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Table—1 Zero-order Correlations between Attitudes toward Family
Size and Socio-economic Factors

Soio Eesnoie Facors | 4681 sumber | el pymber D, s
Urbanity 0.30 0.32 0.35
Education (wife) 0.32 0.33 0.40
Mass media exposure 0.26 0.26 0.25
Occupation (husband) 0.31 0.32 0.33
Financial situation 0.05 0.05 0.08
Modern objects owned 0.20 0.19 0.17
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Table—2. Relative Impmtance of Socio- Economlc Factors Associated
with Attltudes toward Famlly Slze
(as measured by B-coefficients obtained from MCA analysis)

. . Ideal number Ideal number [Desired number

Socio-Economic Factor of sons of children {of children
Urbanity 0.14 0.16 i h 0.17
Education (wife) 0.18 0.18 » 0.30
Mass media exposure 0.08 0.08 " 0.03
Occupation (hushand) 0.13 0013 0.14
Financial situation 0.03 002 0.06
Modern objects owned 0.05 0.04 0.08
R | o6 017 | o2
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Table—3. Zero-Order Correlations bétween Traditional Values and
Attitudes toward Family Size

- Ideal number Ideal number [Desired number
Traditional Value of children of sons of children
Worship of ancestors 0.18 0.17 0.15
Male heir 0.18 0.16 0.16
Support of old parents 0.18 0.18 0.17

F—4FE £ BEEES Beta-fRERel ot HHHY EEBE A3 3E W
BE S A ERXRFERC] 1% =& Beta-fRlE Holxz A, £ F5US
R29] 7o ®w BAEAY oFES2] A% 0.06, BAER AFdAE JA 0.06,
FEsteE Aol A= 0.0524 &R 2 =Edd 3] Efthy EE] e ##

Takle—4. Relative Importance of Traditicnal Values Associated
with Attitudes toward Family Size
(as measured by p-coefficients obtained from MCA analysis)

" Ideal number Ideal number |Desired number
Traditional of sons of children of children
Worship of ancestors 0.11 0.12 0.08
Male heir 0.08 0.10 0.09
Support of old parents 0.12 0.12 0.12
R? 0.06 0.06 0.05
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Table—5. Zero-order Correlations between Attitudes toward Family
Size and Family Planning Program Variables

Family Planning Program Ideal number Ideal number |Desired number

Variable of sons of children of children
Health Center Visit 0.04 0.04 0.07
Home Visit 0.08 0.09 0.13
Group Meeting 0.09 0.09 0.12
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Table—6. Relative Importance of Family Planning Program Variables

Associated with Attitudes toward Family Size
(as measured by f-coefficients obtained from MCA analysis)

; . Ideal number Ideal number |Desired number
Family Planning Program of sons of children of children
Health Center Visit 0.04 0.05 0.05
Home Visit 0.06 0.08 0.10
Group Meeting 0.07 0.07 0.09
R 0.01 ‘ 0.02 | 0.03
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Table—7. Zero-Order Correlations between Birth Control and Socio-
Economie Factors

x2,
e
e
¢

e
i
i
&
T
Pt
&,

Socio-Economic Factor gg;et?;lcetgtilisees gjll?r%ceptives J§a¥;ﬁlg1c23p:£f;;§§n
Urbanity 0.13 0.12 0.24
Education (wife) 0.08 0.08 0.14
Occupation (husband) 0.11 0.11 0.22
Modern objects owned — — 0.24
Financial situation 0.06 0.05 —
Mass media exposure 0.05 0.11 —

#8014 BetafflE 1w A HIALL pepeis BEY ERoE ¥E

Table—8. Relative Importance of Socio-Economic Factors Associated
with Birth Centrol

(as measured by B-coefficients obtained from MCA analysis)

Socio-Economic Factor r{gxtli?gc;;til\lrsees E)ii?lgceptives glfa‘i]:lrclﬁc:i{pzl?c»errggn
Urbanity 0.12 0.10 0.17
Education (wife) 0.15 0.04 0.08
Occupation (hushand) 0.11 0.08 0.10
Modern objects owned — — 0.18
Financial situation 0.05 0.04 —
Mass media exposure 0.07 0.07 —

R? 0.04 0.03 0.10
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Table—9. Correlation between Number of Indaced Abortions and

Family Size Attitudes

Attitude Number of induced abortions
Desired number of children 0.05
Ideal number of sons 0.09
Ideal number of children 0.08

