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Preface

One of the most significant contributions of the MEASURE DHS program is the creation of an
internationally comparable body of data on the demographic and health characteristics of populations in
developing countries.

The DHS Comparative Reports series examines these data across countries in a comparative framework.
The DHS Analytical Studies series focuses on analysis of specific topics. The principal objectives of both
series are to provide information for policy formulation at the international level and to examine
individual country results in an international context.

While Comparative Reports are primarily descriptive, Analytical Studies comprise in-depth, focused studies
on a variety of substantive topics. The studies are based on a variable number of data sets, depending on
the topic being examined. A range of methodologies is used in these studies including multivariate
statistical techniques.

The topics covered are selected by MEASURE DHS staff in conjunction with the U.S. Agency for

International Development.

It is anticipated that the DHS Analytical Studies will enhance the understanding of analysts and
policymakers regarding significant issues in the fields of international population and health.

Ann Way

Project Director
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Abstract

This study investigates spousal agreement on reproductive preferences (fertility preferences and ideal
number of children) in sub-Saharan Africa. The analysis uses matched couples’ data from 14
Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) carried out between 1999 and 2004. Additionally, pooled data
from the 14 countries are used to explore the aggregate effect of different levels of polygyny (high and
low) on spousal agreement on reproductive preferences.

Agreement between partners/spouses to have another child ranges from 36 percent in Namibia to 90
percent in Chad. The multivariate analysis indicates that in many countries agreement on having another
child is less likely if the woman has some formal education. Additionally, in most countries, the results
show that wife’s age and the number of living children are consistent predictors of spousal agreement on
having another child. Economic status has an important role in 7 of the 14 countries; couples living in
wealthier households are less likely to agree to have another child than those in poorer households.

Agreement between partners/spouses on the ideal number of children ranges from 13 percent in Chad to
32 percent in Kenya. Overall, a larger proportion of husbands than wives consider a higher number of
children to be the ideal. However, the multivariate analysis indicates that, in most countries, the odds of
spousal agreement on the ideal number of children are increased if the wife has formal education.

The study also looks at the aggregate effect of high and low levels of polygyny on spousal agreement on
fertility preferences and ideal number of children. The findings from the multivariate analysis indicates
that, regardless of level of polygyny, the most important factors influencing the likelihood that both
partners want another child are wife’s education, wife’s age, number of living children, and household
wealth status. However, in countries with high levels of polygyny, type of marriage, difference in spouses’
education, and infecundity can have a significant negative impact on agreement to have another child.

In all 14 countries, wife’s education has a positive impact on spousal agreement on the ideal number of
children, regardless of level of polygyny. However, if the husband’s level of education exceeds that of his
wife, the wife is working for cash, or the household is not poor, the likelihood of spousal agreement on

ideal number of children is greater only in the high polygyny group.

xi
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Introduction

Understanding the determinants of fertility behavior is one of the main objectives of demographic
research. Collecting and analyzing data on reproductive preferences has been an important part of the
Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) program since it began in 1984. DHS surveys include questions
designed to quantify and measure fertility norms (ideal number of children), reproductive intentions
(fertility preferences and future childbearing intentions), and the desire for children (wanted and
unwanted births).

Many studies in the demographic literature point to the fertility desires of couples as important predictors
of fertility levels (Bankole, 1995; DaVanzo et al., 2003; Pritchet, 1994; Thomson, 1997; Westoff and
Ryder, 1977). Dasgupta (1993) argues “it is parental demand for children rather than an unmet need for
contraceptives that in large measure explains reproductive behavior in developing countries.” More
recently, Bloom and Canning (2004) concluded that the high fertility rates in sub-Saharan Africa are a
result of people wanting a large number of children, rather than high levels of unmet need. On the other
hand, some studies have debated whether fertility intentions can actually translate into fertility behavior
(Lesthaege and Surkyn, 1988; Miller and Pasta, 1995).

The objective of this study is to examine the determinants of spousal agreement on reproductive
preferences. The first part focuses on the characteristics of spouses (demographic, social, and economic)
that influence fertility intentions and ideal number of children. The analysis uses data on matched couples
from 14 recent DHS surveys in sub-Saharan Africa. In contrast to previous studies, data on infecundity’
are included in the analysis, and the effects of spousal differences in education and age are examined.
Several studies of the determinants of women’s reproductive health have used spousal differences in
education and age as proxy measures of relative power (Barbieri and Hertrich, 2005; Beegle et al., 2001;
Wolff et al., 2000); however, such an analysis is beyond the scope of this report.

Polygyny remains an important social and cultural institution in many parts of sub-Saharan Africa. The
second part of this report looks at whether, as marital institution, polygyny has an impact on the
reproductive preferences of husbands and wives. To do this, the 14 countries in the study were divided
into two groups by prevalence of polygyny. The high polygyny group included countries with a prevalence
of 20 percent or more, and the low polygyny group included countries with a prevalence of less than 20
percent. The data in each group were pooled for analysis. The results presented in this report suggest that
the effect of polygyny on reproductive preferences cannot be understood solely by comparing the
characteristics of monogamous and polygynous couples at the individual level. Rather, the relationship is
best understood by comparing characteristics within the two groups.

" Infecundity refers to the inability to conceive despite being exposed to the risk of pregnancy. The World Health
Organization (WHO, 1975; WHO, 2001) recommends that infecundity can be established after two years of

exposure to the risk of pregnancy without conceiving.
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Background

Couple studies based on data from sub-Saharan countries have identified a strong association between
spousal agreement on reproductive goals and the relative influence of each partner’s attitudes/preferences
on reproductive behavior (Dodoo, 1998a; Ezeh, 1996; Kritz, 1999; Miller et al., 2001). There is also a
substantial body of literature indicating that men usually want more children than do women (Bankole

and Singh, 1998; Short and Kiros, 2002).

Decisionmaking regarding fertility and family planning usually involves a complex process of negotiation
by couples. Decisions may be influenced by the attitudes and intentions of one or both spouses. A number
of studies on the reproductive health attitudes and behaviors of husbands and wives have noted the value
of couples’ data for predicting reproductive outcomes of interest (Becker, 1996; Dodoo, 1993; Greene and
Biddlecom, 2000).

Bankole and Singh (1998) examined husband-wife fertility preferences using couples’ data from 17 DHS
surveys. The results suggested that there were substantial differences in husbands’ and wives’ fertility
preferences. Using longitudinal data from the Malaysian Family Life Surveys, DaVanzo et al. (2003)
reported that women who wanted more children in the first survey (and whose husbands agreed) were
much more likely to have a birth compared with those who did not want more children. If there was
disagreement between spouses, husbands tended to have an advantage in the decision regarding the next
child. Spousal disagreement on having another child may be related as much to lack of communication

between spouses as to articulated opposition of one spouse to the other’s reproductive preferences (Greene
and Biddlecom, 2000; Odhiambo, 1997).

Spousal agreement on ideal number of children varies substantially in sub-Saharan Africa. In Western
Africa, men want more children than do women, but in Eastern Africa, men and women express similar
desires (Ezeh et al., 1996). In most developing countries, including sub-Saharan Africa, spousal
agreement on ideal number of children tends to be low (Becker, 1996). DeRose and Ezeh (2005) report
that the husband’s level of education has a stronger influence on the wife’s fertility intentions than does
the wife’s own education. A study in Uganda that explored negotiations about reproductive outcomes
within sexual unions reported that women were more likely than men to be aware of disagreement with
their partner on reproductive issues (Blanc et al., 1996).

In sub-Saharan Africa, marriage not only represents the union of husband and wife, but also the union of
families and kinship groups. Polygyny (having more than one spouse) plays a major role in shaping family
life, and the practice remains widespread. Caldwell (1976) argues that high fertility in many societies has
been sustained by cultural norms manifested through religious systems and through the social structure of
lineages and clans. Pollak and Watkins (1993) have emphasized the importance of culture in shaping
reproductive preferences. Fertility decisions such as use of contraception, spacing of births, and stopping
childbearing, occur in a social context, and social norms restrict individual decisions on fertility and family
planning. In particular, Ezeh (1997) argues that polygyny is not an individual-level variable, and
comparing women in polygynous unions with women in monogamous unions, at the individual level,
does not explain the overall impact of polygyny on reproductive processes. Furthermore, the observation



of patterns in the variables associated with polygyny suggests that there may be differences in reproductive
preferences among men and women.

Many studies that examine the link between polygyny and reproductive outcomes (fertility rates and
contraceptive prevalence) argue that it is important to understand how the type of union affects
reproductive preferences (Dodoo, 1998b; Effah, 1999; Ezeh, 1997; Pebley and Mbugua, 1989). Tertilt
(2005) reported substantial differences in fertility levels, age gap between spouses, and age at marriage
between countries with high and low prevalence of polygyny.

Results from studies that examined the relationship between reproductive preferences and type of
marriage at an individual level are mixed. Using DHS data from Ghana and Kenya, Dodoo (1998b)
found no consistent support for the hypothesized negative effect of polygyny on women’s ability to
implement their fertility preferences. Another study in Ghana (Sichona, 1993) found that polygyny had
no effect on the number of children ever born. In Kenya, Fapohunda and Poukouta (1997) reported that
there were no significant differences in desired family size between women in a polygynous union and
women in a monogamous union. Hogan et al. (1999) found a significant effect of polygyny in predicting
the desire for additional children among urban women.
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Data and Methods

To better understand couple dynamics, the DHS men’s questionnaire asks husbands about their
reproductive preferences and attitudes toward family planning. For husbands in a polygynous marriage,
the questions are asked for each of their wives/partners.

