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no change in the proportion of cohabiting
women who conceived a child during co-
habitation, but the percentage of cohabit-
ing women who give birth to a child dur-
ing cohabitation has risen, largely because
of declines in marriage among pregnant
cohabiting women.22

Cohabitation Status at Child’s Birth
The odds that a woman who conceived
during cohabitation gave birth during that
cohabiting union are presented in Table
4, with the first column presenting the ef-
fects of only race and ethnicity (the zero-
order model) and the second column in-
corporating the other covariates into the
model (the full model). The multivariate
results mirror those reported in Table 3:
Pregnant Hispanic women have 139%
greater odds of giving birth to their child
during cohabitation than white pregnant
women, and pregnant black women have
247% greater odds of giving birth to their
child during cohabitation than white
women. No statistically significant dif-
ference exists between black and Hispanic
women.

The inclusion of the other covariates
slightly reduces the magnitude but not the
statistical significance of the effects of the
race and ethnicity variables. The control
variables contribute to the overall fit of the
model (p=.005). In this model, black and
Hispanic cohabiting women who conceive
children during cohabitation have signif-
icantly higher odds of giving birth to that
child during cohabitation than do preg-
nant, cohabiting white women (odds ratios,
3.0 and 1.9, respectively). Pregnant women
from “other” types of families have greater
odds of giving birth during cohabitation
than do women from families with two bi-
ological parents (2.4). Pregnant women
who had less than 12 years of education
have higher odds of giving birth to their
child during cohabitation than do women
with 12 years of education (2.1).

Intention Status
More than half (56%) of cohabiting women
classified their first child conceived with-
in cohabitation as intended (Table 5). Lev-
els of timing status within cohabitation are
better understood when contrasted with
levels among married and unmarried
women. Analyses of the NSFG indicate
that the vast majority of married women
(82%) had an intended first conception,
whereas only 39% of mothers who con-
ceived their child prior to marriage while
living alone (that is women who were un-
married and not cohabiting) categorized
that birth  as intended (not shown).

led to similar conclusions about racial and
ethnic differences (not shown).

The full model shows that the racial and
ethnic differences remain significant, but
are somewhat reduced in magnitude
when other independent variables are in-
cluded. An exception is that the difference
between black and Hispanic women does
not remain statistically significant when
the other covariates are added to the
model.

The log-likelihood ratio test indicates
that the covariates significantly contribute
to the fit of the model (p=.000). There are
no significant differences in the effects of
family structure and religiosity on the haz-
ard of a cohabiting conception or birth.
Both education and employment status
have substantial influences on the hazard
of having a cohabiting conception or birth.
The hazard of childbearing during co-
habitation decreases significantly with ed-
ucation; women with some college edu-
cation at the start of cohabitation have a
lower hazard of having a conception dur-
ing their cohabiting union than women
with a high school education (hazard
ratio, 0.7). Unemployed women and those
working part-time have greater hazards
of experiencing a conception than do
women working full-time (1.3 and 1.5, 
respectively).

Women’s fertility behavior prior to co-
habitation significantly influences the haz-
ard of a conception during cohabitation.
Women who have conceived children
prior to cohabitation make a significant-
ly slower transition into parenthood than
do women who have not had children
prior to cohabitation (0.8). Also, women
who cohabit at older ages have lower haz-
ards of a conception or birth than do
younger women. The period effects (the
year at the start of cohabitation) do not sig-
nificantly differ for the hazard of a con-
ception, but the results suggest that
women who started cohabiting in the
1990s had a significantly greater hazard
of giving birth to a child during cohabi-
tation than women who cohabited in the
early 1980s (not shown). There has been

Childbearing during cohabitation is
most common for Hispanic women, and
a relatively high proportion of those births
are intended. Almost two-thirds of His-
panic women (65%) had an intended con-
ception in cohabitation, while 56% of black
women and 51% of non-Hispanic white
women intended their first conception
during cohabitation (Table 5). Results 
are similar if the timing status of births, 
not conceptions, within cohabitation is
considered.

The odds of an intended (rather than
unintended) conception resulting in a live
birth are presented in Table 6. Identical
models predicting the odds that a birth
during cohabitation was intended were
estimated, and a similar pattern of results
exists for both outcomes. The zero-order
models show that Hispanic women have
significantly greater odds of having an in-
tended conception than white women
(odds ratio, 1.6). Black women have sim-
ilar odds of having an intended concep-
tion as white women (1.2).

Table 5. Percentage distribution of women who
gave birth after conceiving during cohabita-
tion, by pregnancy intention status, accord-
ing to racial and ethnic group (N=657)

Intention Total Hispanic Black White Other
status

Unintended 44.2 35.0 44.1 48.6 31.1
Intended 55.8 65.0 55.9 51.4 68.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: All percentages are weighted.

Table 6. Odds ratios (and standard errors) 
assessing effects of predictor variables 
on women’s chances that a child conceived
during cohabitation was intended (N=657)

Variables Zero-order Full model
model

Race/ethnicity
Hispanic 1.61* (.21) 1.65** (.23)
Black 1.17 (.18) 1.45 (.08)
White (ref) 1.00 1.00
Other 2.00 (.48) 1.99 (.50)

Family background†
Two biological parents (ref) na 1.00
Single parent na 0.70 (.21)
Stepparent na 0.71 (.24)
Other na 0.94 (.30)

Religiosity† na 0.87* (.06)

Education‡
<12 years na 1.61* (.21)
12 years (ref) na 1.00
13�15 years na 0.64 (.32)
≥16 years na 1.66 (.55)

Employment‡
Not employed na 0.92 (.21)
Part-time na 0.86 (.29)
Full-time (ref) na 1.00

Prior conceptions
Yes na 0.65* (.19)
No (ref) na 1.00

Age at start of cohabitation na 1.12** (.03)

Year at start of cohabitation
1980�1984 na 1.12 (.22)
1985�1989 na 1.38 (.21)
≥1990 (ref) na 1.00

–2 log-likelihood 898.6 860.1
df 3 16

*p≤.05 **p≤.01 �At age 14. �At the start of cohabitation. Note:
na=not applicable.