Thable—10. Relationship between Numer of Induced Abortion and
Family Size Attitudes after Adjusting for the Effect of
Number of Living Children

Attitude Number of idnuced abortions
Desired number of children 0.23
Ideal number of sons 0.12
Ideal number of children 0.06
R? ' 0.06

6. WAL %ﬁ'%eﬂ chet megEel B|AE mldME WK
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Table—11. Relationship between Family Size Attitudes and Centraceptive Use

a. Zero-order correlation

1 Present contraceptive use

Ideal number of children [ 0.05

b. coefficient

' Present contraceptive use

Ideal number of children , 0.12
—_— T

¢. Unadjusted and adjusted deviation from grand mean. (with age of women,

age at marriage, and number of living children held constant) (Proportion

of women who are using contraceptives at the time of interview is (. 24)

Ideal number of children Unadjusted deviation Adjusted deviation
no children —0.10 —0.08
1 child —0.24 —0.15
2 children —0.01 +0.07
3 children +0. 01 +0.05
4 children . — —0.03
5 children ~0.01 —0.05
6 children —0.09 —0.16
7 children —0.07 —0.11
8 ormore children —0.25 +0. 40
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Table—12. Correlations between Family Planning Program Variables
and Birth Control Behavior

Family planning program Present contraceptive Experienced induced
variable use abortion
Health center visit 0.27 0.13
Home visit 0.15 0.04
Group meeting 0.09 0.03

Table—13. Unadjusted and Adjusted Deviation from Grand Mean.
(Health Center visit, Group meeting were held constant)

Home visit Unadjusted deviation Adjusted deviation
None —2.8 —1.6
One time +8.6 +6.5
Two times +8.6 +4.3
Three times +7.2 +1.4
Four times —0.1 —2.7
Five or more +12.4 +5.7
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Table—14. Correlations between Knowledge, Attitude, Practice of
Induced Abortion and Contraceptive Use

. . Present contraceptive Intend to use

Abortion variable use contraceptives
No. of induced abortion 0.26 0.14
General attitude toward 0.07 0.03
induced abortion
Knowledge about induced 0.09 0.04
abortion
Willingness to practice 0.10 0.08
induced abortion




Table—15. Relative Importance of KAP of Induced Abortion
Variables Associated with Contraceptive Use
(as measured by f-coefficients obtained from MCA analysis)

. . Present contr- | Intend to use
Abortion variable aceptive use contraceptive
No. of induced abortions 0.24 0.17
General attitude toward induced abortion 0.06 0.03
Knowledge about induced abortion 0.02 0.06
Willingness to practice induced abortion 0.05 0.10
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Table—16. Relative Importance of Socio-Economic and Demographic
Factors Associated with Present Contraceptive Use
(as measured by g-coefficients obtained in MCA. analysis)

Variable ‘ W @ & @ 6| ©
Age of women 0.14 " 0.08
Age at marriage 0. 06 0.03
No. of living children | 0.20 ' 2(16'%.\
Urbanity 0. 10, 0.02
Education (wife) 0.04 0.08
Occupation (husband) 0.08 0.03
Financial situation 0. 04 0.03
Mass media exposure 0. 07 0. 03
No. of induced abortions 0. 24 0.07
Attitude toward induced abortion 0. 06 0.04
Willingness to practice induced 0.05 0.02

abortion

Knowledge of induced abortion 0.02 0.02

a



)

Worship of ancestors

0

. 08 0.05

Male heir desire ‘ 0.04 0.01
Health center visit 0.24) 0.11
Home visiting 0.09 0.08
Group meeting 0.02( 0.02

R*(adjusted for degree of freedom) ]Vo. 08] 0. 03/ 0.07] 0. 01! 0. os] 0.26
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Pable—17. Relative Importance of Socio-Economic and ﬁemograpiic
Factors Associated with Fertility of Women
(as measured by f-coefficients obtained in MCA analysis)