This analysis uses DHS matched couples’ data from 14 sub-Saharan countries: Benin, Burkina Faso,
Ghana, and Mali from Western Africa; Chad from central Africa; and Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi,
Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe from eastern and southern Africa. All
surveys in this analysis were conducted between 1999 and 2004.

The data for women are based on women age 15-49, while the data for men are based on men age 15-59
(with the exception of Kenya, Malawi, Uganda, and Zimbabwe, where the interviewed men are age 15-
54; and Benin, where the interviewed men are age 15-64).

The men’s questionnaire is similar in structure to the women’s questionnaire but shorter. To the extent
possible, the questions and response categories in the two questionnaires are worded identically to be
comparable across countries. The section on fertility preferences includes a question on fertility intentions
and ideal number of children. For fertility intentions, women and men were asked, “Would you like to
have (a/another) child or would you prefer not to have any (more) children?” For ideal number of children
(ideal family size), women and men were asked one of two questions, depending on whether or not they
had children. Those who did not have children were asked, “If you could choose exactly the number of
children to have in your lifetime, how many would that be?” Respondents who had at least one living
child were asked, “If you could go back to the time you did not have children and could choose exactly the
number of children to have in your lifetime, how many would that be?”

In this study, a woman is defined as infecund if she had no births and no pregnancies in the past five years
but has had a birth or pregnancy at some time, and has been married for the past five years but did not use
contraception during that period.

3.1 Measuring Outcome Variables

Agreement on fertility preferences indicates that spouses jointly agree to have another child or agree to
want no more children. Agreement on ideal number of children indicates that spouses regard the same
number of children to be their ideal number. Disagreement on fertility preferences occurs when one of the
spouses wants to have another child but the other spouse wants no more children. Disagreement on the
ideal number of children occurs when one of the spouses considers a certain number of children to be
ideal but the other spouse considers another number to be ideal.

Fertility Preferences

A variable reflecting spousal agreement on fertility preference was created by combining each spouse’s
response to the question: “Would you like to have (a/another) child or would you prefer not to have any
(more) children?” Response categories included the following:



e Have (a/another) child

e No more/none

e Cannot get pregnant (declared infecund, sterilized)
e Undecided/don’t know and pregnant, or

e Not pregnant or unsure.

Using the first two categories above, the combined responses were grouped into the following four
categories:

1) Both spouses agree to have another child;

2) Both spouses agree to have no more children;

3) The husband wants another child but the wife does not; and
4) The wife wants another child but the husband does not.

The first two categories represent joint agreement, while the last two represent spousal disagreement.
Ideal Number of Children

Both husband and wife were asked the number of children that they desire in their whole reproductive life
irrespective of the number of children they currently have: “If you could choose exactly the number of
children to have in your whole life, how many would that be?” A variable reflecting spousal agreement on
ideal number of children was created by calculating the difference between the numeric response of the
husband and the wife. The calculated difference is used to generate a three-category variable:

1) A difference of zero indicates that both spouses want the same ideal number of children;

2) A positive difference indicates the husband considers more children to be the ideal than does
his wife; and

3) A negative difference indicates the wife considers more children to be the ideal than does her

husband.

The first category represents joint agreement, while the last two categories represent spousal
disagreement.

3.2 Modeling Outcome Variables

In modeling spousal agreement on fertility preferences, multinomial logistic regression is used to predict
the determinants of agreement to have another child and agreement to have no more children, relative to
disagreement. If a parameter estimate is greater/less than one, it indicates that the independent variable is
associated with a probability of outcome that is greater/less than the probability of the base group. The
relative risk ratios (RRR) are reported. The RRRs show the effects of the independent variables on the
probability of agreement to have another child and agreement to have no more children, relative to
disagreement on fertility preferences.

In modeling spousal agreement on ideal number of children, a binary logistic regression is used to
examine which demographic, social, and economic factors influence spousal agreement on ideal number
of children. Odds ratios (OR) are reported. The ORs indicate the effect of the odds of a one-unit increase
in the independent variable on spousal agreement to consider the same number of children to be the ideal.

One of the limitations of the matched couples’ data is that for partners in a polygynous union there are
multiple wives matched with one husband. Researchers have raised concerns about the statistical



independence of responses from a polygynous husband (Bankole and Singh, 1998; Speizer and Yates,
1998). To investigate this, we selected one wife at random for each polygynous husband and calculated
the proportion of couples in which both spouses agree/disagree on fertility preferences and ideal number
of children. This enabled more precise calculation of the proportion of couples in which both spouses
agree/disagree on fertility preferences and ideal number of children.

The proportion of couples in which both spouses agree/disagree is similar to the proportion calculated
when couples include the multiple wives of one husband.” The analysis presented here uses results from
the original matched couples’ data, in which the number of couples in a polygynous union is the same as
the number of wives.

3.3  Effects of Polygyny on Fertility Preferences

The men’s questionnaire asked all men in the sample: “Do you have one wife or more than one wife?”
The proportion of men with more than one wife is used to estimate the prevalence of polygyny in each
country.

The data from the countries were pooled in two groups based on the prevalence of polygyny—countries
with a high level of polygynous unions (20 percent or more) were in one group and countries with a low
level of polygynous unions (less than 20 percent) were in another group. Appropriate sampling weights
were applied to the data from several countries to take into account the size of the population of these
countries. Studies looking at the role of polygyny at the macro level have used similar systems of

classification (Ezeh, 1997; Tertilt, 2005).

? In most cases, the difference in spousal agreement between the two data sets is less than 2 percent for fertility
preferences and less than 4 percent for ideal number of children. Results for fertility preferences and ideal number of
children obtained from the data in which a wife was selected at random are attached in Appendix Tables A.3.1 and
A3.2.






Spousal Agreement on Fertility Preferences and
Ideal Number of Children

4.1 Overview of the Data

Table 4.1 lists the surveys in the study and presents background information on the survey samples:
number of currently married women, number of currently married men, number of matched couples,
percentage of matched couples relative to currently married women, and the percentage of couples in a
polygynous union.

The percentage of matched couples relative to currently married women ranges from 14 percent in
Ethiopia to 58 percent in Ghana. The countries in Western Africa have a higher proportion of matched
couples than the countries in eastern and southern Africa. In most countries, male interviews are carried
out using a subset of all the households selected for the survey, so the maximum number of matched
couples cannot exceed the size of that subsample.

The prevalence of polygyny varies greatly across sub-Saharan Africa (Table 4.1). The proportion of wives
in a polygynous union is higher in Western Africa, compared with eastern and southern Africa. Overall,
the proportion of polygynous unions ranges from 4 percent in Namibia to 48 percent in Burkina Faso.

Table 4.1 Characteristics of the sample and percentage of women in a polygynous union, DHS surveys in sub-Saharan
Africa 1999-2004

Characteristics of the sample
Number

Percentage of Percentage
Currently  Currently ~ Number matched couples of couples in
Survey married married matched  relative to currently a polygynous
Country year women men couples married women union
Western and Central Africa
Benin 2001 4,587 1,607 1,609 35.1 42.1
Burkina Faso 2003 9,537 1,973 2,340 24.5 47.9
Chad 2004 4,415 1,063 924 20.9 34.1
Ghana 2003 3,694 2,726 2,133 57.7 22.6
Mali 2001 10,697 2,138 2,191 20.5 41.1
Eastern and Southern Africa
Ethiopia 2000 9,380 1,433 1,271 13.6 1.3
Kenya 2003 4,876 1,855 1,430 29.3 1.7
Malawi 2000 9,361 1,903 1,677 17.9 10.4
Mozambique 2003 8,377 1,780 1,435 17.1 19.2
Namibia 2000 2,827 1,184 805 28.5 3.9
Rwanda 2000 4,891 1,362 1,156 23.6 5.5
Uganda 2000/01 4,675 1,167 944 20.2 20.5
Zambia 2001/02 4,731 1,249 1,120 23.7 11.8
Zimbabwe 1999 3,553 1,203 907 25.5 9.5

4.2  Fertility Preferences

Table 4.2 shows spousal agreement on fertility preferences. Agreement is high in all countries, whether
both want another child or both want no more children. The percentage of couples in which both spouses



want another child is above 50 percent in Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, Ethiopia, Ghana, Mali,
Mozambique, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. Furthermore, at least a quarter of couples in
Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, and Namibia indicated that both partners want no more children. Overall, a
higher percentage of couples in Western and central Africa want another child than those in eastern and
southern Africa.

On the other hand, disagreement between husband and wife on fertility preferences ranges from 9 percent
in Chad to 31 percent in Namibia. When spouses disagree over fertility preferences, the proportion of
husbands wanting another child is almost always greater than the proportion of wives wanting another

child.

