
International  Journal  of

Environmental Research

and Public Health

Article

Women’s Media Use and Preferences of Media-Based
Interventions on Lifestyle-Related Risk Factors in
Gynecological and Obstetric Care: A Cross-Sectional
Multi-Center Study in Germany

Manuela Bombana 1,2,*, Maren Wittek 1, Gerhard Müller 2, Monika Heinzel-Gutenbrunner 3

and Michel Wensing 1

����������
�������

Citation: Bombana, M.; Wittek, M.;

Müller, G.; Heinzel-Gutenbrunner, M.;

Wensing, M. Women’s Media Use and

Preferences of Media-Based

Interventions on Lifestyle-Related

Risk Factors in Gynecological and

Obstetric Care: A Cross-Sectional

Multi-Center Study in Germany. Int.

J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18,

9840. https://doi.org/10.3390/

ijerph18189840

Academic Editor: Madhu

Sudhan Atteraya

Received: 6 August 2021

Accepted: 15 September 2021

Published: 18 September 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

1 Department of General Practice and Health Service Research, Heidelberg University Hospital,
Im Neuenheimer Feld 130.3, 69120 Heidelberg, Germany; maren.wittek@gero.uni-heidelberg.de (M.W.);
michel.wensing@med.uni-heidelberg.de (M.W.)

2 Department of Health Promotion, AOK Baden-Württemberg, Presselstrasse 19, 70191 Stuttgart, Germany;
gerhard.mueller@bw.aok.de

3 MH Statistics Consulting, Bienenweg 8, 35041 Marburg, Germany; Monika.Heinzel@mh-statistik.com
* Correspondence: dr.manuela.bombana@bw.aok.de; Tel.: +49-711-2593-7945

Abstract: This study aimed to investigate factors affecting (1) women’s media use regarding health-
related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation, (2) women’s preferences for media format, and (3)
the content of media-based interventions on lifestyle-related risk factors during pregnancy and lacta-
tion. A cross-sectional observational multi-center study of pregnant and lactating women and women
of childbearing age was carried out in 14 randomly selected obstetric and gynecologic care settings in
the 12 most populated cities in Baden-Wuerttemberg, South-West Germany. Data from 219 surveyed
women showed that older women, pregnant women, and lactating women have a higher probability
of using media during pregnancy and lactation, respectively. The majority of women preferred a
combination of analog and digital media-based interventions in gynecological (46.9%) and obstetric
(47.1%) care settings and at home (73.0%). Women would like to see information brochures and flyers
on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation for use in gynecological and obstetric
care settings, and for media use at home, they would like to have books. The probability of preferring
the favored media formats in gynecological and obstetric care settings and at home were associated
with pregnancy status, relationship status, socioeconomic status (SES), ethnicity, and health insurance
status. About 80% of the surveyed women preferred media content regarding recommendations
for a healthy lifestyle and healthy behavior during pregnancy and lactation. All of the independent
variables were associated with the probability of preferring a specific media content. The SES was
found to play a major role in the probability of preferring a specific media content, followed by
pregnancy status, ethnicity, and health insurance status. The results from our study provide a basis
for tailored preventive interventions in gynecological and obstetric care settings and for use at home.
The results imply that a woman can be reached before conception, during pregnancy, or during
lactation with preventive measures tailored to their requirements; however, acceptance may vary
across personal attributes, such as SES, ethnicity, and others.

Keywords: media-based interventions; gynecological and obstetric care; health-related behaviors;
pregnancy; lactation

