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Abstract

Objectives

To determine whether and how women'’s attempts t@ggnant and their desire to avoid
pregnancy change over six months’ time as well llislwcharacteristics and circumstances are
associated with these changes.

Method
We use two panels of data from a sample of apprataiy 3,000 U.S. adult women gathered six
months apart.

Results

Only 4% of women were trying to get pregnant ahldohe points, but six percent went from
trying to not or vice versa. Two-thirds reportestieong desire to avoid pregnancy at both points,
but 9% transitioned from strong to not strong anéaditional 7% transitioned from not strong
to strong. Women who transitioned to a more seroasantic relationship were at increased risk
of transitioning to trying to become pregnant amat, surprisingly, to a weaker pregnancy
avoidance. Interestingly, some of the variabledegéed, including changes in employment
status and race/ethnicity, were associated withbom@ot the other outcome variable.
Conclusions

The results highlight the importance of taking &idtic perspective of women'’s lives when
studying pregnancy intentions and in reproductiealthh care services such as contraceptive
counseling. Context matters and it may change hapid
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I ntroduction

About half of preghancies in the United Statesumiatended [1]. This figure has remained relatively
stable for two decades and, in turn, reducing &be of unintended pregnancy by 10% is one goal of
Healthy People 2020 [2]. At any given point in tinraeound 5% of non-sterilized U.S. women report
that they are trying to get pregnant [3, 4]. Diaban a national sample of approximately 4,000 women
aged 25-45 found that women who were trying to beepregnant were more likely to be married and
non-White and less likely to have children compacedomen who were not trying [4]. Apart from
this one study there is little research examinimgctv groups of women report that they are actively

trying to become pregnant or which life eventsassociated with transitions to trying.

Additionally, research has shown that substantiabnties of women who are not actively trying to
become pregnant are also not actively trying tacaitoOne national study of women aged 18-44
found that 58% of women at risk of unintended pesgy (i.e. not trying to become pregnant) reported
that it was very important to avoid pregnancy, @ in five reported that it was only a little artrat

all important to do so [7]. Similarly, McQuillan[d] national study found that 71% of women were not
trying to become pregnant, but 23% were “okay eithy.” These attitudes can influence pregnancy
avoidance efforts. For example, women who pladle kitr no importance on avoiding pregnancy use
less effective methods [7] and use methods inctardlyg [7, 8]. Although many studies have noted
that the dichotomous trying vs. not trying doesawscribe the variety of pregnancy intentions women
have [e.g. 4-6], there is little research examinumgch groups of women are less interested in
avoiding pregnancy, whether and how these attitadaage over time and for which groups they do

SO.

This study will be the first to prospectively exammichanges in fertility intentions and pregnancy
avoidance attitudes among a national sample ofwo#&en. While our study period is limited to the
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relatively short time period of six months, we fitlchit these outcomes change for a small, but non-
negotiable, proportion of women. Additionally, Wied that changes in life circumstances such as
union status and employment are associated wiklilistaand change in fertility intentions and
pregnancy avoidance attitudes but that demogragttaicacteristics also play an important role in

understanding these outcomes.

Data

Data for this analysis come from Waves 1 and 2a@itfDuity and Change in Contraceptive Use
(CCCU) Study. The CCCU was administered online mattonal sample of women aged 18-39. GfK,
an online survey firm, administered the survey gsireir KnowledgePanel, a national household panel

recruited using a probability-based methodology.

In order to best capture women at risk of pregnaaay baseline survey population was restricted to
women aged 18-39 who had ever had vaginal sexanitan, who were not currently pregnant, who
had not had a tubal ligation, and whose main matea partner had not had a vasectomy. In late
2012, 11,365 women between the ages of 18-39 weited to participate in the survey. Of those,
6,658 answered the four screening items, yieldirgsponse rate of 59%; 4,647 of those were eligible
to participate, and 4,643 completed the full suriine respondents were excluded from the final
dataset because they were deemed ineligible. Aegulesit survey was conducted with the same
women six months later, and 69% of the originapoesients participated. Analysis for this study is

restricted to the 3,041 women who participatedathlwaves and were not pregnant at Wave 2.