Table 4.2 Percent distribution of couples by spousal agreement on fertility preference, DHS surveys in sub-Saharan
Africa 1999-2004

Agree Disagree
Both Neither Only wife Only husband
want wants wants wants Number
another another another another of

Country child child child child Total couples
Western and Central Africa

Benin 69.4 13.5 4.6 12.5 100.0 1,445

Burkina Faso 732 6.2 5.9 14.7 100.0 2,146

Chad 89.9 0.9 2.8 6.4 100.0 750

Ghana 56.5 25.6 7.8 10.1 100.0 1,862

Mali 77.5 49 34 14.3 100.0 1,984
Eastern and Southern Africa

Ethiopia 59.4 17.2 7.4 16.0 100.0 1,178

Kenya 47 .4 29.6 8.6 14.5 100.0 1,227

Malawi 49.5 25.7 12.6 12.1 100.0 1,480

Mozambique 70.9 9.2 5.6 14.4 100.0 1,282

Namibia 359 32.7 8.2 23.2 100.0 619

Rwanda 60.2 22.6 7.8 9.4 100.0 1,078

Uganda 57.5 19.5 7.3 15.8 100.0 898

Zambia 58.9 19.2 8.0 14.0 100.0 1,030

Zimbabwe 523 22.7 8.9 16.1 100.0 764

4.3 Ideal Number of Children

Table 4.3 shows the percent distribution of couples by spousal agreement on ideal number of children.
Ideal number of children reflects the existence of a societal norm regarding family size. In 9 of the 14
countries—Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, Ethiopia, Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Uganda, and Zambia—
less than one-fourth of the couples agree on the ideal number of children. The proportion of couples in
which both spouses agree on the ideal number of children is lowest in Chad (14 percent) and highest in
Kenya (32 percent).

The marked differences in husbands’ and wives’ agreement on the ideal number of children can be seen in
Table 4.3. A greater proportion of husbands than wives consider more children to be the ideal. The
greatest difference is in Chad, where 67 percent of husbands compared with 20 percent of wives consider
more children to be the ideal. The smallest difference is in Malawi, where 36 percent of husbands
compared with 34 percent of wives consider more children to be the ideal. Rwanda is the only country
where a larger proportion of wives than their husbands consider more children to be the ideal (39 percent
and 30 percent, respectively).

10



Table 4.3 Percent distribution of couples by spousal agreement on ideal number of children, DHS
surveys in sub-Saharan Africa 1999-2004

Agree Disagree
Both Husband Wife
report reports reports Number
the same higher higher of

Country number number number Total couples
Western and Central Africa

Benin 20.3 593 20.5 100.0 1,271

Burkina Faso 17.8 494 327 100.0 1,877

Chad 13.5 66.5 20.0 100.0 751

Ghana 25.9 429 31.2 100.0 1,989

Mali 14.9 60.0 25.1 100.0 1,274
Eastern and Southern Africa

Ethiopia 244 47.1 284 100.0 912

Kenya 31.8 40.8 274 100.0 1,284

Malawi 30.2 36.2 33.6 100.0 1,561

Mozambique 17.7 52.0 303 100.0 1,385

Namibia 20.8 48.1 31.2 100.0 691

Rwanda 313 29.8 38.9 100.0 1,105

Uganda 21.9 51.8 26.3 100.0 880

Zambia 24.1 47.6 28.3 100.0 1,009

Zimbabwe 26.8 434 29.7 100.0 872

Table 4.4 presents the mean ideal number of children by spousal agreement. The results show that, in all
countries, the mean ideal number of children is higher for husbands than for wives. Moreover, when
spouses agree on the mean ideal number of children, that number is always smaller than the number
considered ideal by the husband and wife separately.

Table 4.4 Mean ideal number of children by spousal agreement, and mean number of living children
for couples, DHS surveys in sub-Saharan Africa 1999-2004

Mean ideal number

of children
Both Husband Wife M
ean number
report reports reports of living children
the same higher higher
Country number number number Wife Husband
Western and Central Africa
Benin 4.7 1.1 6.6 3.2 5.5
Burkina Faso 5.6 10.7 7.0 3.2 5.5
Chad 9.4 18.5 1.4 3.6 5.0
Ghana 4.4 8.2 6.0 33 4.2
Mali 7.2 11.2 8.4 33 4.8
Eastern and Southern Africa
Ethiopia 5.5 9.5 77 3.4 4.0
Kenya 3.8 6.4 53 3.2 39
Malawi 4.1 5.8 55 2.9 3.6
Mozambique 5.9 9.2 7.1 29 4.1
Namibia 32 7.0 5.6 3.1 3.8
Rwanda 4.5 6.3 6.2 32 3.6
Uganda 49 8.1 6.7 3.4 4.7
Zambia 4.8 7.5 6.4 33 4.2
Zimbabwe 39 6.6 52 2.7 33
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Differentials in Spousal Agreement on Reproductive Preferences

5.1 Fertility Preferences

This section examines the demographic, social, and economic characteristics of couples in which both
spouses are in agreement on wanting another child.

Typically, urban residence is accompanied by greater access to resources such as the media and education,
which expose people to new ideas. Thus, couples living in urban areas would be expected to show more
agreement on limiting family size than their rural counterparts. Tables 5.1.1 and 5.1.2, however, show
that spousal agreement on fertility preferences does not vary substantially by residence in most of the
countries. Only in Kenya and Malawi are a higher proportion of urban couples in agreement with the
intention to have another child compared with their rural counterparts.

Couples in which the wife has little or no formal education are more likely to agree on having another
child. Tables 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 show that in Benin, Chad, Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, and Zambia, a
higher proportion of couples agree to have another child when the wife has no formal education
compared with couples in which the wife has formal education. For example, in Benin, 71 percent of the
couples want another child when the wife has no education compared with 59 percent when the wife has
at least secondary education. In contrast, in Burkina Faso, Malawi, and Zimbabwe, a larger proportion of
couples are in agreement on wanting another child when the wife has at least secondary education.

13



Table 5.1.1 Percentage of couples in which both partners want another child, by selected characteristics:
Western and Central Africa

Western and Central Africa

Characteristic Benin Burkina Faso Chad Ghana Mali
Residence

Urban 65.8 67.6 833 553 68.0

Rural 71.2 74.0 91.1 57.1 80.3
Wife’s education

No education 71.1 73.6 91.2 66.3 78.0

Primary 66.1 66.9 85.0 51.2 79.3

Secondary+ 58.8 77.8 83.9 47.9 64.0
Husband’s education

No education 720 737 929 739 77.8

Primary 70.0 69.5 84.1 55.5 80.3

Secondary+ 61.0 733 88.7 47.4 71.8
Spousal education difference

Same education 71.5 73.8 92.5 65.2 774

Wife more educated 69.6 71.6 93.7 58.4 74.4

Husband more educated 67.0 71.0 85.2 49.9 79.5
Wife’s age

15-34 83.9 87.5 94.0 73.8 88.1

35-49 32.8 378 734 27.1 48.5
Husband’s age

15-34 89.3 94.3 95.3 76.9 93.7

35-44 65.1 78.5 90.2 55.2 82.9

45+ 41.0 46.8 79.0 31.7 55.5
Spousal age difference

(husband older)

< 5 years 71.1 76.6 87.0 56.1 74.8

5 years and over 68.1 719 91.5 56.8 78.2
Wife’s employment

Not working 86.8 78.7 929 70.2 779

Working for cash 67.2 72.6 89.0 54.7 772
Husband’s employment

Not working 39.3 70.7 99.2 52.2 8l.1

Working for cash 70.1 73.8 89.8 56.6 76.8
Type of marriage

Monogamous 738 79.3 89.5 54.9 80.5

Polygynous 63.2 66.4 90.8 63.1 73.1
Number of living children

0 97.4 99.1 98.8 95.7 96.3

1-2 89.8 9l.1 96.1 81.2 94.7

3-4 66.9 72.6 91.4 50.1 82.6

5+ 314 36.7 78.1 19.0 42.5
Infecundity

Fecund 722 76.0 90.3 57.4 794

Infecund 40.8 45.8 84.2 49.4 61.1
Wealth status

Poor 73.1 77.6 90.1 63.5 79.4

Middle 74.5 72.1 89.7 45.9 76.9

Rich 61.8 68.5 89.9 529 75.4
Number of couples 1,445 2,146 750 1,862 1,984
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Table 5.1.2 Percentage of couples in which both partners want another child, by selected characteristics: Eastern and Southern Africa

Eastern and Southern Africa

Characteristic Ethiopia Kenya Malawi  Mozambique  Namibia Rwanda Uganda Zambia  Zimbabwe
Residence

Urban 56.0 533 53.5 64.5 313 56.8 533 47.7 439

Rural 59.9 458 48.8 73.0 40.6 60.8 57.9 64.6 57.7
Wife’s education

No education 59.4 65.5 40.9 74.8 473 52.1 54.3 65.9 339

Primary 63.1 45.6 524 67.0 33.0 64.3 59.5 60.4 47.3

Secondary+ 524 424 61.5 65.5 33.9 64.0 53.8 50.6 59.4
Husband’s education

No education 53.7 66.2 49.1 75.2 44.2 59.0 59.8 77.9 45.8

Primary 737 46.1 48.7 69.6 35.0 59.6 59.1 64.2 45.7

Secondary+ 50.7 44.9 53.1 69.9 334 65.1 523 49.8 56.9
Spousal education difference

