196*** 0.3537***

Status of last pregnancy
Intended† 824 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unintended, female
method used 118 0.8543** 0.8818** 0.8440**

Unintended, male
method used 74 1.1635*** 1.0722*** 1.1875***

Unintended, no
method used 291 0.4607* 0.4357* 0.4703*

No pregnancy
in this marriage 364 –0.2506 –0.3019 –0.3577

Constant –5.9267*** –5.7979*** –6.3212***
Log likelihood –684.1 –698.7 –677.7
Chi-squared (df) 422.2 (27)*** 393.0 (27)*** 435.0 (35)***

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. †Reference group.




