
recent visit.* In the factor analysis, five items loaded

together on the same factor, while two separated out into

their own factors.We summed the scores of the five items

that loaded together to create a composite measure of

satisfaction (categorized as low, medium or high satisfac-

tion); the other two items assessed whether the woman

reported usually seeing the same doctor or clinician at

each visit and whether she felt she could call her provider

with contraceptive questions.

Women who had not visited a provider recently were

askedwhy they hadnotmade a visit in the prior twoyears.

Those who reported that having ‘‘had unpleasant expe-

riences getting these services in the past’’ was a very

important reason for not making a visit were grouped

with women scoring low on the provider satisfaction

composite variable; those reporting that this was a some-

what important reasonwere groupedwithwomen scored

as having a medium level of provider satisfaction; and

those reporting that this was not a reason for not seeing

a provider were grouped with women having a high level

of provider satisfaction. Again, these questions referred to

women’s last reproductive health care visit, and that visit

may or may not have preceded some contraceptive use

patterns (such as a gap in use).

Analysis

Wefirst examined the bivariate relationship between each

set of factors and women’s method use patterns. These

associations were tested using two-tailed t tests with

significance of .05 for comparisons among subgroups.

Tests were adjusted for multiple comparisons using the

Bonferroni correction factor.

For the multivariate analyses, we examined three

models. The first includes all women in the sample and

compares nonusers for the entire year with all other

women. The second model includes only women who

used a method in the prior year and compares those who

had a period of unprotected risk with those who had no

such period. The final model includes only women who

used a method in the prior year and experienced no

at-risk gap; this model compares women who switched

methods or who stopped or started a method† with

women who continuously used the same method com-

bination throughout the year.

We performed binary logistic regression for each

model using three sets of predictors. First, we entered

TABLE 1. Percentage distribution of women aged 18–44 at risk for unintended preg-
nancy, by pattern of contraceptive method use in the past year, according to demo-
graphic, socioeconomic and partnership characteristics, United States, 2004

Characteristic N Same
method

Method
switch

Gap in
use, not

at risk

Gap in
use, at

risk

No
method

Total

All 1,978 37.7 24.1 15.3 14.9 8.1 100.0

DEMOGRAPHIC

Age
18–24 490 28.7 30.9 18.3 16.4 5.7 100.0

25–34 850 38.1† 24.7† 15.5 15.8 5.8 100.0

35–44 638 47.2†,‡ 15.7†,‡ 11.6† 11.8 13.7†,‡ 100.0

Race/ethnicity

White 1,265 40.3 25.1 15.2 13.4 6.0 100.0

Hispanic 348 34.3 19.9 15.0 18.2 12.6† 100.0
Black 227 26.5† 25.7 18.3 17.9 11.7† 100.0

Asian/other 132 42.6§ 19.1 11.3 15.7 11.3 100.0

Parity

0 659 35.2 30.5 14.1 13.8 6.5 100.0

1 479 30.9 23.4 18.7 18.9 8.2 100.0
‡2 840 44.6†,‡ 18.0†,‡ 14.4 13.4‡ 9.7 100.0

SOCIOECONOMIC

Education

<H.S. 190 30.3 21.7 12.6 17.7 17.7 100.0

H.S./GED 414 33.9 24.4 11.4 20.1 10.2 100.0

Some college 668 34.3 24.2 18.1‡ 15.7 7.7† 100.0
‡college 702 45.5†,‡,§ 24.4 15.4 10.1†,‡,§ 4.7†,‡ 100.0

% of federal poverty

level

<100 264 25.6 25.6 20.5 16.7 11.6 100.0

100–249 529 36.2† 22.5 14.7 18.8 7.8 100.0

‡250 987 41.9† 23.9 15.0 12.1‡ 7.1 100.0
Don’t know/refused 198 39.4† 26.8 10.6† 15.2 8.1 100.0

Insurance coverage

Private 1,373 40.9 25.9 14.1 12.4 6.7 100.0

Medicaid 327 25.3† 21.9 19.7† 23.9† 9.2 100.0

None/don’t know 276 38.4‡ 18.3† 15.5 14.8‡ 13.0† 100.0

SEXUAL PARTNERSHIP
Marital status

Married 1,207 46.2 19.8 12.0 12.8 9.2 100.0

Cohabiting 277 32.4† 29.2† 12.7 18.8† 6.9 100.0

Formerly married†† 109 33.8† 20.0 14.6 20.0 11.5 100.0

Never-married†† 383 27.1† 29.0† 23.1†,‡ 14.6 6.2 100.0

Duration of current
relationship

>4 yrs. 1,225 47.0 19.3 10.9 13.8 9.0 100.0

2–4 yrs. 273 39.8 31.3† 12.8 11.5 4.6 100.0

6–23 mos. 157 27.9† 39.6† 13.2 13.7 5.6 100.0

<6 mos. 94 22.6†,‡ 29.8 22.6† 18.5 6.5 100.0

No relationship 229 15.2†,‡,§ 21.3§ 31.4†,‡,§ 21.3†,‡ 10.8 100.0

Frequency of intercourse

in last 3 mos.

£once a month 331 23.0 17.1 30.2 17.1 12.6 100.0

2–4 times a month 769 46.0† 23.9† 12.5† 11.8 5.8† 100.0

‡2 times a week 841 37.0†,‡ 27.8† 11.1† 16.4‡ 7.6† 100.0

No. of sexual partners
in last year

1 1,752 40.2 23.1 14.5 13.5 8.8 100.0

‡2 226 23.8† 29.9† 19.5† 22.8† 4.0† 100.0

Believe current partner

is monogamous

Yes/no partner 1,841 39.2 24.5 14.4 13.5 8.5 100.0
No 137 22.0† 20.2 24.4† 29.8† 3.6† 100.0

†Significantlydifferent frompercentage in the first rowatp<.05. ‡Significantlydifferent frompercentage in the

second row at p<.05. §Significantly different from percentage in the third row at p<.05. ††Not cohabiting.

Note: Ns are unweighted.

*The seven statements were ‘‘The people whowork there make an effort

to find outmy needs’’; ‘‘The health care I receive there is of good quality’’;

‘‘The rooms and equipment are all clean’’; ‘‘The staff whowork there treat

me with respect’’; ‘‘Getting service there is orderly and pleasant’’; ‘‘I

usually see the same doctor or clinician every time I go there’’; and ‘‘If I

have questions about my contraceptive method, I know I can call the

office and talk to someone.’’

†This subgroup includes women who switched their method or combi-

nation of methods without any gap in use, and those who stopped or

started a method before or after a pregnancy or a period of sexual

inactivity.
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