Same education 549 54.3 50.8 75.0 40.9 50.8 577 63.9 56.7

Wife more educated 66.1 443 58.1 60.8 36.2 66.7 61.4 58.6 53.2

Husband more educated 66.6 46.2 46.5 70.3 332 60.2 56.3 574 49.4
Wife’s age

15-34 723 58.1 60.3 8l.4 43.0 79.7 67.5 70.7 65.4

35-49 30.2 16.2 15.1 42.1 237 21.5 19.8 229 14.3
Husband’s age

15-34 824 67.2 67.4 87.3 46.1 86.3 757 788 70.9

35-44 55.7 36.5 338 64.2 33.1 48.7 40.0 44.3 388

45+ 342 18.0 14.7 43.5 18.4 17.1 17.9 19.7 18.3

Spousal age difference
(husband older)

< 5 years 61.6 453 50.2 73.1 36.7 59.6 59.3 63.1 53.4

5 years and over 58.3 49.5 48.7 68.4 349 6l.1 55.0 54.6 51.0
Wife’s employment

Not working 63.0 58.0 52.0 71.6 38.8 56.5 62.7 56.9 56.5

Working for cash 56.8 41.5 47.8 70.7 32.1 60.6 56.2 60.3 48.9
Husband’s employment

Not working 72.1 59.9 47.9 65.5 45.7 56.4 593 524 53.0

Working for cash 59.0 46.5 50.3 722 31.7 62.6 56.9 59.8 51.9
Type of marriage

Monogamous 58.7 47.7 50.7 70.7 35.2 61.9 60.5 59.3 52.6

Polygynous 66.8 452 387 71.5 48.5 320 45.8 55.6 48.2
Number of living children

0 89.6 95.2 84.7 95.1 78.9 98.5 96.4 94.7 88.8

1-2 8l1.5 69.5 68.8 88.3 43.0 88.3 8l.6 84.2 69.8

3-4 55.5 30.4 329 67.5 27.8 54.4 56.6 51.8 313

5+ 293 13.1 9.6 337 17.9 10.5 21.6 18.7 5.8
Infecundity

Fecund 60.2 48.5 51.5 71.8 36.2 62.3 58.8 59.7 53.7

Infecund 42.4 37.0 20.6 63.1 34.0 35.2 36.4 46.0 40.7
Wealth status

Poor 59.2 522 45.0 74.6 46.8 59.6 64.3 70.3 55.9

Middle 71.5 41.5 50.2 74.6 30.1 64.0 56.1 65.6 57.0

Rich 52.7 46.0 54.6 60.3 323 58.6 48.3 43.5 48.5
Number of couples 1,178 1,227 1,480 1,282 619 1,078 898 1,030 764
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When the wife has less education than her husband, her ability to influence decisions on fertility
preferences and family planning may be reduced. However, Tables 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 show that in 7 of the
14 countries (Benin, Chad, Ghana, Malawi, Namibia, Zambia, and Zimbabwe) the proportion of couples
in agreement on wanting another child is lower when the husband is more educated than his wife. In
Chad, Malawi, Rwanda, and Uganda, a larger proportion of couples agree on having another child when
the wife’s education exceeds that of her husband.

The results by age in Tables 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 indicate that in all countries except Namibia, a majority of
couples want another child when the wife is age 15-34. Furthermore, these couples are two to four times
more likely to want another child than couples in which the wife is age 35-49. The proportion of couples
in which both spouses want another child, for women age 35-49, ranges from 14 percent in Zimbabwe to

73 percent in Chad.

Differences by type of marriage (monogamous marriage versus polygynous marriage) in Tables 5.1.1 and
5.1.2 indicate that in Benin, Burkina Faso, Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia, and
Zimbabwe, the proportion of couples that want another child is higher when both spouses are in a
monogamous union than when both spouses are in a polygynous union. In contrast, in Chad, Ethiopia,
Ghana, Mozambique, and Namibia, a higher proportion of couples in a polygynous union want another
child than those in a monogamous union. Overall, there is no clear pattern in couples’ desire for another

child by type of marriage.

In sub-Saharan Africa, having a large number of children is associated with prestige and better bargaining
power for married women. Tables 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 show that in all countries, the proportion of couples
who want another child declines with increasing number of living children. For example, in Benin, the
proportion of couples who intend to have another child decreases from 97 percent among partners with
no children to 31 percent among partners with at least five children. However, in Chad, among couples
with at least five living children, 78 percent still want to have another child.

In all countries, the proportion of couples in which both spouses want another child is higher for partners
who were fecund in the past five years.

The results by household economic status (wealth status) in Tables 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 indicate that in all
countries except Malawi, a higher proportion of couples living in poor households want another child
compared with couples living in rich households. For example, in Benin 73 percent of the couples in poor
households want another child compared with 62 percent of the couples in rich households.

5.2 Ideal Number of Children

Tables 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 show the percent distribution of couples in which both partners consider the same
number of children to be the ideal. In all countries except Chad, the proportion of couples in which both
spouses share the same ideal number of children is higher in urban areas than in rural areas. For example,
in Benin and Burkina Faso, nearly twice as many couples in urban areas as in rural areas consider the same
number of children to be the ideal.

In 12 of the 14 countries (Chad and Ethiopia are the exceptions), the proportion of couples in which both
spouses consider the same number of children to be the ideal is higher when the wife has at least
secondary education. Tables 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 also show that in three countries, namely Burkina Faso,
Ghana, and Rwanda, the proportion of couples who consider the same number of children to be the ideal
is higher when the wife’s level of education exceeds that of her husband. In contrast, in Benin, Chad,
Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe, a higher proportion of
couples consider the same number of children to be the ideal when the husband’s level of education
exceeds that of his wife.
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It is likely that older women and high-parity women tend to adjust their ideal number of children upward
as the number of living children increases. Tables 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 show that in all countries except
Namibia, the proportion of couples in which both spouses desire the same ideal number of children is

higher when the wife is age 15-34.

Looking at spousal age difference in 11 countries (Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya,
Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Zambia, and Zimbabwe), the proportion of couples in which both spouses
consider the same number of children to be ideal is higher when the husband is older than his wife by less
than five years.

Table 5.2.1 Percentage of couples in which both spouses report the same ideal number of children,
by selected characteristics: Western and Central Africa

Western and Central Africa

Characteristic Benin Burkina Faso Chad Ghana Mali
Residence

Urban 314 31.0 11.9 285 20.9

Rural 14.2 15.8 13.7 245 12.8
Wife’s education

No education 17.1 15.4 1.7 18.0 14.4

Primary 27.7 323 22.1 303 10.8

Secondary+ 32.1 343 13.1 31.8 275
Husband’s education

No education 12.0 15.9 9.7 16.7 13.0

Primary 25.5 229 17.3 25.0 12.4

Secondary+ 30.8 28.8 223 30.2 26.4
Spousal education difference

Same education 12.8 15.0 10.2 19.6 13.4

Wife more educated 233 283 13.9 349 8.4

Husband more educated 26.7 24.8 18.3 27.7 21.9
Wife’s age

15-34 223 18.8 13.6 27.7 15.8

35-49 153 15.6 12.9 23.0 12.2
Husband’s age

15-34 23.8 232 17.3 31.0 19.3

35-44 20.5 18.6 6.5 254 14.8

45+ 14.4 11.2 14.6 20.4 10.1
Spousal age difference

(husband older)

< 5 years/wife older 22.3 18.6 16.7 29.2 15.4

5 years and over 18.6 17.6 1.5 22.9 14.7
Wife’s employment

Not working 23.1 26.7 1.5 242 13.1

Working for cash 20.0 16.9 14.0 26.1 15.8
Husband’s employment

Not working 29.1 153 22.7 37.6 73

Working for cash 20.1 18.6 13.2 25.6 16.5
Type of marriage

Monogamous 26.4 22.7 15.6 28.5 18.4

Polygynous 1.1 1.7 8.7 13.1 84
Number of living children

0 23.0 18.7 29.7 332 14.2

1-2 23.0 21.4 14.9 30.3 16.0

3-4 20.8 19.7 12.6 25.1 17.7

5+ 14.6 10.2 9.0 19.1 10.1
Infecundity

Fecund 20.5 18.4 14.1 25.0 143

Infecund 17.9 13.0 8.1 325 20.3
Wealth status

Poor 11.9 15.0 11.2 22.4 12.5

Middle 19.9 18.6 14.3 28.0 13.7

Rich 31.1 21.0 15.2 28.8 18.1
Number of couples 1,271 1,877 751 1,989 1,274
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Table 5.2.2 Percentage of couples in which both spouses report the same ideal number of children, by selected characteristics: Eastern and
Southern Africa

Eastern and Southern Africa

Characteristic Ethiopia Kenya Malawi  Mozambique  Namibia ~ Rwanda Uganda Zambia  Zimbabwe
Residence

Urban 34.0 338 30.7 23.1 26.3 348 26.1 26.0 29.0

Rural 23.2 316 30.2 15.9 16.0 30.8 21.5 232 26.1
Wife’s education

No education 21.1 227 29.0 16.5 9.1 25.7 16.7 20.9 17.0

Primary 39.6 315 30.0 17.7 12.6 33.1 22.1 24.5 25.6

Secondary+ 31.6 374 383 37.6 30.6 41.7 335 247 304
Husband’s education

No education 21.5 12.8 23.0 13.9 7.8 311 18.6 26.2 24.4

Primary 24.6 326 30.6 17.4 13.6 29.9 19.4 235 21.4

Secondary+ 37.6 34.9 344 279 31.9 38.6 29.3 24.7 311
Spousal education difference