Variables subgfocuopeﬂci)??/ztrsiables all variables
N, Age of women / 0. 63 0.47
age at_marriage 0.34 . 0.18
Urbanity - -~ 777 %o1s 0.02
—-— Education (wife) o _ 0.4 0.03
- Occupation (Husband) 0.10 0.01
Modern objects owned L 0.09 0.02
.~ Mass media exposure 0. 01 i _
No. of children wanted 074 0.46
No. of ideal children ;1 0.07 0.03
No. of ideal sons 0.07 J 0.02
Wiorship of ancestors T T 0T —
Male heir desire 0,08 —
Support of old parents e 0/10 —
Status of contraceptive-use ' WMWA_VW"‘T:\'T,?@:"IQ/_\\ 0.12
Health center visit B ﬂ 08 0.03
Home visiting (\)xél. 0.02
Group meeting 0.09 —
Geneoral attitute toward indaced ~— = e UL 0027
abortion
Willingness to practice induced ©0.05 0.03
abortion
Knowledge about induced abortion 0.13 0.03

R?(adjusted for degrees of freedom) 0.60 0.25 0.57 0.03 0.08 0.03 0.79
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Table—18. Correlations between Socio-Economic Factors and Total
Number of Live Births at the time of Interview

Socio-economic Total number of live births
Urbanity 0.34
Education (wife) 0.43
Occupation (husband) 0.29
Mass media exposure 0.23
Modern objects owned 0.15

Table—19. Relative Importance of Socio-Economic Variables Associated
with Total Number of Live Births at the time of Interview
(as measured by §-coefficients obtained in MCA analysis)

Variables Total number of live births
Urbanity 0.18
Education (wife) 0.41
Occupation (husband) 0.10
Mass media exposure 0.01
Modern objects owned 0.09
R? 0.25
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Table—20. Relation between Social Backgroud Variables and Number
of Live Births at the time of Interview

Deviations from mean
Background Variable
Unadjusted Adjusted
Wife’s education
No formal education +1.39 +1.26
Primary school —0.06 —0.03
Milddle school —1.16 —0.96
High school —1.28 —1.36
College or above —1.87 —2.29
Husband’s occupation
~Farmer or fisherman +0.81 +0.21
Unskilled labor +0.03 —0.12
Skilled labor —0.78 —0.41
Sales, clerical —0.58 —0.11
Professional —0.33 +0. 54
Urbanity
Now rural, lived in rural area (—4 years —1.83 —1.18
Now rural, lived in rural area 5—9 years —0.51 —0.20
Now rural, lived in rural area 10+years +-0.65 +1.99
Now town, lived in town area 0—4 years —0.82 —0.59
Now town, lived in town area 5—9 years +0.19 +0.23
Now in town, lived in town area 10+years +0.63 +0.51
Now city, lived in city area 0—4 years —0.13 —0. 88
Now city, lived in city area 5—9 years —0.67 —0.33
Now city,!lived in city area 10+years —0.37 -+0.13
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Table—21. Correlations between Family Size Attitudes and Total
Number of Live Births at the time of Interview

Attitute Total number of live births
Desired number of children 0.75
Ideal number of sons 0.36
Ideal number of children 0.40
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Table—22. Relative Importance of Attltudes toward Family Size
Associated With to Total Number of Live Births at the time
of Interview

Aettitude Total number of live births
Desired number of children 0.75
Ideal number of sons 0.07
Ideal number of children 0.07
R? 0. 57

Table—23. Relation between Desired Number of Children and
Number of Live Births at time of Interview

Deviations from mean
Desired number of children

Unadjusted Adjusted
No children —2.37 —2.41
1 child —2.74 —2.73
2 children —2.05 —2.01
3 children —1.41 —-1.37
4 children +2.64 —2.47
5 children +1.08 +1.06
6 children +-2.54 +2.51
7 children +3.37 +3.34
8 or more children +-4.57 +4.68
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Fig—1. Factors Associated with Fertility
(As measured by Multiple Correlation Coefficient in MCA analysis)

7

FERTILITY Family Size
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Fig—2. Factors Associated with Desired Number of Children
(As measured by Multiple Correlation Coefficient in MCA - analysis)
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Fig—3. Factors Associated with Ideal Family Size
(As measured by Multiple Correlation Coefficient in MCA analysis)
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Fig—4. Factors Associated with Ideal Number of Sons

(As measured by Multiple Correlation Coeflicient in MCA analysis)
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~ Fig—5. Factors Associated with Contraceptive Practice
(As measured by Multiple Correlation Coefficient in MCA analysis)
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Fig—6. Factors Associated with Current Contraceptive User
(As measured by Multiple Correlation Coefficient in MCA analysis)
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Facters Associated with Induced Abortion Practice
(As measured by Multiple Correlation Coefficient in MCA analysis)
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