Women who did not take part in the follow-up survesre younger (average age 28 rather than 29
among those who did not drop out), less educat2®h (3ad a college degree compared to 46%), were

less often White (57% vs 66%) or had no prior Sitt#4% vs. 52%).



We examine two outcome measures: whether womentwéng to get pregnant and how much they
wanted to avoid pregnancy. All women were ask&uhich of the following best describes your
current plans regarding having a(nother) babyR&sponse categories included “l am trying to get
pregnant now,” “I am not trying to get pregnant nlow expect to try in the future,” “I don’t want to
have any (more) children” and “I'm not sure if | mdo have a(nother) baby.” We were particularly
interested in understanding women who were trydngransitioned to trying, to get pregnant.
Respondents were classified according to “neved ftiand the opposite cases as “constantly trying.”
Women who first reported trying, but were not tyit follow up were classified as “stopped trying”

and the opposite cases as “started trying.”

Respondents were also asked about their pregnétitogles:“How important is it to you to AVOID
becoming pregnant now?nd provided with a 6-point scale where 1 indicdtex at all important”

and 6 “very important.” We transformed this intbiaary variable, where values 4-6 indicated strong
and 1-3 a weaker desire to avoid pregnancies. \fedlassified respondents based on whether they
experienced a change in avoidance between the walgreen reporting values 4-6 at both waves

were classified as having a “consistently stronggmancy avoidance, women reporting values 1-3 as
“never strong,” women reporting values 4-6 at fwstve but 1-3 at second were classified as “became
weaker,” and the opposite as “became strongerlirfirary analyses explored several coding schemes

and resulted in largely the same findings.

Our main explanatory variables included changeamion and employment statu&Jnion status
includes the following categories: married, cohabitdating, and single. We also created a “chamge

union status” variable: no change; stronger uniontbose who got married, or started cohabiting or

3 In preliminary analysis (changes in) health inseeastatus and exposure to disruptive events weheded, but since

neither of the variables was associated with eitfi¢he outcomes, the results are not presentesl her



dating); and union dissolution (including divordessolution of cohabiting union and transitioning

from dating to single).

Employment status has three categories: not emg)@raployed part-time (less than 35 hours per
week) and employed full-time (at least 35 hoursweek) depending on how many hours women spent
in employment the week prior to the interview. Ciaim employment status was described using
categories “more work” (transitioning from no jabgart- or full-time; or from part-time to full-tig)

and “less work” (transitioning from a part- or ftilne job into unemployment; or from full-time to
part-time). The survey did not assess whether wontenwere not employed had been laid off, were

on leave, or were not working by choice.

Our analyses also include the baseline charadtsrist age (grouped in 18-24, 25-29, 30-34, and 35-
39), race/ethnicity (White, Black, Hispanic, othdelel of education (less than high school, high
school, some college, college degree), parity @asenumber of live births: 0, 1, 2 and 3 or more),
and the age of the youngest child in the housefvadhether the child is an infant (0-12 months old),

toddler (1-3 years old), kid (4-12 years old) art€13-19 years old)).

M ethods

We analyzed the data using descriptive statisndsmaultinomial regression. We first examined the
distribution of the outcome variables. We then tatad change in the time-varying independent
variables over the six-month time period and basatharacteristics for time invariant variablestiBo

time-varying and baseline independent variablegwaulated against the two outcome variables.

Finally, multinomial regression analyses with tyifmever trying [base outcome], consistently trying
started trying, stopped trying); and pregnancy @aoce (consistently strong [base outcome], never

strong, became weaker, became stronger) as thenoateariables, were conducted. All the time-



varying covariates and the baseline characterist@e included in the models initially. Any variabl
that were not significant at 10% level were exctl@tem the final models. The significance of
dummy-variables was tested using joint Wald-testsrening the hypothesis that all of the categories
have no association with the outcome. The restilissomultinomial regression analyses were
illustrated by calculating fitted probabilities loéving experienced a change in pregnancy intentons

attitudes using average marginal effects at reptatiee values [9].