Same education 21.6 27.7 27.2 15.8 27.7 303 16.8 24.0 26.6

Wife more educated 27.1 30.8 29.6 15.7 13.9 339 224 232 25.5

Husband more educated 29.1 347 315 18.8 25.9 303 228 244 284
Wife’s age

15-34 27.7 33.0 329 18.2 19.8 347 235 025.2 29.7

35-49 17.2 29.7 225 16.6 243 25.1 16.4 21.2 21.0
Husband’s age

15-34 320 364 342 18.7 239 35.6 248 27.7 33.0

35-44 23.1 30.5 28.5 21.5 20.8 309 17.4 20.9 229

45+ 15.0 25.2 20.4 12.4 18.8 227 19.3 18.9 18.4

Spousal age difference
(husband older)

< 5 years/wife older 26.1 34.1 30.0 18.3 26.8 314 21.7 27.1 288

5 years and over 239 30.1 30.7 17.1 13.5 314 22.1 21.1 25.4
Wife’s employment

Not working 225 329 30.0 17.1 18.1 30.2 23.1 25.8 27.3

Working for cash 26.3 31.6 30.5 17.9 25.8 31.5 21.6 23.1 27.2
Husband’s employment

Not working 27.8 21.7 30.2 18.2 12.9 30.1 22,6 21.7 27.9

Working for cash 24.6 327 30.3 17.6 25.0 323 21.6 245 26.9
Type of marriage

Monogamous 26.8 348 316 19.4 223 323 23.1 25.2 28.0

Polygynous 5.6 8.6 18.4 10.2 85 18.4 17.3 15.0 19.2
Number of living children

0 37.6 42.6 335 21.5 18.4 44.0 214 354 27.2

1-2 294 347 329 18.1 27.1 364 25.1 26.1 34.0

3-4 19.9 311 314 20.6 22.0 27.9 19.4 232 26.4

5+ 17.8 25.4 21.7 1.8 10.9 243 20.3 18.6 12.3
Infecundity

Fecund 25.1 324 30.3 17.6 225 32.1 21.9 242 28.0

Infecund 18.3 28.7 29.9 18.8 15.0 234 21.1 24.1 21.0
Wealth status

Poor 21.2 26.9 313 16.8 12.0 31.6 214 224 23.1

Middle 26.7 37.6 304 16.7 13.9 30.5 16.8 243 332

Rich 27.3 338 29.1 20.4 26.8 31.7 25.1 25.8 28.2

Number of couples 912 1,284 1,561 1,385 691 1,105 880 1,009 872
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Tables 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 show that a higher proportion of couples in which both spouses agree on the ideal
number of children are in a monogamous union than in a polygynous union. In most countries, twice as
many couples in a monogamous union are in agreement on the ideal number of children compared with
those in a polygynous union.

In Chad, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Rwanda, and Zambia, a higher proportion of couples at
parity zero agree on the ideal number of children compared with couples with at least one birth. Tables
5.2.1 and 5.2.2 show that in these countries, spousal agreement on the ideal number of children declines
with increasing number of living children.

Differentials in ideal number of children related to infecundity—i.e., the woman has no childbearing
experience—in Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, Ethiopia, Kenya, Namibia, Rwanda, and Zimbabwe indicate
that the proportion of couples in which both partners agree on the ideal number of children is higher
among fecund couples.

In 12 of the 14 countries (Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Mozambique,
Namibia, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe), a higher proportion of couples who live in rich households
consider the same number of children to be ideal than couples who live in poor households. For example,
in Benin, 12, 20, and 31 percent of the couples in poor, middle, and rich households, respectively,
consider the same number of children to be the ideal.
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6

Multivariate Analyses

6.1  Fertility Preferences: Spousal Agreement to Have Another Child

Tables 6.1.1 and 6.1.2 present relative risk ratios (RRR) from multinomial logistic regression showing
factors associated with spousal agreement on wanting another child. The results for spousal agreement on

wanting no more children are presented in Appendix Tables A.6.1 and A.6.2.

Only three countries (Ghana, Zambia, and Zimbabwe) show an association between residence and
spousal agreement to have another child. In Ghana, urban residence increases the likelihood that both
spouses want another child. In contrast, urban residence in Zambia and Zimbabwe decreases the
likelihood of spousal agreement to have another child.

Wife’s education has a negative effect on the likelihood of spousal agreement to have another child in
Burkina Faso, Chad, Ethiopia, Ghana, and Kenya. Overall, when the wife has formal education, the
relative risk of the couple being in agreement on wanting another child declines. Furthermore, difference
in spousal education is associated with agreement to have another child in Chad and Rwanda only. The
results indicate that in Chad, for couples in which a husband is more educated than his wife, the relative
risk of the couple agreeing on wanting another child is lower than for couples in which both spouses have
the same educational attainment. In Rwanda, difference in education—whether the husband is more
educated than his wife or the wife is more educated than her husband—elevates the relative risk of both
spouses wanting another child.

Wife’s age is a consistent predictor of spousal agreement to have another child in all countries except
Namibia and Zimbabwe. Tables 6.1.1 and 6.1.2 show that partners are less likely to agree on wanting
another child if the wife is age 35-49 than if the wife is 15-34. Difference in spousal age is associated with
spousal agreement to want another child only in Burkina Faso and Uganda. In these countries, the
likelihood of both partners wanting another child declines if the husband is older than his wife by five or
more years. In Benin, Burkina Faso, Mali, Rwanda, and Uganda, couples in a polygynous marriage are
less likely to be in agreement on wanting another child compared with those in monogamous marriage.

In all 14 countries, spousal agreement to have another child is significantly associated with the number of
living children. The results in Tables 6.1.1 and 6.1.2 show that in all countries, the likelihood of both
spouses agreeing to have another child declines with increasing number of living children. For example, in
Benin, the relative risk of spousal agreement to have another child is 0.28 for couples with 3-4 living
children, and 0.09 for couples with five or more living children. This result is the most consistent finding
across all the countries analyzed.

Infecundity is associated with spousal agreement to have another child in Benin, Burkina Faso, Malawi,
Mali, and Mozambique. In these countries, fecund couples are more likely to agree to have another child.
Household wealth is a significant predictor of spousal agreement to have another child in Burkina Faso,
Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, Uganda, and Zambia. The findings indicate that couples in
households that are better-off are less likely to agree on wanting another child compared with couples
living in poor households.
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Table 6.1.1 Relative risk ratios from multinomial logistic regressions predicting spousal agreement to have another child,
according to selected characteristics: Western and Central Africa

Western and Central Africa

Characteristic Benin Burkina Faso Chad ' Ghana Mali

Residence (vs. rural)
Urban 0.89 0.78 0.56 |.64* 0.73

Wife’s education
(vs. no education)
Primary 0.89 0.45 0.63 0.56* 1.91
Secondary+ 0.47 0.26** 0.31* 0.35%* 0.80

Spousal education difference
(vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 0.79 1.32 0.91 1.35 0.57

Husband more educated 0.79 0.80 0.37* 0.74 1.09
Wife’s age

(vs. 15-34 years old)

35-49 0.37%* 0.29%* 0.2%* 0.46%* 0.41%*

Spousal age difference
(vs. husband older by
< 5 years)
Over 5 years 0.72 0.71* 1.18 0.92 1.05

Wife’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 0.56 0.76 1.14 0.99 1.16

Husband’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 3.67* 1.02 0.36 0.93 0.70

Type of marriage
(vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 0.66* 0.69* 0.85 0.92 0.74*
Number of living children

(vs.<2)

3-4 0.28%* 0.24%* 0.34* 0.24%* 0.28**

5+ 0.09%* 0.10* 0.20%* 0.08** 0.08**
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 0.47%* 0.52%* 0.55 1.08 0.55%*
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 0.98 0.58%* 1.21 0.5 1.05

Rich 0.70 0.69 1.26 0.45* 0.63
Number of couples 1,435 2,144 747 1,862 1,958
Loglikelihood -840.4 -1146.3 -199.7 -1258.3 -919.4

' Odds ratios are from binary logistic regression because too few cases in the “both want no more children category
(< 1%)” in multinomial logit regression
Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .01
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Table 6.1.2 Relative risk ratios from multinomial logistic regressions predicting spousal agreement to have another child, according to selected
characteristics: Eastern and Southern Africa

Eastern and Southern Africa

Characteristic Ethiopia Kenya Malawi Mozambique = Namibia ~ Rwanda Uganda Zambia Zimbabwe

Residence (vs. rural)
Urban 1.18 1.54 1.18 0.99 0.83 0.55 1.04 0.42%* 0.45%

Wife’s education
(vs. no education)
Primary 0.58* 0.15%* 0.92 0.76 0.75 0.59 0.95 0.93 0.8l
Secondary+ 0.53 0.14%* 0.71 1.89 0.57 0.90 0.59 0.76 0.89

Spousal education difference
(vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 1.44 0.87 0.93 0.89 1.20 2.4|%* 1.03 0.6l 1.09

Husband more educated 1.03 1.04 0.97 0.98 1.26 1.75% 0.84 0.71 1.01
Wife’s age

(vs. 15-34 years old)