1. Introduction

Numerous scientific studies have investigated the effects of lifestyle-related risk factors
(LRRFs) during pregnancy and lactation on the (unborn) child [1–10]. According to the
WHO definition, risk factors are attributes, characteristics, or exposures of an individual
that increase the risks of developing a disease or injury [11]. LRRFs during pregnancy
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and lactation include all factors that may cause premature death of the child due to non-
communicable diseases as a result of an unfavorable maternal lifestyle [12,13]. These
mainly include risks associated with substance use, nutrition, stress, medication, oral
health, and physical inactivity [3,12,14]. The authors conducted comprehensive literature
reviews on the effects of LRRFs in pregnancy and lactation and described the health
effects of LRRFs on the offspring, prevalence rates, and the current recommendations in
great detail [15,16]. In a cross-sectional study that was conducted in 2018, we surveyed
209 pregnant women in Germany. The study showed that there is a huge knowledge
gap regarding LRRFs during pregnancy among pregnant women and an urgent need to
educate women regarding LRRFs during pregnancy [17]. We found that gynecologists
in particular seem effective in providing information on LRRFs during pregnancy [17].
To sustainably reduce LRRFs during pregnancy and lactation, the implementation of
media-based educational interventions in gynecological and obstetric care settings and for
women’s use at home are a possible approach to address LRRFs during pregnancy and
lactation to protect offspring health.

In Germany, standardized and comprehensive education and information transfers
on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation have not yet been included
in the existing gynecological and obstetric guidelines [18]. Accordingly, questioning and
monitoring pregnant women’s lifestyle is not routinely applied in gynecological and
obstetric care. However, the guidelines determine that the gynecologists need to provide
information in case of alcohol, nicotine, drug use, or others during pregnancy [18]. There
are currently no references to education about LRRFs during the breastfeeding period
in the German guidelines [18]. According to information from the German Society of
Gynecologists and Obstetricians, this guideline is revised at the moment.

For the development of tailored media-based interventions on LRRFs during preg-
nancy and lactation in gynecological and obstetric care settings and for women’s use at
home, it is relevant to know how to reach and address the target groups.

Therefore, this study aimed to investigate factors affecting (1) women’s media use
on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation, (2) women’s preferences of
format, and (3) the content of media-based interventions on LRRFs during pregnancy
and lactation.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design and Setting

This study was a cross-sectional observational multi-center study of pregnant and
breastfeeding women as well as women of childbearing age in Baden-Wuerttemberg,
Germany. A random selection of participating gynecological and obstetric care settings
was computer generated. Health insurer AOK Baden-Wuerttemberg (BW) contacted
147 institutions of gynecological and obstetric care via mail or e-mail. Following recruit-
ment, reminders were sent to e-mail contacts after one week of non-response and again
after nine days of non-response. Reminder calls were made 14 days after initial contact
for all institutions with non-response. A total of 14 of the contacted institutions granted
permission to recruit and survey women in their gynecological or obstetric institution.
Thus, we recruited eligible women in 14 different settings and institutions of gynecological
and obstetric care in BW, Germany, from 1 October to 15 November 2019. The cities and
the respective number of sample points are shown in Figure 1.

Of the 147 contacted institutions of gynecological and obstetric care, 14 agreed to
participate in the study (response rate: 9.5%).
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Figure 1. Study’s sample points.

2.2. Study Population and Data Collection

The study population consisted of pregnant and lactating women as well as women of
childbearing age (≤49 years). Only women of legal age (≥18 years of age) were authorized
to participate in the survey. After the random selection of gynecological and obstetric
institutions, eligible women were recruited in the following settings: waiting room, tour
of deliver and maternity ward, prenatal classes, and parents’ evenings in hospitals. A
total of 252 questionnaires were distributed to women meeting the inclusion criteria. A
total of 32 women declined to participate, and 220 women filled in the questionnaire. One
woman did not meet the inclusion criteria. A total of 219 women (87.3% response rate)
were included into our study.
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Data were collected anonymously to reduce potential social desirability bias. The
participating pregnant and breastfeeding women as well as the participating women
of childbearing age were informed verbally and in writing before the interview started.
Informed consent was obtained by inserting the questionnaire into a box. Withdrawal from
the survey was possible at any time and without giving reasons until the questionnaire was
inserted into a box. Withdrawal was no longer possible after the questionnaire was inserted
into a box. The dataset will be provided by the corresponding author on reasonable request.

2.3. Questionnaire

We did not identify any existing German validated questionnaire covering the topics
of interest. Therefore, we developed a self-administered questionnaire (available on request
from the corresponding author).

