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whose infants weighed less than 2,500 g
( Table 1). However, there were statistical-
ly significant diff e rences by re l a t i o n s h i p
type in the characteristics of women and
their relationships. For example, cohabit-
ing women tended to be in relationships
that were shorter in duration at the time
of conception than those of married
women and longer in duration than those

s t a ff as private physician or HMO or clin-
ic. We could not examine the number of
p renatal care visits because those data
were not collected in the 1995 NSFG.

Analyses
The descriptive results are presented as
weighted percentages, using a poststrat-
i fied weight adjusted for nonresponse and
sample design. Standard errors for all bi-
variate and multivariate analyses have
been computed using SUDAAN statisti-
cal software in conjunction with SAS, to
account for the complex survey design of
the NSFG. We determined whether dif-
ferences in percentages were statistically
significant at the 5% alpha level by as-
sessing overlap between the perc e n t a g e s ’
95% confidence intervals. We generated
unadjusted odds ratios to indicate the
c rude effects of each independent variable
among all women.

To address the possibility of interactions
among race and ethnicity, low birth
weight and other variables, we also ex-
amined unadjusted odds ratios within the
racial and ethnic groups considered. For
example, if there were an interaction
among race and ethnicity, re l a t i o n s h i p
characteristics and low birth weight, we
would expect to see diff e rent associations
between relationship characteristics and
low birth weight across the diff e rent racial
and ethnic groups.

To assess the impact of the re l a t i o n s h i p
variables on the likelihood of low birth
weight, excluding other covariates, we
performed multiple logistic re g re s s i o n s .
Using SUDAAN’s RLOGIST pro c e d u re ,
we estimated the odds of low birth weight
associated with relationship characteris-
tics for a woman’s most recent singleton
live birth after adjusting for selected char-
acteristics. We did not include father’s age
at conception or timing of first pre n a t a l
c a re in the final logistic re g ressions be-
cause their unadjusted odds ratios were
not significant at the 10% alpha level.

Results
Characteristics by Relationship Type
M o re than two-thirds (69%) of U.S. women
with a recent singleton birth were married
to the father of the baby at the time of con-
ception, 12% were cohabiting and 19% had
some other type of relationship with the
f a t h e r.* Of those women who were not
married to the father at conception (ap-
p roximately 4.1 million women), almost
40% were cohabiting with him.

T h e re was not a statistically signific a n t
d i ff e rence by relationship type at con-
ception in the percentages of women *Percentages are weighted.

Ta ble 1. Pe rc e n t age distribution (and standard erro rs) of U.S. women aged 15–44 with a recent
singleton birth, by selected characteristics, according to relationship type at conception, 1995
National Survey of Family Growth

Characteristic All Relationship type

Married  Cohabiting Other 
(N=2,578) (N=1,675) (N=341) (N=562)

Relationship duration at conception (in mos.)†
≤12 17.6 4.3 (0.6) 32.2 (3.3) 56.1 (2.6)
13–60 36.9 35.1 (1.3) 49.8 (3.6) 35.7 (2.4)
61–120 30.5 40.1 (1.2) 14.9 (2.3) 5.7 (1.1)
≥121 15.0 20.6 (1.1) 3.2 (1.1) 2.5 (0.7)

Age at conception
<20 13.7 4.4 (0.6) 21.1 (2.8) 43.0 (2.3)
20–34 77.2 84.5 (1.0) 73.1 (3.0) 53.2 (2.4) 
35–44 9.1 11.2 (0.9) 5.8 (1.5) 3.9 (0.8)

Race/ethnicity
Hispanic 15.5 14.5 (1.2) 21.0 (2.7) 15.4 (1.7)
Non-Hispanic black 12.9 5.2 (0.5) 17.8 (2.2) 37.8 (2.5)
Non-Hispanic white/other 71.7 80.4 (1.3) 61.2 (3.2) 46.8 (2.7)

Education at interview
<high school graduate 17.1 10.5 (0.9) 35.1 (3.5) 29.8 (1.9)
≥ high school graduate 82.9 89.5 (0.9) 65.0 (3.5) 70.2 (1.9)

Age of father of child at conception†
<20 6.3 0.9 (0.3) 12.1 (2.4) 22.6 (2.0)
20–34 73.7 75.0 (1.2) 72.8 (3.1) 69.2 (2.2)
≥ 35 20.1 24.1 (1.2) 15.1 (2.2) 8.2 (1.3)

Pregnancy intendedness‡
Intended 69.3 79.9 (1.1) 59.0 (3.1) 37.5 (2.1)
Mistimed 21.4 12.8 (0.9) 27.7 (3.3) 48.9 (2.2)
Unwanted 9.0 7.2 (0.6) 13.0 (2.1) 13.1 (1.6)

Smoking during pregnancy†
Yes 16.7 13.8 (1.0) 30.6 (3.4) 18.7 (2.0)
No 83.3 86.2 (1.0) 69.5 (3.4) 81.3 (2.0)

Timing of first prenatal care visit†
First four months 94.4 96.0 (0.6) 93.5 (1.3) 89.4 (1.5)
Later/never 5.6 4.0 (0.6) 6.5 (1.3) 10.6 (1.5)

Site of most prenatal care visits†
Private MD/HMO 75.5 82.7 (1.3) 64.1 (3.0) 56.2 (2.7)
Clinic 21.2 14.5 (1.2) 31.0 (2.6) 39.7 (2.6)
Other 3.3 2.8 (0.4) 4.9 (1.5) 4.1 (0.9)

Payment for delivery
Private insurance 59.5 71.6 (1.5) 38.7 (3.5) 29.1 (2.4)
Medicaid/govt. assistance 33.1 19.6 (1.3) 57.6 (3.4) 66.5 (2.5)
All other 7.4 8.9 (0.9) 3.8 (1.1) 4.5 (1.0) 

Infant birth order
1 38.4 31.3 (1.3) 39.1 (3.4) 63.4 (2.4)
2–3 52.3 58.7 (1.3) 49.6 (3.3) 30.5 (2.2)
≥ 4 9.4 9.9 (0.8) 11.4 (1.6) 6.1 (1.1)

Low infant birth weight
Yes 4.6 3.9 (0.5) 6.2 (1.3) 6.2 (1.2)
No 95.4 96.1 (0.5) 93.8 (1.3) 93.8 (1.2)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
No. (in millions) 13.3 9.2 1.6 2.5

†Data for this variable were missing for some cases; missing data were not included in calculations of percentages. ‡Cases for which
pregnancy intendedness was undetermined are included in the total. Note: All Ns are unweighted; all percentages are weighted.

of unmarried, noncohabiting women. Co-
habiting women were younger than mar-
ried women and older than women in
other types of nonmarital re l a t i o n s h i p s .
In addition, there was a statistically sig-
n i ficant diff e rence in the percentage dis-
tributions of women in each type of rela-