35-49 0.43** 0.40°* 0.46** 0.47** 0.60 0.35%* 0.46* 0.5 0.58

Spousal age difference
(vs. husband older by <5
years)
Over 5 years 0.93 0.98 0.8l 1.01 0.82 0.76 0.68** 0.79 0.77

Wife’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 0.78 0.74 1.27 0.69 1.02 1.61 1.03 1.32 0.8l

Husband’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 0.56 0.60 I.10 1.27 0.73 1.31 0.86 1.02 0.63

Type of marriage
(vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 1.46 0.77 0.8l 1.22 1.86 0.18%* 0.5 0.88 0.58
Number of living children

(vs.<2)

3-4 0.31%* 0.2 0.30% 0.28** 0.42%* 0.20%* 0.25%* 0.16%* 0.23%*

5+ 0.22%* 0.09** 0.18* 0.12%* 0.22%* 0.07*#* 0.08** 0.08** 0.04+*
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 0.96 1.33 0.49* 0.53* 1.09 0.74 0.6l 1.43 1.46
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 0.92 0.61* 0.92 0.82 0.76 1.23 0.87 0.64* 1.02

Rich 0.4 1% 0.40°* 0.88 0.29%* 1.04 1.49 0.41* 0.43* 0.74
Number of couples 1,176 1,224 1,478 1,280 608 1,070 897 1,026 761
Loglikelihood -874.1 -926.0 -1,205.4 -778.9 -588.0 -648.9 -647.2 -676.8 -572.7

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .01

6.2  Spousal Agreement on Ideal Number of Children

Tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 present odds ratios (OR) from binary logistic regressions predicting the

determinants of spousal agreement on ideal number of children.

Wife’s education is a significant predictor of spousal agreement on ideal number of children in 8 of the 14
countries (Chad, Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, and Uganda). The results
show that in these countries, the odds of spousal agreement on the ideal number of children increases
with increasing level of wife’s education. Wife’s age is a less consistent predictor of spousal agreement on
ideal number of children in most countries, except for Burkina Faso and Malawi. In Burkina Faso,
couples are more likely to agree on the ideal number of children when the wife is age 35-49 than when
the wife is age 15-34. Difference in spousal age is a significant predictor of spousal agreement in Ghana
and Namibia. In these countries, couples are less likely to agree on the ideal number of children when the
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husband is five or more years older than his wife, compared with when the husband is less than five years
older than his wife.

Type of marriage is significantly associated with spousal agreement on the ideal number of children in 11
of the 14 countries (the exceptions are Namibia, Uganda, and Zimbabwe). The odds ratios show that
couples in a polygynous marriage are less likely to agree on the ideal number of children than those in a
monogamous marriage. In Burkina Faso, Chad, Ghana, Kenya, Rwanda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe, the
findings show that high-parity couples are less likely to agree on the same ideal number of children.

Household wealth is not associated with the likelihood of spousal agreement on ideal number of children.
Tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 show that only in Benin are the chances of spousal agreement increased when
couples live in a household that is better-off.

Table 6.2.1 Odds ratios from binary logistic regression predicting spousal agreement on ideal number of children, according to
selected characteristics: Western and Central Africa

Western and Central Africa
Characteristic Benin Burkina Faso Chad Ghana Mali

Residence (vs. rural)
Urban 1.47% 1.33 0.60 0.98 1.22

Wife’s education
(vs. no education)
Primary 0.96 1.64 2.17% |.44% 0.93
Secondary+ 0.74 1.45 1.74 | .54 1.54

Spousal education difference
(vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 1.25 0.66 0.84 1.38 0.77

Husband more educated 1.49* 1.03 1.19 1.17 1.47
Wife’s age

(vs. 15-34 years old)

35-49 0.68 1.51%* 1.13 0.92 1.17

Spousal age difference
(vs. husband older by < 5
years)
Over 5 years 0.96 1.26 0.65 0.79* 0.77

Wife’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.17 0.99 1.25 1.17 1.31

Husband’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.02 1.20 0.86 0.80 1.60%*

Type of marriage
(vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 0.41%*¢ 0.53** 0.52%* 0.50%* 0.49%*
Number of living children

(vs. £2)

34 I.11 1.04 0.69 0.87 1.04

5+ 1.01 0.47+* 0.47%* 0.63** 0.63
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 1.10 0.63 0.72 1.22 1.27
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 1.76%* 1.38 1.62 1.02 1.13

Rich 3.25%* I.16 1.86 1.03 0.84
Number of couples 1,261 1,870 745 1,952 1,257
Loglikelihood -569.2 -855.4 -265.5 -1042.2 -501.1

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .0l
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Table 6.2.2 Odds ratios from binary logistic regression predicting spousal agreement on ideal number of children, according to selected characteristics:
Eastern and Southern Africa

Eastern and Southern Africa

Characteristic Ethiopia Kenya Malawi Mozambique  Namibia Rwanda Uganda Zambia Zimbabwe

Residence (vs. rural)
Urban 1.23 1.10 1.09 1.31 0.72 .14 0.82 1.03 1.01

Wife’s education
(vs. no education)
Primary 1.84* 1.04 1.05 0.95 1.71 1.53* 1.40 1.13 1.18
Secondary+ 2.92%% 1.26 1.96%* 2.001% 3.21% 2.67%* 2.37% 1.25

Spousal education difference
(vs. both same education)
Wife more educated 0.83 0.94
Husband more educated 1.04 1.22

Wife’s age
(vs. 15-34 years old)
35-49 0.93 1.19 0.51%* 0.89 1.20 0.94 0.72 1.00 1.08

Spousal age difference
(vs. husband older by < 5
years)
Over 5 years 0.82 0.95 1.01 0.99 0.53%* 0.95 0.90 0.8l 0.77

Wife’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.30 1.02 1.03 1.17 0.90 1.13 1.12 0.87 0.98

Husband’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.34 1.42 0.97 1.00 1.13 1.03 0.89 I.15 0.72

Type of marriage
(vs. monogamous)

0.90 0.63 0.84 0.99 0.88 0.91
1.09 1.09 1.00 1.37 1.06 1.05

w -
N —

Polygynous 0.33** 0.24%+* 0.59%* 0.45%* 0.70 0.48* 0.83 0.53* 0.69
Number of living children

(vs.<2)

34 0.79 0.71* 0.91 1.18 1.01 0.74 0.79 0.8l 0.64*

5+ 0.78 0.56** 0.68 0.72 0.78 0.63* 0.93 0.56** 0.23%*
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 0.70 0.88 1.44 1.08 0.84 0.82 1.07 1.02 0.85
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 1.09 1.25 0.84 1.00 1.23 0.96 0.97 I.16 1.37

Rich 0.70 0.80 0.82 1.27 1.89 0.74 1.35 1.05 1.34
Number of couples 907 1,225 1,483 1,371 602 1,088 863 988 844
Loglikelihood -466.2 -722.8 -878.8 -635.5 -305.2 -658.9 -456.8 -534.9 -467.8

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .01

25






Polygyny and Reproductive Preferences

7.1  Levels of Polygyny

Table 7.1 shows the distribution of couples by agreement on reproductive preferences and the association
between level of polygyny and reproductive preferences.

The results indicate that spousal agreement on fertility preferences is significantly associated with level of
polygyny, presented here as two groups of pooled data—the low polygyny group and the high polygyny
group.’ In both groups, a majority of couples are in agreement on wanting to have another child; however,
the proportion of spouses in agreement is higher in the high polygyny group (67 percent) compared with
the low polygyny group (57 percent). In contrast, the proportion of couples in agreement on having no
more children is higher in the low polygyny group (20 percent) than in the high polygyny group (14
percent). The Chi-square test of association indicates that couples’ agreement on fertility preferences is

associated with level of polygyny.

Spousal agreement on ideal number of children is also significantly associated with level of polygyny. A
majority of husbands (52 percent) in the high polygyny group report a higher ideal number of children
than their wives; in the low polygyny group, the proportion of husbands with a higher ideal number of
children than their wives is 44 percent. In the low polygyny group, 26 percent of the couples have the
same ideal number of children, whereas in the high polygyny group, only 21 percent are in agreement on
the ideal number of children.

Table 7.1 Percent distribution of couples by agreement on fertility preference; percentage of couples in
which both spouses agree on the ideal number of children and percentage in which the wife reports a
higher number, according to level of polygyny; and the difference between the low and high polygyny
groups (pooled data from 14 sub-Saharan countries)

Level of polygyny

Low High Difference

Reproductive preferences polygyny polygyny (Low-High)
Fertility preference (p = .00)

Both want another 57.3 66.8 -9.5

Both want no more 20.0 14.3 5.7

Wife wants another 79 6.0 1.9

Husband wants another 14.8 13.0 1.8
Ideal number of children (p = .00)

Both report the same number 26.2 20.5 5.7

Wife reports higher number 29.5 27.2 2.3

Husband reports higher number 443 52.3 -8.0

Note: p-values from Chi-square test are based on unweighted pooled data

’ Chi-square test of association between level of polygyny and spousal agreement on fertility preference = 468.6
(p=.000); ideal number of children = 188.7 (p=.000).
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7.2 Multivariate Analyses: Polygyny and Reproductive Preferences
Spousal Agreement to Have Another Child

Relative risk ratios (RRR) showing predictors of spousal agreement to have another child for the two
groups of pooled data (low polygyny group and high polygyny group) are presented in Table 7.2. The

results for spousal agreement to not have any more children are presented in Appendix Table A.7.1.