The German questionnaire consisted of 44 items (Supplementary Table S1). Multiple
choice questions with single-option or multi-option answers were applied. The items
covered topics on awareness, preferences, and barriers to and problems of media use in
gynecological and obstetric care, as well as socio-demographics. The questionnaire was
pre-tested by five women and adjusted accordingly. We performed 12 subsequent pilot
tests. After six subsequent pilot-tests, we did not obtain any new information and reached
saturation. The women completed the questionnaire within 15–20 min on average.

2.4. Dependent Variables
2.4.1. Women’s Media Use

The dependent variables were women’s media use regarding health-related behaviors
during pregnancy (yes or no) and women’s media use regarding health-related behav-
iors during lactation (yes or no). We asked women whether they use available media
regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation with dichotomous
answer categories.

2.4.2. Format Preferences of Media-Based Interventions

Women’s preferred media technology in gynecological and obstetric care settings
and for women’s use at home was a further dependent variable. We asked the women:
“What media technology with information on health behaviors during pregnancy and
lactation would you like to see for on-site use in a gynecologist’s practice and/or midwife’s
practice?” (the answer categories were separated for gynecologist’s practice and midwife’s
practice) and “What media technology with health behavior information during pregnancy
and lactation would you like for use at home?” The answer categories were “analog, digital,
analog and digital, no media”.

Women’s preferred media format in gynecological and obstetric care settings and for
women’s use at home were further dependent variables. We asked the women: “Which of
the following media formats containing information on health behaviors during pregnancy
and lactation would you like to see for use on-site in the gynecologist’s practice and/or
midwife’s practice?” (the answer categories were separated for gynecologist’s practice
and midwife’s practice) and “Which of the following media with information on health
behaviors during pregnancy and lactation would you like for use at home?” The answer
categories were addresses (yes, no), apps (yes, no), books (yes, no), flyers (yes, no), infor-
mation brochures (yes, no), leaflets (yes, no), audio recording/podcasts (yes, no), video
material (yes, no), magazines (yes, no), and no media (yes, no).

2.4.3. Content Preferences for Media-Based Interventions

Further dependent variables were women’s preferred media content regarding health-
related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation. We asked the women “What should be
the focus of the pregnancy-related information?” and “What should be the focus of infor-
mation on lactation?” The answer categories were a variety of media contents, including
recommendations for healthy lifestyle/behaviors (yes, no), recommendations for the avoid-
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ance of lifestyle-related risks/behaviors (yes, no), information on potential lifestyle-related
risks (yes, no), recipes for cooking (yes, no), movement exercises (yes, no), relaxation
exercises (yes, no), potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol (yes, no), recommendations
for the avoidance of specific medications (yes, no), and recommendations for essential
supplements (yes, no).

2.5. Independent Variables

The independent variables were as follows: currently pregnant (yes, no), currently
lactating (yes, no), firm relationship (yes, no), age (in years), socioeconomic status by
Winkler (low, middle, high), ethnicity (German, non-German), health insurance status
(private, statutory, other/none) [19,20]. The socioeconomic status (SES) was measured
using ‘Winkler’s index’, which is a widely used social class index based on the validated
‘Scheuch index’, which combines information on net income, basic and the vocational
education, and profession [21,22]. The variable is derived from the main wage earner
in the household and categorized into ‘high, middle, and low’. Further details of the
measurement and classification can be found elsewhere [21,22].

As a proxy of ethnicity, we used country of birth of the individual and both parents. If
at least one parent was born abroad, the person was considered as non-German. In cases of
mixed origin, the mother’s country of birth prevailed [21].

2.6. Statistical Analyses

Descriptive statistics were applied to investigate the sample characteristics. We ap-
plied multivariate logistic regressions to investigate the associations between independent
variables and (1) media use on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation; (2)
women’s preferences in selected media formats regarding health-related behaviors during
pregnancy and lactation in gynecological and obstetric care and at home; (3) women’s
preferred media content on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation in
gynecological and obstetric care and at home.

We conducted all the tests for 95% confidence with α = 0.05. Data were analyzed using
IBM Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows, Version 26.0 (IMB Corp.
Released 2019. Armonk, NY, USA: IBM).