All analyses excluded the 166 women who becamenprédetween baseline and follow up because
they were not asked about their short term pregnententions and attitudes at Wave 2. The majority
of those who got pregnant, 60%, were not tryinggoome pregnant at baseline, and 33% reported

strong pregnancy avoidance (results not shown).

Results

More than nine out of ten women reported that thieke not trying to get pregnant at both surveys, bu
there was a small increase in the proportion trginggave 2 (Table 1). Similarly, three-quarters of
women reported a strong pregnancy avoidance atatithoth surveys, though this proportion
decreased slightly. Most women were consistenttenitions and avoidance attitudes, though 17-18%
reported that they were not trying to get pregmantnot strongly motivated to avoid pregnancy eithe

(data not shown).

[Table 1 here]

Eighteen percent of women experienced a changadtianship status (Table 2). The majority, who
were married at baseline, were still married dbf@lup, but there was some change for women in
other types of relationships. While one in five wammwere cohabiting at each time point, 16% were

doing so at both time points. Similar patterns wayserved among dating women.



[Table 2 here]

A third of the sample was not employed at eithenfp@1%-24% were employed part-time and more
than four in ten were employed full-time. Many bétwomen in our sample had fluctuating
employment schedules: a quarter experienced a ehargnployment levels over the six month period

(Table 2).

Sixty percent of the sample was younger than ag&18@e than half had no children. The youngest
child living in the household was most often a tedd19%) or an infant (14%). The majority of the

sample were white (65%) and almost a half had legeldegree (Table 2).

Table 3 shows that 4% of women decided to stairidrio get pregnant and 2% stopped trying between
baseline and follow-up studies. All explanatoryiahles were associated with this outcome at 5%

significance level.

[Table 3 here]

Not surprisingly, being in a romantic relationskijat moved to “the next stage” was associated with
starting to try to get pregnant more often (5% ofwen) than union dissolution (3%). Changes in
hours worked were not associated with changeyiimgtr but consistently working part-time was

associated with starting to try (5%) and stoppiymt (3%) more often than among other groups.

Five to six percent of women who were aged 25-24, tigh school education, had one child, had
infants or toddlers in their household, or werecB|astarted trying to get pregnant between the wave
compared to 2-4% of women in the other categoriege, education, parity, age of children and

race/ethnicity.



Table 4 shows that 9% of women transitioned framngg to not strong avoidance and 7% from not
strong to strong. All explanatory variables wersoggated with this outcome at 0.1% significanceslev

except race/ethnicity (p=0.759).

[Table 4 here]

Women who got married or started dating or cohadpitransitioned to weaker pregnancy avoidance
more often (12%) than women who experienced a udissolution (7%). Interestingly, employment
status was quite differently associated with preggaavoidance than trying. For instance, women

working part-time were most likely to transitioneither direction when it came to trying to become

pregnant, but the same group of women was the ligakt to report a change in pregnancy avoidance.

Women in their late 20s and early 30s experienbati@es in pregnancy avoidance more often than the
other age groups. Women with high school diplomkess more often reported shifting to a weaker
avoidance than other women (12-13% vs. 8-10%).WRBanmmen shifted more often to weaker
avoidance than childless women (8 vs. 11%, respayji but age of children mattered too, since
mothers of infants were more likely to transitiotoi either direction of pregnancy avoidance than

women with older children.

Findings using the multivariate analyses were sintd the bivariate analyses although fewer
differences were statistically significant. Chamgemployment status was excluded from the model
estimating the likelihood of experiencing changefiying to get pregnant, whereas race/ethnicitg wa
excluded from the pregnancy avoidance model. Aldbvariates presented in Figures 1 and 2 were

statistically significant in the overall multinonhigression models.

