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tant characteristic, but men assign it about
the same level of importance as STD pro-
tection. Also, women assign similar im-
portance to lack of health risks and STD
protection, but men rank lack of health
risks as less important than STD protec-
tion. Finally, women attribute consider-
ably greater importance to ease of use and
no need to plan ahead than to interference
with sexual pleasure, but men assign sim-
ilarly low levels of importance to each of
these three factors.

The source of the gender differences in
rankings becomes more apparent when
we examine gender differences in the rat-
ings of specific characteristics. For in-
stance, in the first row of Table 1, we see
that men are 3.6 percentage points less
likely than women to report that preg-
nancy prevention is a very important char-
acteristic, a difference that is statistically
significant. Men are also less likely than
women to report that health risks are a
very important consideration, and are
much less likely to indicate that ease of use
and the amount of planning required are
very important characteristics when
choosing a method. In contrast, men are
significantly more likely than women to
report that a method’s effectiveness in pro-
tecting oneself and one’s partner from
STDs are very important considerations.
There is no significant difference between
men and women in rating the importance
of interference with pleasure.
•Multivariate analysis. We next examined
whether other factors may be responsible
for the male-female differences described
above. Table 2 presents coefficients show-
ing the effects of gender within marital-
status groups and the effects of marital sta-
tus within gender.*

The first column of Table 2 displays the
ordered logit coefficients for gender (male
vs. female). This coefficient is interpreted
as the log-odds that a man would report
a method characteristic to be more or less
important than a woman would. (A pos-

included as a dummy variable indicating
whether the respondent lived with both
parents most of the time between the ages
of five and 15 or in another arrangement.

Analytic Approach
Our analysis consists of four parts: First,
we investigate aggregate gender differ-
ences in the importance that individuals
assign to different contraceptive charac-
teristics when making method choices. To
simplify these comparisons, we di-
chotomized the five-point ordinal scales
on which the outcomes are measured and
examined the percentages of men and
women who rated a characteristic as “very
important.” (Although we could have
chosen different categories of the outcome
variables for this analysis, the results did
not vary substantially when we did so.) 

Next, we adopt a multivariate approach
to examine the independent effects of gen-
der on valuations of the importance of dif-
ferent contraceptive characteristics, while
controlling for other background charac-
teristics. In this analysis, each of the seven
characteristics considered was treated as
a separate dependent variable. Because
the ratings of the importance of these con-
traceptive characteristics were measured
using ordered scales, we estimated the
empirical statistical models using an or-
dered logit procedure.22 In this analysis,
we also investigated interactions between
gender and marital status.

The third part of the analysis examines
the percentages of men and women who
ranked each method as being “very good”
on each of the characteristics, and in the
final section we adopt a multivariate ap-
proach to examine the independent effects
of gender on these perceptions, while con-
trolling for other background character-
istics. Each rating of each method com-
prises a separate dependent variable, and
we separately estimate models for each.

Results
Contraceptive Characteristics
•Bivariate analysis. Men and women rank
effectiveness in preventing pregnancy,
lack of health risks and protection from
STDs as being the most important con-
traceptive characteristics considered
(Table 1). In contrast, they rank interfer-
ence with pleasure, ease of use and the
need to plan ahead as being among the
least important characteristics.

Although this basic pattern applies to
both men and women, there are important
gender differences in the ranking of meth-
od characteristics. Women rank pregnan-
cy prevention as the single most impor-

itive coefficient implies that men rank a
characteristic as more important than
women do, while a negative coefficient
implies that men rank it as less important
than women do.)

Although the estimated parameters in-
dicate the effect of a predictor variable on
the underlying unobserved response vari-
able, the quantitative interpretation of or-
dered logit parameters is not intuitive.† To
help illustrate the magnitude of effects im-
plied by the ordered logit coefficients, we
used the ordered logit parameters to cal-
culate the predicted proportions of men
and women who would rate a character-
istic as “very important” if they did not
differ with respect to the other character-
istics included as control variables.

For example, the coefficient of –0.36 in
the first row of the first column of Table 2
shows that men rate pregnancy preven-
tion as less important than do women.
Based on predicted probabilities derived
from the estimated parameters, this coef-
ficient implies that 3.9% fewer men than
women report that pregnancy prevention
is a very important characteristic to con-
sider when selecting a method of contra-
ception (not shown in Table 2).‡ This fig-
ure is slightly higher than the level of 3.6%

*Because of the number of outcome variables, we do not
discuss or display the estimated impacts of the control
variables, but rather focus on the effects of gender and
marital status. Full results are available from the authors.

†Although the ordered logit coefficients indicate the
change in the log-odds in the outcome variable for a unit
change in the predictor variable, this effect refers to the
unobserved continuous response variable, rather than
the observed ordered measure.  Moreover, the partial ef-
fects associated with the ordered logit parameters vary
across outcome categories, and because the partial effects
are restricted to sum to zero, some of the estimated par-
tial effects must have opposite signs.

‡Predicted probabilities are calculated using the esti-
mated parameters and each respondent’s observed val-
ues on the predictor variables.  The reported gender dif-
ference is based on the difference in predicted
probabilities when each respondent is treated as male
from when each respondent is treated as female, summed
over all respondents. 

Table 2. Ordered-logit coefficients showing overall effects among men and women aged 20–27 of
gender, effects of gender within marital-status groups and effects of marital status within gender
groups on the importance of contraceptive characteristics when choosing a method

Characteristic Male vs. Male vs. female Married vs. single
female

Single Married Male Female

Effective in preventing pregnancy –0.36* –0.06 –1.08*,† –0.18 0.84*,‡
Effective in protecting partner from STDs 0.47* 0.44* 0.51* –0.65* –0.72*
Effective in protecting you from STDs 0.31* 0.25 0.41* –0.62* –0.78*
No health risks –0.26* –0.22 –0.36* –0.07 0.07
Easy to use –0.59* –0.53* –0.70* –0.00 0.16
Does not interfere with sexual pleasure 0.05 0.14 –0.12 0.16 0.43*
No need to plan ahead –0.71* –0.51* –1.09*,† –0.21 0.37*,‡

*p≤.05  †The effect of gender differs significantly by marital status at p≤.05. ‡ The effect of marital status differs significantly by gender at
p≤.05. Note: All models also control for age at interview, race, Hispanic origin, religion, education and childhood living arrangements.