The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The study
received ethical approval from the Ethics Committee of the Medical Faculty of the Ruprecht
Karls University on 9 May 2019 (S-289/2019). Participants were informed that by com-
pleting and delivering the questionnaire, their approval to participate in this study would
be confirmed.

3. Results

The sample characteristics are shown in Table 1.
In multivariate logistic regression analyses, we investigated the association between

media use during pregnancy and lactation (Table 2), respectively, in relation to indepen-
dent variables. Women who were not currently pregnant were significantly less likely to
use media regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy (OR 0.30, 95% CI 0.13,
0.67). With increasing age, the ORs of using media regarding health-related behaviors
during pregnancy significantly increased (OR 1.11, 95% CI 1.02, 1.21). Similar results were
identified for the association between media use during lactation and selected independent
variables: women who were not currently lactating were significantly less likely to use
media regarding health-related behaviors during lactation (OR 0.21, 95% CI 0.05, 0.98).
With increasing age, the ORs of using media regarding health-related behaviors during
lactation significantly increased (OR 1.08, 95% CI 1.00, 1.17).
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Table 1. Sample characteristics with frequencies (%) and means (SD).

Characteristics (N = 219)
Total

% (n)/M (SD)

Currently pregnant (yes, in %) 57.8% (n = 126)
Currently lactating (yes, in %)) 17.1% (n = 37)

Firm relationship (yes, in %) 91.7% (n = 176)

Age (M (SD)) 30.97 (5.516)

Socioeconomic status
High (in %) 46.2% (n = 84)

Middle (in %) 41.8% (n = 76)
Low (in %) 12.1% (n = 22)

Ethnicity
German (in %) 81.5% (n = 150)
Others (in %) 18.5% (n = 34)

Health insurance status
Private (in %) 14.8% (n = 27)

Statutory (in %) 79.1% (n = 144)
Others/None (in %) 6.0% (n = 11)

Note: Data were missing for currently pregnant (n = 1), currently lactating (n = 2), firm relationship (n = 27),
age (n = 26), socioeconomic status (n = 37), ethnicity (n = 35), and health insurance status (n = 37). Values are
percentages for categorical factors or means (with standard deviations) for continuous factors.

Table 2. Media use regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation and its association with independent
variables, expressed in odds ratios (95% confidence intervals).

Independent
Variables

Media Use Regarding Health-Related Behaviors
during Pregnancy

Media Use Regarding Health-Related Behaviors
during Lactation

% or M (SD) OR (95% CI) % or M (SD) OR (95% CI)

Media Use
(n = 157)

No Media
Use (n = 43) (n = 166) Media Use

(n = 157)
No Media

Use (n = 43) (n = 166)

Currently pregnant
Yes 98.1% 1.9% 1
No 76.5% 23.5% 0.30 (0.13, 0.67) **

Currently lactating
Yes 84.4% 15.6% 1
No 71.6% 28.4% 0.21 (0.05, 0.98) *

Firm relationship
Yes 89.7% 10.3% 1 73.9% 26.1% 1
No 66.7% 33.3% 0.53 (0.13, 2.10) 58.3% 41.7% 0.77 (0.19, 3.03)

Age 31.8 (4.8) 28.6 (5.9) 1.11 (1.02, 1.21) * 31.9 (4.7) 29.3 (5.7) 1.08 (1.00, 1.17) *

Socioeconomic
status
High 91.7% 8.3% 1 74.7% 25.3% 1

Middle 86.7% 13.3% 0.84 (0.35, 1.99) 71.4% 28.6% 1.02 (0.46, 2.27)
Low 82.4% 17.6% 1.95 (0.39, 9.86) 66.7% 33.3% 0.97 (0.22, 4.28)

Ethnicity
German 86.8% 13.2% 1 72.9% 27.1% 1

Non-German 93.1% 6.9% 1.29 (0.44, 3.79) 68.8% 31.2% 0.80 (0.32, 2.00)