Figure 1 shows the fitted probabilities of trarmsiing to trying to get pregnant and transitionirani

trying to not trying based on the multivariate mio@ontrolling for respondent’s age, education,



race/ethnicity, age and number of children, thesbabilities suggest that moving into a stronger
union or not changing one’s union status (whichtnoften was true for married women) was
associated with transitioning to trying to get pragt more often than stopping trying (4-5%

probability compared to 1-2% probability, respeelyy.

[Figure 1 here]

Women in their late 20s were more likely to sthetrt stop trying (5% vs. 2%). Those who had a
college degree more often started than stoppeaigtii% vs. 1% probability, respectively), but there
were no large differences among other educatiomaips (Figure 1). Both low (no children) and high
(three or more children) parities were associatid avhigher probability to start trying, but likethe
bivariate models, age of children mattered too.hdat of infants and toddlers were relatively likidy
start trying to get pregnant (5-6% probability)t mothers of teenagers rarely did so (2% probaiilit
Hispanic and White women were less likely to stygmg and more likely to start than other racial or

ethnic groups.

Figure 2 shows the fitted probabilities of expecieg a change in pregnancy avoidance based on the
multinomial logistic model. Moving to the “next g’ in one’s union was associated with 14% chance
in transitioning into a weaker pregnancy avoidawoapared to five percent probability of
transitioning into stronger avoidance. The pattdrohange was similar to the model where transition

in trying to get pregnant were studied.

[Figure 2 here]

Many of the baseline characteristics were assatiatd changes in pregnancy avoidance (Figure 2).
Women in their late 20s and early 30s had a highavability of transitioning into a weaker avoidanc

than women who were younger or older than them (£4%7%). Women, who had less than high



school education, had a relatively high probabiityransitioning into a weaker avoidance (14%}, bu
also women with a college degree were more likelyansition into a weaker than into a stronger
avoidance (9% vs 5%, respectively). Women in masitypgroups were equally likely to transition
into either direction, but women with at least tefoldren had a higher probability of transitioniimgo

a weaker than stronger avoidance. Interestingly,gattern was quite different from the model where
shifts in trying to get pregnant were studied. Wam#nose youngest child was an infant had a
markedly higher probability of transitioning intongeaker pregnancy avoidance attitude (15%)

compared to women whose children were older (6-9%).

Employment status was less clearly associatedprégnancy avoidance than many of the baseline
characteristics. Constantly working full-time wasn often associated with transitioning into a
weaker avoidance than into a stronger one, but etfimployment status categories were roughly

equally likely to transition into either directigRrigure 2).

Discussion

Our results show that fertility intentions—examirtegte as both an overt and immediate effort to get
pregnant and the strength of one’s desire to gm@gdnancy—change for a non-negotiable minority of
women over a relatively short (six month) periodiofe. Perhaps not surprisingly, attitudes towards
pregnancy avoidance showed more movement tharteftoget pregnant. Pregnancy avoidance has a
behavioral element, insofar as many women who hasteong desire to avoid pregnancy are likely to
engage in practices to prevent this from happeringit is less exclusive than reporting activeiyrig

to get pregnant.

Overall, our study shows that a number of charesties were associated with change and stability in
the desire to both get pregnant and avoid pregnalloynen who got married or started cohabiting or

dating transitioned into a weaker pregnancy avaidanore often than other women, and were also
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more likely to transition to trying to get pregnahhe opposite associations were true for women who
experienced a union dissolution. While strong paegry avoidance was the norm for all women,
including those who experienced a change in relatigp status, that we were able to capture
associations over a relatively short time periogggsts that relationship status is an important

predictor of these outcomes.

Changes in hours worked over a six-month periocewet necessarily followed by changes in
pregnancy avoidance and were not at all assocratcdchanges in trying to get pregnant in the
multivariate analysis. Given that socioeconomidtpms has often been associated with fertility
intentions [e.g. 10-12], it is quite interestingttichanges in hours worked did not have a clear
association with pregnancy attitudes. It may béwwanen interpret such changes as favorable or

unfavorable depending on their other life circumséss.

