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Background

e\Women are at risk of pregnancy for nearly half of their life span.’

e Approximately 70% of women of reproductive age are at risk of
unintended pregnancy.?

e Maintaining a current Total Fertility Rate of 1.9 children per woman
requires effective use of contraception for about 30 years.3

e A large proportion of women tend to practice contraceptive switching
over their reproductive life course.*
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Conclusion

Measures Descriptive & Multivariate Results: RQ2

e Contraceptive method switching is significantly associated with union
status.

eSingle women, relative to married and cohabiting women, are at greater
risk of unintended pregnancy due to high probability of switching.

e Contraceptive and reproductive behaviors of married and cohabiting
women are becoming even more similar.

eAmong women who switch contraception, there are no statistical
differences in the types of contraception used.
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Future Research

All Married

Cohabiting eExamining method switching behavior of women across union status
based on type of contraception used at start of observation period.
eEstimating the time (in months) for switching to occur from:
eNonuse to any contraceptive use.

e Any use to most effective, effective and least effective use.

Note: All results are weighted. Percentages are significantly different (p<0.05) across union status. N = 1,604

Descriptive & Multivariate Results: RQ1
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Note: All results are weighted. Percentages are significantly different (p<0.05) across union status. N = 2,539

Zero Order Model Full Model

Note: tp<.10; *p<,05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. Results based on discrete-time event analyses. Married is the reference category. A measure of time is included - 21, 857 person- months. Full model includes all control variables.
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Note: tp<.10; *p<.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. Results based on discrete-time event analyses. Married is the reference category.
A measure of time is included - 51, 860 person- months. Full model includes all control variables.
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