Health insurance
Private 95.2% 4.8% 1 70.8% 29.2% 1

Statutory 86.9% 13.1% 1.24 (0.38, 4.01) 73.2% 26.8% 1.42 (0.46, 4.38)
Others/None 85.7% 14.3% 0.38 (0.07; 2.11) 60.9% 40.0% 0.51 (0.09, 2.83)

Nagelkerkes R2 0.195 0.122

Note: Significance key: * p ≤ 0.05 and ** p ≤ 0.01; M = mean, SD = standard deviation, OR = odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.
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Of the surveyed women, 46.9% preferred a combination of analog and digital media
use in gynecological care; 47.1% preferred a combination of analog and digital media use in
obstetric care; 73.0% preferred a combination of analog and digital media for use at home.
In each setting, the use of analog media was more preferred than the use of digital media.

We further investigated women’s preferred media formats regarding health-related
behaviors during pregnancy and lactation in gynecological and obstetric care settings
and at home (see Figure 2). The women had the possibility of selecting multiple answers.
In gynecological care, the women preferred information brochures and flyers on health-
related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation. Similar results were found for media
use in obstetric care. At home, the women preferred books on lifestyle-related risks during
pregnancy and lactation.
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Figure 2. Women’s preferred media formats regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation in gyneco-
logical and obstetric care (n = 219).

We further investigated the probability of preferring the two most popular media
formats in association with independent variables in order to understand how to reach
specific target groups with media-based interventions on health-related behaviors during
pregnancy and lactation in gynecological and obstetric care and for use at home (Table 3).
In gynecological care, we found that preferences for information brochures regarding
health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation decreased with increasing age
(OR 0.92, 95% CI 0.86, 0.99). Non-German women, as compared to German women, were
less likely to prefer information brochures on health-related behaviors during pregnancy
and lactation (OR 0.42, 95% CI 0.18, 0.99). Women who were not insured with a private or
statutory health insurance were less likely to prefer information brochures on health-related
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behaviors during pregnancy and lactation (OR 0.16, 95% CI 0.32, 0.78). In obstetric care, we
found that the probability of preferring information brochures regarding health-related
behaviors during pregnancy and lactation was significantly higher in non-pregnant women
(OR 3.26, 95% CI 1.29, 8.20) as compared to pregnant women. Similar to the results of
the preference for information brochures during pregnancy in gynecological care, the
probability of preferring information brochures regarding health-related behaviors during
pregnancy and lactation increased with decreasing age in obstetric care. The probability
of preferring information brochures on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and
lactation was significantly lower in non-Germans as compared to Germans (OR 0.38, 95%
CI 0.16, 0.89) and in women who were not in a firm relationship (OR 0.23, 95% CI 0.06,
0.95). The probability of women preferring flyers on health-related behaviors during
pregnancy and lactation in obstetric care was significantly higher in women with a middle
SES (OR 2.21, 95% CI 1.05, 4.66) as compared to women with a high SES. For use at
home, we found that the probability of preferring addresses for use during pregnancy and
lactation regarding issues of health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation was
significantly lower in women with a low (OR 0.20, 95% CI 0.06, 0.70) and middle SES (OR
0.29, 95% CI 0.13, 0.61) as compared to high-SES women. The OR of preferring addresses
for use during pregnancy and lactation regarding issues of health-related behaviors during
pregnancy and lactation in the home setting was significantly higher for women with a
statutory health insurance status (OR 2.72, 95% CI 1.00, 7.45) than for privately insured
women. The probability of preferring an app for health-related behaviors during pregnancy
and lactation at home was significantly lower in non-pregnant (OR 0.44, 95% CI 0.20, 1.00)
and non-German women (OR 0.28, 95% CI 0.12, 0.67). For use at home, we found that the
probability of preferring an app was significantly higher in women with a statutory health
insurance status (OR 2.73, 95% CI 1.03, 7.22) as compared to privately insured women.

Table 3. Probability of preferring selected media formats on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation in
gynecological and obstetric care and for use at home in association with independent variables, expressed in odds ratios
(95% confidence intervals).