Women in the lowest level of education were rekiikely to transition to weaker pregnancy
avoidance, but less often into trying to get pregnahereas women with at least college degree
reported both higher likelihood of transitioningdrweaker avoidance and starting trying. This may

reflect different strategies of planning childbegramong those at different levels of education.

Young women (age 18-24) were less likely to traosiin any direction in their pregnancy intentions
and attitudes compared to older women. These patteight reflect the fact that younger women are
more often pursuing education, stable employmedtralationships and, in turn, motivated to
postpone childbearing. By contrast, women in tle& 20s more often than other women transitioned
into a weaker pregnancy avoidance and startedgitgiget pregnant, which may suggest that this is

seen as a preferred period of life to have children

Age of children living in the household was an imtpat covariant too. Women who had young

child(ren) (infant or toddler) more often reportgdfting to weaker pregnancy avoidance and
11



transitioning into trying to get pregnant. Thesawem may wish to have their children relatively

closely spaced.

These results highlight the importance of takirwphstic perspective of women'’s lives when studying
pregnancy attitudes. Context matters, and it maygé within a short period of time. The relevant
context is not limited to any one variable, butather complicated. Since we know from previous
studies that pregnancy attitudes are associatédoarisistency in contraceptive use [7, 8], andef t
goals of Healthy People 2020 in reducing uninterleginancy are to be met [2], this should be taken
into account when contraceptive counseling is givenpregnancy attitudes and intentions may change
rapidly, women should know how to adjust their cacéptive use accordingly. This result also has a
methodological implication: cross-sectional studiesy not capture the entire story of pregnancy

intentions and attitudes, as these studies aswahéhese measures are fairly stable over time.

There were limitations in this study. Women who eviarst to attrition between waves were younger
and less educated than women who stayed. Howéwes, abserve this much change even among our
sample of women who may lead more stable lives yloaimger and less educated women, there is no
reason to expect that the associations would b&evea a less biased sample. Moreover, we lacked
information of partner’s employment status and pgiggentially important characteristics which may
affect pregnancy intentions [e.g. 13]. In additiadarger sample size would have permitted a more
detailed examination between different types aifgii@ons in pregnancy intentions and attitudes e w
as union and employment status. Future studieseginancy intentions should collect information of
the partner’s characteristics. The strengths oty include the innovative study design expigrin
rarely studied associations between changes in wartiees and fertility intentions. Moreover, there
are very few existing longitudinal studies at tlaional level measuring adult women'’s fertility

intentions prospectively.
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Tablel

Distribution of the outcome variables, %

Baseline Wave 2

Trying

Not trying

Total

N

Weak avoidance
Strong avoidance
Total

N

6.4 8.3
93.6 91.8
100.0 100.0
3019 3018
23.1 25.6
77.0 74.4
100.0 100.0
3024 3024
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Table 2 Socio-demographic characteristics at baseline {dade 2 for time varying covariates), %

Both N
Baseline Wave 2 waves (baseline)
Union status Married 45 46 44 1,378
Cohabiting 20 20 16 621
Dating 21 20 14 653
Single 13 14 9 389
Total 100 100 82 3,041
Employment Not employed 35 34 28 1,030
Less than full time 24 21 13 729
Full time 41 45 35 1,218
Total 100 100 76 2977
Age 18-24 27 807
25-29 34 1,036
30-34 21 640
35-39 18 558
Total 100 3,041
Parity 0 53 1,609
1 20 592
2 18 532
3 or more 10 299
Total 100 3,032
Zr?ilfg?r?ﬂ No children in hh 51 1,562
household Infant (0-12 months) 14 430
Toddler (1-3 yrs) 19 574
Kid (4-12 yrs) 12 355
Teen (13-19 yrs) 4 120
Total 100 3,041
Race/ethnicity =~ White 65 1,978
Black 9 273
Hispanic 8 254
Other 18 536
Total 100 3,041
Less than high
Education school 5 145
High school 14 412
Some college 36 1,105
BA or higher 45 1,379
Total 100 3,041
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Table 3 The bivariate associations between the explanatmigbles and trying (%)