Wife’s education has a significant negative effect on spousal agreement to have another child in both the
low polygyny group and the high polygyny group. The relative risk of agreement to have another child is
lower when the wife has formal education than when the wife has no formal education. Interestingly, in
the high polygyny group, the likelihood that both spouses want another child declines when the husband
is more educated than his wife. In both groups, couples in which the wife is age 35-49 are less likely to
want another child compared with those in which the wife is age 15-34.

In the low polygyny group, agreement to have another child is not affected by type of marital union;
however, type of union is significantly associated with spousal agreement to have another child in the high
polygyny group. The results indicate that in the high polygyny group, couples in which spouses are in a
polygynous union are less likely to agree on having another child compared with couples in a
monogamous union. The number of living children is a significant factor affecting spousal agreement to
have another child in both the low polygyny group and the high polygyny group. The relative risk ratios
indicate that couples at higher parity are less likely to agree on having another child.

Table 7.2 shows that infecundity in the past five years is significantly associated with spousal agreement to
have another child in the high polygyny group only. Results show that infecund couples are less likely to
want another child than fecund couples. Wealth status of the household significantly influences spousal
agreement to have another child. The results show that, in both polygyny groups, couples in households
that are better-off are less likely to want another child than couples in poor households.

28



Table 7.2 Relative risk ratios from multinomial logit predicting spousal agreement to have another
child, by level of polygyny (pooled data from 14 sub-Saharan countries)

Level of polygyny

Characteristic Low polygyny High polygyny
Residence (vs. rural)

Urban 1.36 1.23
Wife’s education (vs. no education)

Primary 0.55%* 0.51%*

Secondary+ 0.42%* 0.29%*
Spousal education difference (vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 1.13 1.06

Husband more educated 1.18 0.61%*
Wife’s age (vs. 15-34 years old)

35-49 0.48%* 0.39%*
Spousal age difference (vs. husband older by < 5 years)

Over 5 years 0.90 0.95
Wife’s employment (vs. not working)

Working for cash 0.92 0.96
Husband’s employment (vs. not working)

Working for cash 0.95 0.96
Type of marriage (vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 1.13 0.64**
Number of living children (vs. < 2)

3-4 0.26** 0.29%*

5+ 0.1 4% 0.12%*
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 0.81 0.66™*
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 0.80 0.82

Rich 0.42%* 0.64**
Number of couples 12,158 6,431
Loglikelihood -9467.1 -4122.7

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .01

Spousal Agreement on Ideal Number of Children

Table 7.3 shows the results of a binary logistic regression predicting spousal agreement on the ideal
number of children. In both the low polygyny group and the high polygyny group, wife’s education, type
of union, and number of living children are significant predictors of spousal agreement on ideal number of
children. However, difference in spousal education (for both partners) significantly influences agreement
on the ideal number of children in the high polygyny group only.

Table 7.3 also shows that wife’s education increases the likelihood of spousal agreement on the ideal
number of children. For example, couples in which the wife has at least secondary education have higher
odds of agreement (odds ratio: 1.6 for the low polygyny group and 1.9 for the high polygyny group) on
the ideal number of children than couples in which the wife has no education. In contrast, type of
marriage and number of living children reduce the likelihood of spousal agreement on the ideal number of
children. Couples in which the partners are in a polygynous union are less likely to agree on the ideal
number of children than those in a monogamous union.

In the high polygyny group, couples in which the husband is more educated than his wife are more likely
to consider the same number of children to be the ideal than couples in which both partners have the
same level of education.
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Table 7.3 Odds ratios from binary logistic regression predicting spousal agreement on the ideal number

of children, by level of polygyny

Level of polygyny

Characteristic Low polygyny High polygyny
Residence (vs. rural)

Urban 0.92 1.08
Wife’s education (vs. no education)

Primary |44+ |.37%

Secondary+ 1.61%* 1.91%*
Spousal education difference (vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 0.94 I.16

Husband more educated 1.13 |.39%
Wife’s age (vs. 15-34 years old)

35-49 0.96 0.94
Spousal age difference (vs. husband older by < 5 years)

Over 5 years 0.97 0.94
Wife’s employment (vs. not working)

Working for cash 1.06 I.15
Husband’s employment (vs. not working)

Working for cash 1.02 0.98
Type of marriage (vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 0.33%* 0.58**
Number of living children (vs. < 2)

3-4 0.77°* 0.88

5+ 0.60%* 0.70%*
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 0.92 I.15
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 1.16 1.04

Rich .11 .11
Number of couples 8,508 7,948
Loglikelihood -4702.7 -3871.2

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .01l
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Summary and Conclusions

This study analyzes DHS data from 14 sub-Saharan countries to identify the factors influencing spousal
agreement on reproductive preferences. In particular, it looks at the determinants of spousal agreement on
having another child and ideal number of children.

The results from the multivariate analyses indicate that urban-rural residence is not a consistent predictor
of spousal agreement on having another child and does not affect spousal agreement on ideal number of
children. Likewise, wife’s education does not have the expected strong influence on spousal agreement on
having another child. However, the effect of wife’s education is consistent for agreement on ideal number
of children (in most countries). The multivariate analyses indicate that the likelihood of agreement on
ideal number of children is higher when the wife has formal education.

The results show that, in most countries, wife’s age and the number of living children are consistent
predictors of spousal agreement to have another child. Increasing age has a negative effect on the wife’s
fertility intentions (having another child), as does increasing number of living children. The desire for
more children generally decreases as the number of living children increases and the wife’s age increases.

Type of marriage (polygyny or monogamy) and infecundity (lack of childbearing experience) are
significant predictors of spousal agreement to have another child in 5 of the 14 countries. The bivariate
analysis shows that in 9 of the 14 countries the proportion of couples in which both partners want another
child is slightly higher among couples in a monogamous marriage than those in a polygynous marriage.
The multivariate analysis found that in five countries, couples in which the spouses are in polygynous
marriage are less likely to agree to have another child. Similar results were reported by Bankole and Singh
(1998). Household wealth status is associated with spousal agreement on having another child in 7 of the
14 countries.

Spouses in a monogamous marriage are consistently more likely to agree on the ideal number of children
than those in a polygynous marriage, according to the multivariate analysis. Residence (urban-rural),
employment status of wife/husband, and infecundity are not associated with spousal agreement on the
ideal number of children in most countries in this study. Because ideal number of children is an indicator
of long-term fertility desires, it is not surprising to see a lack of association between agreement to have
another child and short-term infertility. Overall, in most countries there is substantial agreement between
spouses on ideal number of children when the spouses are in a monogamous marriage and when the wife
has formal education.

Results from the pooled data indicate that spouses in the two polygyny groups (low polygyny and high
polygyny) show differences with respect to fertility preferences (fertility intentions) and ideal number of
children. Findings from the multivariate analysis indicate that wife’s education and age, number of living
children, and household wealth status are associated with spousal agreement to have another child in both
low polygyny and high polygyny groups. However, type of marriage, difference in spousal education
(particularly when the husband’s education exceeds that of his wife), and infecundity are significantly
associated with both spouses wanting another child only in the high polygyny group.
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Wife’s education has a significant positive effect on the likelihood of spousal agreement on ideal number
of children in both polygyny groups. In contrast, type of marriage and number of living children have a
significant negative effect on spousal agreement on ideal number of children in both polygyny groups.

The study shows that the number of living children adversely affects spousal agreement on fertility
preferences and ideal number of children in both polygyny groups. At the same time, type of marriage has
a negative effect on spousal agreement only in the high polygyny group.
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9

Policy Implications

Since the 1994 International Conference on Population and Development (ICPD) in Cairo, the inclusion
of men has become a major focus of reproductive health programs (United Nations, 1995; United
Nations, 1997). To promote male involvement in shaping reproductive preferences, it is important to take
into consideration the norms of society including social norms on reproductive preferences, gender
inequality, and the role of men in the society. The reproductive behavior of couples is particularly useful
in developing a critical understanding of these factors.

The findings of this study indicate that when there is no agreement on reproductive preferences between
partners, men’s reproductive goals are generally higher than those of their wives. When both spouses
agree on the same ideal number of children, the mean ideal number of children desired is smaller than the
ideal number of children desired by either spouse separately. In other words, the individual reproductive
goals of the husband or the wife are not always synchronized with joint goals (cf. Table 4.4). Joint goals
can be achieved when both partners are able to discuss their reproductive desires and goals and how to
achieve them. Toward this end, efforts are needed to expand family planning outreach education that
focuses on men and their role in fertility decisions.