Independent
Variables

Media in Gynecological Care Media in Obstetric Care Media at Home

Information
Brochures
(n = 163)

Flyers
(n = 163)

Information
Brochures
(n = 168)

Flyers
(n = 145)

Books
(n = 167)

Addresses
(n = 167)

Apps
(n = 167)

Currently
pregnant

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 1.85 (0.77, 4.41) 1.43 (0.63, 3.25) 3.26 (1.29, 8.20) ** 0.98 (0.42, 2.28) 1.24 (0.54, 2.81) 0.81 (0.36, 1.83) 0.44 (0.20, 1.00) *

Currently
lactating

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 1.60 (0.49, 5.24) 0.96 (0.31, 2.98) 2.76 (0.83, 9.22) 0.57 (0.18, 1.79) 1.35 (0.43, 4.21) 0.83 (0.27, 2.53) 0.54 (0.17, 1.65)

Firm
relationship

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 0.43 (0.11, 1.66) 1.83 (0.44, 7.53) 0.23 (0.06, 0.95) * 1.61 (0.38, 6.78) 1.69 (0.43, 6.55) 1.06 (0.30, 3.78) 1.51 (0.42, 5.48)

Age 0.92 (0.86, 0.99) * 0.95 (0.89, 1.02) 0.91 (0.85, 0.97) ** 0.96 (0.89, 1.03) 1.00 (0.94, 1.06) 0.95 (0.89, 1.01) 0.96 (0.90, 1.03)

Socioeconomic
status
High 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Middle 0.84 (0.41, 1.75) 1.71 (0.84, 3.48) 0.66 (0.32, 1.37) 2.21 (1.05, 4.66) * 0.54 (0.26, 1.12) 0.29 (0.13, 0.61) *** 0.81 (0.39, 1.66)
Low 0.36 (0.10, 1.29) 2.08 (0.59, 7.31) 0.47 (0.13, 1.72) 0.48 (0.11, 2.00) 0.43 (0.13, 1.45) 0.20 (0.06, 0.70) ** 0.58 (0.16, 2.02)

Ethnicity
German 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Non-German 0.42 (0.18, 0.99) * 1.16 (0.49, 2.75) 0.38 (0.16, 0.89) * 0.71 (0.28, 1.76) 0.86 (0.37, 2.02) 1.80 (0.72, 4.49) 0.28 (0.12, 0.67) **

Health
insurance

Private 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Statutory 0.51 (0.17, 1.48) 2.00 (0.73, 5.46) 0.90 (0.34, 2.42) 0.57 (0.20, 1.60) 0.97 (0.36, 2.66) 2.72 (1.00, 7.45) * 2.73 (1.03, 7.22) *

Others/None 0.16 (0.32, 0.78) * 4.34 (0.92, 20.42) 0.28 (0.06, 1.36) 0.49 (0.11, 2.25) 2.08 (0.35, 12.49) 0.60 (0.13, 2.88) 2.31 (0.50, 10.61)

Nagelkerkes R2 0.139 0.102 0.186 0.105 0.047 0.165 0.134

Note: Significance key: * p ≤ 0.05, ** p ≤ 0.01, and *** p ≤ 0.001; values are odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals in parentheses.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 9840 9 of 16

We asked women what the focus of media content for pregnancy and lactation should
be. A total of 80.1% of the surveyed women preferred media content regarding recom-
mendations for healthy lifestyles and healthy behavior (physical activity, nutrition, stress,
addictive substances) during pregnancy, and 79.0% preferred these media contents during
lactation. Movement exercises, relaxation exercises, and recommendations for the avoid-
ance of specific medications during pregnancy were of interest for more than half of the
surveyed women (Tables 4 and 5).

Table 4. Women’s preferred media content during pregnancy and lactation in association with independent variables,
expressed in odds ratios (95% confidence intervals).