Never Consistently Started Stopped

Trying to become trying trying trying trying Total N
preghant

TOTAL 90 4 4 2 100 3000
UNION STATUS p=0.001

No change 89 5 4 2 100 2,466
Stronger union 93 1 5 1 100 280
Union dissolution 91 2 3 100 254
EMPLOYMENT p=0.044

Full time 91 4 3 2 100 348
Part time 87 5 5 3 100 775
Not working 94 2 2 2 100 380
Less work 89 5 4 2 100 1,005
More work 91 4 4 1 100 481
AGE AT BASELINE p=0.010

18-24 93 2 3 2 100 802
25-29 89 4 5 2 100 1,021
30-34 87 6 4 3 100 630
35-39 89 5 4 2 100 547
EDUCATION AT BASELINE p=0.004

Less than high school 87 6 4 3 100 143
High school 85 5 5 4 100 401
Some college 90 4 4 3 100 1,090
College degree 91 4 4 1 100 1,366
PARITY (Wave II) p<0.001

0 90 5 3 1 100 1,593
1 85 6 5 4 100 581
2 91 2 4 2 100 526
3 or more 92 2 5 1 100 300
YOUNGEST CHILD IN HH p=0.001

No children in hh 90 5 4 2 100 1,540
Infant (0-12 months) 92 2 5 1 100 425
Toddler (1-3 yrs) 86 6 6 2 100 569
Kid (4-12 yrs) 89 3 3 4 100 348
Teen (13-19 yrs) 94 3 2 1 100 118
RACE/ETHNICITY p=0.029

White 90 4 4 2 100 1,953
Black 88 3 5 4 100 267
Other, Non-Hispanic 91 3 4 2 100 252
Hispanic 89 7 4 1 100 528




Table 4 The bivariate associations between the explanatmigbles and pregnancy avoidance (%)

Consistently

Never

Became

Became

Pregnancy strong strong weaker strong Total N
avoidance

TOTAL 68 16 9 7 100 3011
UNION STATUS p<0.001

No change 66 17 9 7 100 2,477
Stronger union 73 9 12 6 100 279
Union dissolution 73 10 7 9 100 255
EMPLOYMENT p<0.001

Full time 65 19 10 6 100 1,006
Part time 76 11 7 6 100 387
Not working 64 18 11 8 100 780
Less work 68 15 10 7 100 349
More work 72 12 8 8 100 478
AGE AT BASELINE p<0.001

18-24 79 8 7 5 100 801
25-29 65 17 11 7 100 1,023
30-34 59 20 12 9 100 635
35-39 65 21 7 7 100 552
EDUCATION AT BASELINE p<0.001

Less than high school 59 22 13 5 100 143
High school 58 19 12 11 100 405
Some college 69 15 8 8 100 1,097
College degree 70 15 10 5 100 1,366
PARITY (Wave II) p<0.001

0 71 15 8 6 100 1,593
1 58 20 11 11 100 582
2 69 15 11 5 100 529
3 or more 67 16 11 7 100 303
YOUNGEST CHILD IN HH p<0.001

No children in hh 70 16 8 6 100 1,542
Infant (0-12 months) 60 15 16 9 100 428
Toddler (1-3 yrs) 65 20 10 6 100 570
Kid (4-12 yrs) 68 15 7 10 100 353
Teen (13-19 yrs) 79 11 5 5 100 118
RACE/ETHNICITY p=0.759

White 67 17 9 7 100 1,958
Black 65 16 12 7 100 270
Other, Non-Hispanic 72 14 8 6 100 249
Hispanic 67 15 9 8 100 534
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Figure 1 Changes in trying, fitted probabilities (%)* wi#b% confidence intervals
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trying, started trying. Tables including coefficiemand p-values available on request.
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Figure 2 Changes in avoidance, fitted probabilities (%)*W&5% confidence intervals
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* Calculated based on multinomial regression compaoiricomes consistently strong (reference), neveng, became
weaker and became stronger. Tables including aefiis and p-values available on request.
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