In communities where polygyny is widely practiced, men’s roles present a challenge for family planning
and reproductive health programs. In such societies, the man is often involved in decisionmaking, with
different, often conflicting, implications for each of his wives/partners. Programs that aim to encourage
interspousal communication may want to consider alternative approaches to the standard family planning
program, so that programs adapted to the needs of polygynous households can be implemented.
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Appendix

Table A.3.1 Percent distribution of couples by spousal agreement on fertility preferences with a
randomly selected wife, DHS surveys in sub-Saharan Africa 1999-2004

Agreement on fertility preference

Only
Both Neither Only wife husband
want wants wants wants
another another another another
Country child child child child Total
Western and Central Africa
Benin 69.4 14.2 4.2 12.1 100.0
Burkina Faso 74.9 6.4 59 12.8 100.0
Chad 90.0 1.0 2.9 6.2 100.0
Ghana 55.5 26.6 8.1 100.0
Mali 78.6 53 3.1 13.1 100.0
Eastern and Southern Africa
Ethiopia 59.6 17.2 7.5 15.7 100.0
Kenya 47.3 29.7 8.5 14.5 100.0
Malawi 50.0 25.6 12.6 11.8 100.0
Mozambique 70.4 9.4 5.4 14.7 100.0
Namibia 35.7 32.7 8.3 233 100.0
Rwanda 60.2 22.7 7.6 9.5 100.0
Uganda 57.9 19.5 7.1 15.5 100.0
Zambia 58.8 19.3 8.1 13.8 100.0
Zimbabwe 52.1 23.0 8.9 16.1 100.0

Table A.3.2 Percent distribution of couples by spousal agreement on ideal number of
children with a randomly selected wife, DHS surveys in sub-Saharan Africa 1999-2004

Agreement on ideal number of children

Both Husband Wife
report reports reports
the same higher higher
Country number number number Total
Western and Central Africa
Benin 224 55.7 21.9 100.0
Burkina Faso 19.9 46.1 34.0 100.0
Chad 13.9 64.9 21.2 100.0
Ghana 26.6 41.8 31.6 100.0
Mali 15.7 57.2 27.1 100.0
Eastern and Southern Africa
Ethiopia 25.0 46.9 28.1 100.0
Kenya 32.1 40.5 27.4 100.0
Malawi 304 36.0 337 100.0
Mozambique 18.1 51.0 31.0 100.0
Namibia 21.5 46.8 31.7 100.0
Rwanda 31.3 29.8 389 100.0
Uganda 22,6 50.5 26.9 100.0
Zambia 24.1 47.1 28.7 100.0
Zimbabwe 27.3 42.3 30.5 100.0
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Table A.6.1 Relative risk ratios from multinomial logistic regressions predicting spousal agreement
to have no more children, according to selected characteristics: Western and Central Africa

Western and Central Africa

Characteristic Benin Burkina Faso Ghana Mali

Residence (vs. rural)
Urban I.13 2.34% 1.02 2.35%

Wife’s education
(vs. no education)
Primary 2.35* 2.28 1.41 3.25
Secondary+ 243 I.14 2.32%* 3.75%

Spousal education difference
(vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 0.84 0.69 1.13 0.14%*

Husband more educated 1.61 1.33 2.2|%* 0.99
Wife’s age

(vs. 15-34 years old)

35-49 1.80* 1.52 1.64* 2.25%

Spousal age difference
(vs. husband older by < 5
years)
Over 5 years 091 1.20 1.08 1.91

Wife’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.29 0.55 0.85 1.04

Husband’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.10 1.38 1.06 0.45

Type of marriage
(vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 0.66 0.46™* 0.46™* 0.29%*
Number of living children

(vs.£2)

34 4.10%* 2.53* 4.43% 3.03

5+ 6.58%* 9.05%* 10.84** 4.67
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 1.38 1.6l 1.34 2.46%*
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 1.45 0.95 1.27 0.86

Rich 231%* 1.04 2.00%* 1.0l
Number 1,435 2,144 1,862 1,958
Loglikelihood -840.4 -1146.3 -1258.3 -919.4

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .0l
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Table A.6.2 Relative risk ratios from multinomial logistic regressions predicting spousal agreement to have no more children, according to selected
characteristics: Eastern and Southern Africa

Eastern and Southern Africa

Characteristic Ethiopia Kenya Malawi Mozambique ~ Namibia Rwanda Uganda Zambia Zimbabwe

Residence (vs. rural)
Urban 1.31 0.97 1.22 0.99 0.65 2.32% 1.37 1.33 1.17

Wife’s education
(vs. no education)
Primary 1.82 1.21 1.17 1.20 0.71 0.89 1.83 1.39 1.57
Secondary+ 1.71 2.00 1.78 3.66* 0.95 1.43 1.86 2.60 1.57

Spousal education difference
(vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 0.90 1.30 0.89 1.14 0.79 1.10 0.71 0.64
Husband more educated 1.06 2.07+* 1.22 1.05 1.31 1.54 0.77 0.76
Wife’s age
(vs. 15-34 years old)
35-49 2.62°* 2.03%* 2.04%* 2.70%* 1.93%* 1.54 2.66%* 2.00* 3.45%*

Spousal age difference
(vs. husband older by <5
years)
Over 5 years 1.41 1.15 0.90 I.16 0.84 1.69* 1.06 1.22 0.89

Wife’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.28 0.96 1.10 044 1.06 1.01 0.89 0.88 0.78

Husband’s employment
(vs. not working)
Working for cash 1.53 1.67 1.21 1.01 091 0.71 1.35 0.73 0.67

Type of marriage
(vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 0.63 0.44* 0.64 0.75 1.10 0.54 0.53* 0.57 0.53
Number of living children

(vs.£2)

34 1.43 3.60%* 2.87%* 3.88%* 1.67* 7.18% 2.80% 2.42% 2.91%*

5+ 3.25% 8.20°* 8.02°* 8.54%* 2.36* 28.83%* 8.01** 12.33%* 3.37%
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 0.95 0.95 1.32 1.92% 1.72 1.84 247 2.69* 1.43
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 1.03 1.86%* 1.23 1.93* 227 0.99 1.02 1.35 1.51

Rich 1.05 2.34%F 1.33 3.95% 3.16% 0.77 2.14 251% 1.55
Number 1,176 1,224 1,478 1,280 608 1,070 897 1,026 761
Loglikelihood -874.1 -926.0 -1205.4 -778.9 -588.0 -648.9 -647.2 -676.8 -572.7

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .01
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Table A7.] Odds ratios from binary logistic regressions predicting spousal
agreement to have no more children, by prevalence of polygyny

Polygyny
Low High

Characteristic (<20 %) (20% or more)
Residence (vs. rural)

Urban 1.09 1.5 1%*
Wife’s education (vs. no education)

Primary 1.49%* 1.97%+

Secondary+ 2.1 IFF 3.42%*
Spousal education difference

(vs. both same education)

Wife more educated 1.07 1.08

Husband more educated 1.36* 1.68%*
Wife’s age (vs. 15-34 years old)

35-49 2.47% 1.82%*
Spousal age difference

(vs. husband older by < 5 years)

Over 5 years 1.14 0.97
Wife’s employment (vs. not working)

Working for cash 0.527%* 0.43*+*
Husband’s employment

(vs. not working)

Working for cash .16 1.08
Type of union (vs. monogamous)

Polygynous 1.16 1.16
Number of living children (vs. < 2)

34 2.26% 3.64*%*

5+ 3.99%* 8.45%
Infecundity (vs. fecund)

Infecund 0.98 1.39
Wealth status (vs. poor)

Middle 1.24 1.05

Rich 1.08 1.09
Number 12,158 6,431
Loglikelihood -9467.1 -4122.7

Significance level: * p < 0.05; ** p < .01

44



10

11

DHS Analytical Studies Series

Westoff, Charles F. 2000. The Substitution of Contraception for Abortion in
Kazakhstan in the 1990s.

Rafalimanana, Hantamalala and Charles F. Westoff. 2001. Gap between Preferred and
Actual Birth Intervals in Sub-Saharan Africa: Implications for Fertility and Child
Health.

Mahy, Mary and Neeru Gupta. 2002. Trends and Differentials in Adolescent
Reproductive Behavior in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Westoff, Charles F. and Akinrinola Bankole. 2001. The Contraception — Fertility Link
in Sub-Saharan Africa and in Other Developing Countries.

Yoder, P. Stanley and Mary Mahy. 2001. Female Genital Cutting in Guinea:
Qualitative and Quantitative Research Strategies.

Westoff, Charles F., Jeremiah M. Sullivan, Holly A. Newby, and Albert R. Themme.
2002. Contraception—Abortion Connections in Armenia.

Bell, Jacqueline, Sian L. Curtis, and Silvia Alayon. 2003. Trends in Delivery Care in
Six Countries.

Westoff, Charles F. 2005. Recent Trends in Abortion and Contraception in 12
Countries.

Westoff, Charles F. and Anne R. Cross. 2006. The Stall in the Fertility Transition in
Kenya.

Gebreselassie, Tesfayi. 2007. Spousal Agreement on Reproductive Preferences in
Sub-Saharan Africa.

Gebreselassie, Tesfayi. 2008. Spousal Agreement on Family Planning in Sub-Saharan
Africa.



	Front Matter
	Information Page
	Title Page
	Citation Page
	Table of Contents
	List of Tables
	Preface
	Acknowledgments
	Abstract

	Chapter 1 - Introduction
	Chapter 2 - Background
	Chapter 3 - Data and Methods
	Chapter 4 - Spousal Agreement on Fertility Preferences and Ideal Number of Children
	Chapter 5 - Differentials in Spousal Agreement on Reproductive Preferences
	Chapter 6 - Multivariate Analyses
	Chapter 7 - Polygyny and Reproductive Preferences
	Chapter 8 - Summary and Conclusions
	Chapter 9 - Policy Implications
	References
	Appendix
	DHS Analytical Studies Series


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