Independent
Variables

Recommendations for Healthy
Lifestyle/Behaviors

Recommendations for Avoidance of
Lifestyle-Related Risks/Behaviors

Information on Potential
Lifestyle-Related Risks Recipes for Cooking

During
Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

During
Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

During
Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

During
Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During Lactation
(n = 159)

% (n) of women
who prefer

media content

80.1%
(n = 149)

79.0%
(n = 139)

47.3%
(n = 88)

47.7%
(n = 84)

46.2%
(n = 86)

43.2%
(n = 76)

33.3%
(n = 62)

43.8%
(n = 77)

Currently
pregnant

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 1.18 (0.41, 3.44) 0.66 (0.25, 1.78) 0.85 (0.39, 1.86) 1.01 (0.46, 2.23) 0.86 (0.40, 1.85) 0.67 (0.30, 1.50) 1.47 (0.67, 3.24) 1.68 (0.75, 3.81)

Currently
lactating

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 2.93 (0.84, 10.24) 1.51 (0.45, 5.03) 0.54 (0.19, 1.54) 0.98 (0.35, 2.76) 2.08 (0.72, 6.02) 1.47 (0.49, 4.40) 2.31 (0.75, 7.15) 4.61 (1.44, 14.74) **

Firm
relationship

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No a 1.74 (0.33, 9.34) 2.18 (0.61, 7.81) 0.85 (0.25, 2.95) 1.07 (0.31, 3.71) 1.03 (0.29, 3.67) 0.33 (0.08, 1.33) 0.34 (0.09, 1.30)

Age 0.93 (0.85, 1.20) 0.91 (0.84, 0.99) * 0.99 (0.93, 1.06) 1.01 (0.94, 1.08) 0.97 (0.91, 1.03) 1.01 (0.94, 1.07) 1.00 (0.94, 1.07) 1.06 (0.99, 1.14)

Socioeconomic
status
High 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Middle 0.81 (0.34, 1.94) 0.91 (0.37, 2.24) 0.58 (0.29, 1.17) 0.82 (0.41, 1.64) 1.24 (0.62, 2.47) 1.07 (0.52, 2.18) 1.74 (0.83, 3.64) 1.67 (0.81, 3.46)
Low 0.98 (0.16, 6.23) 0.17 (0.04, 0.78) * 0.24 (0.06, 0.90) * 1.09 (0.31, 3.89) 0.96 (0.28, 3.32) 1.58 (0.43, 5.71) 3.67 (1.02, 13.26) * 6.30 (1.54, 25.84) **

Ethnicity
German 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Non-German 0.31 (0.11, 0.83) * 0.53 (0.19, 1.49) 0.64 (0.27, 1.47) 0.49 (0.21, 1.18) 0.58 (0.25, 1.37 0.54 (0.22, 1.31) 1.07 (0.44, 2.57) 0.86 (0.35, 2.12)

Health insurance
Private 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Statutory 0.16 (0.02, 1.28) 0.37 (0.08, 1.80) 1.27 (0.49, 3.28) 1.11 (0.42, 2.92) 0.53 (0.20, 1.39) 0.61 (0.23, 1.64) 0.92 (0.33, 2.56) 0.90 (0.33, 2.52)
Others/None 0.60 (0.03, 11.20) 0.39 (0.04, 3.48) 0.19 (0.03, 1.13) 0.25 (0.04, 1.49) 0.24 (0.05, 1.21) 0.09 (0.01, 0.91) * 0.86 (0.17, 4.42) 0.67 (0.12, 3.77)

Nagelkerkes R2 0.217 0.136 0.103 0.052 0.078 0.093 0.072 0.134

Note: Significance key: * p ≤ 0.05 and ** p ≤ 0.01; values are odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. a no cases.

In multivariate logistic regression analyses, we investigated women’s preferred me-
dia content during pregnancy and lactation in association with independent variables
(Tables 4 and 5). We found non-pregnant women, as compared to pregnant women, to have
a significantly higher probability to prefer media content regarding potential alternatives
to tobacco and alcohol during lactation (OR 3.09, 95% CI 1.20, 7.90), on recommenda-
tions for the avoidance of specific medications during pregnancy (OR 3.29, 95% CI 1.24,
8.71), and recommendations of essential supplements during pregnancy (OR 2.43, 95%
CI 1.07, 5.53). Non-pregnant women had a lower probability of preferring media content
regarding potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol during pregnancy (OR 0.33, 95%
CI 0.13, 0.86) as compared to pregnant women. Women who were not currently lactating,
as compared to lactating women, were significantly more likely to prefer media content
regarding cooking recipes during lactation (OR 4.61, 95% CI 1.44, 14.74). Women who
were not in a firm relationship had a lower probability of preferring media content on
movement exercises during lactation (OR 0.15, 95% CI 0.03, 0.82) as compared to women
in a firm relationship. The probability of preferring media content regarding recommen-
dations for healthy lifestyles/behavior during lactation increased with decreasing age
(OR 0.91, 95% CI 0.84, 0.99).
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Table 5. Women’s preferred media content during pregnancy and lactation in association with independent variables, expressed in odds ratios (95% confidence intervals).

