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and exaggerating their imprecision, we opt for the less 
conservative depiction in our primary analyses because 
of our belief that consistent marriage age laws are much 
more likely to be beneficial than harmful. Nonetheless, the 
confidence intervals in our regression models should be 
viewed in light of this choice.

All descriptive analyses were weighted using the wom-
en’s individual sample weights and STATA version 12; thus, 
the univariate and bivariate results are representative of the 
national populations. Because multivariate analyses were 
not weighted, the results of these analyses are generalizable 
only to our analytic sample.40 The final sample consisted of 
79,567 women aged 15–26 in 12 countries. We restricted 
our analyses to women who were not missing information 
on key covariates. Most analyses were performed using the 
entire sample; however, analyses involving educational at-
tainment omitted five women who lacked information on 
this variable, and those involving religion were restricted to 
11 countries (74,188 women), because Tanzania does not 
capture religious information in their DHS surveys.

RESULTS

Descriptive 
Table 2 (page 60) shows the general minimum marriage 
age, the minimum age for marriage with parental consent 
and the age of sexual consent for the selected countries 
in 2009. Two countries—Burundi and Uganda—had mini-
mum ages of at least 18 for females for all three laws and 
thus were classified as having consistent marriage age 

have married before age 18.
There is no formal test to determine the appropriate 

clustering level for this type of survey design.38 The general 
convention is to be conservative and cluster at the highest 
level when possible.39 We performed the analysis with ro-
bust variance clustered alternatively at the household and 
country levels. The estimated standard errors were highly 
sensitive to this choice of clustering, and the country-level 
clustering was considerably less precise. In our primary 
analyses, the more precise household clustering likely 
underestimates the true uncertainty of our estimates; the 
alternative choice—clustering at the country level—likely 
overestimates the uncertainty because of the relatively 
small numbers of exposed and unexposed clusters.

Much of the published literature recommends the more 
conservative approach of overestimating uncertainty, on 
the assumption that Type I errors are more costly than 
Type II errors in the context of statistical testing.38,39 We 
do not focus on statistical testing in this paper, and base 
interpretation more on the point estimates than on the as-
sociated intervals. Although the point estimates may still 
be subject to endogeneity bias from unmeasured charac-
teristics of countries with consistent laws against child 
marriage, the widening of the confidence intervals through 
the use of the robust clustering at the higher level does not 
correct this bias, but instead merely provides a more con-
servative interpretation of the estimates by representing 
them in the context of greater uncertainty. Faced with a 
choice between exaggerating the precision of our estimates 

TABLE 5. Mean percentage distribution of sample, and percentages of women who married as children and women who 
gave birth as adolescents, by consistency of laws against child marriage—all according to selected characteristics 

Characteristic % distribution Child marriage Adolescent birth

Consistent laws Inconsistent laws Consistent laws Inconsistent laws

Wealth quintile
Poorest 16.2 (13.7, 19.4) 29.4 (9.6, 45.5) 46.6 (26.1, 58.4) 32.7 (17.9, 50.5) 52.4 (48.4, 57.1)
Poor 18.2 (16.6, 20.2) 25.7 (5.4, 41.5) 41.6 (23.5, 55.2) 30.0 (13.2, 50.0) 47.5 (38.3, 54.8)
Middle 19.5 (17.4, 22.6) 23.3 (6.2, 39.3) 36.3 (20.1, 51.1) 27.3 (11.8, 43.6) 43.3 (24.9, 53.7)
Rich 20.8 (18.9, 24.4) 18.9 (5.5, 25.0) 29.2 (5.5, 47.2) 22.3 (11.1, 34.1) 37.1 (20.8, 53.8)
Richest 25.4 (21.6, 29.3) 13.0 (3.9, 17.5) 14.8 (7.8, 20.9) 18.1 (10.2, 27.1) 22.7 (15.6, 35.0)

   
Location
Rural 63.9 (10.3, 88.5) 23.4 (6.3, 83.9) 40.1 (27.8, 50.9) 27.1 (12.6, 42.0) 46.9 (38.8, 54.6)
Urban 36.1 (11.5, 89.7) 13.3 (4.4, 18.7) 20.7 (15.6, 30.1) 19.2 (12.9, 29.9) 29.7 (18.4, 42.2)

Religion
Christian 73.1 (4.2, 98.1) 20.3 (5.8, 31.8) 25.8 (10.6, 40.8) 24.0 (12.3, 38.1) 34.6 (18.3, 47.4)
Muslim 23.8 (0.3, 95.4) 27.6 (10.9, 38.0) 40.9 (20.5, 58.2) 37.5 (24.0, 47.3) 45.8 (29.1, 56.1)
Traditional 0.9 (0.0, 5.6) na 51.5 (10.1, 80.8) na 61.5 (54.4, 72.0)
None 2.2 (0.0, 9.1) 28.0 (24.8, 31.2) 42.4 (31.1, 59.0) 42.5 (39.1, 45.8) 48.3 (36.4, 66.7)

Education
None 21.2 (0.5, 63.8) 39.0 (18.8, 58.4) 52.3 (35.1, 53.9) 43.4 (28.4, 62.3) 58.2 (42.9, 67.7)
Primary (1–6 yrs.) 34.7 (8.2, 71.2) 20.5 (5.5, 38.5) 38.2 (21.4, 58.1) 23.9 (12.6, 44.6) 44.9 (22.8, 60.3)
Secondary (7–12 yrs.) 40.3 (13.7, 85.7) 10.5 (2.2, 22.7) 18.4 (6.6, 25.9) 15.0 (5.9, 35.8) 27.5 (7.8, 38.0)
Postsecondary (≥13 yrs.) 3.8 (0.7, 10.9) 2.6 (0.0, 7.1) 4.3 (0.0, 12.4) 5.2 (2.6, 6.9) 6.7 (0.3, 24.0)

All 100.0 21.6 33.4 24.4 39.5

Notes: Values in parentheses are the lowest and highest values in individual countries. All data are from Demographic and Health Surveys conducted in 
2010–2012. Percentages are weighted and refer to all women aged 15–26 (N=79,567), except for the analysis of religion, which was restricted to women in 
the 11 countries for which DHS data on this measure were available (N=74,173). na=not applicable (data were available for only one country). Percentages 
may not total 100.0 because of rounding. 