Independent
Variables

Movement Exercises Relaxation Exercises Potential Alternatives to Tobacco and
Alcohol

Recommendations for Avoidance of
Specific Medications

Recommendations for Essential
Supplements

During Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

During
Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

During
Pregnancy
(n = 168)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

During
Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

During Pregnancy
(n = 167)

During
Lactation
(n = 159)

% (n) of
women who
prefer media

content

59.7%
(n = 111)

40.3%
(n = 71)

55.4%
(n = 103)

46.6%
(n = 82)

17.1%
(n = 33)

21.0%
(n = 37)

59.1%
(n = 110)

58.0%
(n = 102)

48.4%
(n = 90)

47.2%
(n = 83)

Currently
pregnant

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 0.86 (0.38, 1.95) 1.07 (0.48, 2.39) 1.19 (0.55, 2.57) 1.44 (0.66, 3.16) 0.33 (0.13, 0.86) * 3.09 (1.20, 7.90) * 3.29 (1.24, 8.71) * 1.62 (0.71, 3.69) 2.43 (1.07, 5.53) * 1.80 (0.80, 4.06)

Currently
lactating

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 1.49 (0.51, 4.36) 1.15 (0.41, 3.25) 1.56 (0.55, 4.42) 0.86 (0.31, 2.41) 0.81 (0.24, 2.74) 1.33 (0.41, 4.37) 1.19 (0.35, 4.10) 1.13 (0.39, 3.27) 1.89 (0.64, 5.63) 1.38 (0.48, 3.97)

Firm
relationship

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No 0.47 (0.13, 1.70) 0.15 (0.03, 0.82) * 0.95 (0.27, 3.31) 0.41 (0.12, 1.49) 3.01 (0.55, 16.33) 0.42 (0.08, 2.13) 0.33 (0.06, 1.80) 0.52 (0.14, 1.96) 0.45 (0.12, 1.62) 0.48 (0.13, 1.76)

Age 0.99 (0.93, 1.06) 1.06 (0.98, 1.13) 1.01 (0.95, 1.08) 1.01 (0.95, 1.08) 1.07 (0.98, 1.16) 0.92 (0.84, 1.01) 0.94 (0.86, 1.03) 0.95 (0.89, 1.02) 0.94 (0.88, 1.01) 1.00 (0.94, 1.07)

Socioeconomic
status
High 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Middle 3.45 (1.64, 7.25) *** 1.35 (0.66, 2.75) 0.61 (0.30, 1.21) 0.89 (0.44, 1.78) 0.39 (0.15, 1.04) 1.28 (0.53, 3.09) 3.03 (1.09, 8.43) * 0.80 (0.40, 1.61) 0.64 (0.31, 1.30) 0.70 (0.34, 1.43)
Low 2.57 (0.71, 9.24) 2.52 (0.63, 10.01) 0.61 (0.18, 2.10) 1.18 (0.33, 4.22) 0.19 (0.04, 0.92) * 1.01 (0.19, 5.23) 6.55 (1.28, 33.44) * 2.61 (0.58, 11.68) 0.47 (0.13, 1.72) 0.98 (0.27, 3.54)

Ethnicity
German 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Non-German 1.04 (0.44, 2.46) 0.92 (0.37, 2.25) 1.46 (0.64, 3.34) 0.86 (0.36, 2.03) 8.97 (1.12, 71.54) * 0.21 (0.04, 0.96) * 0.12 (0.01, 0.93) * 0.82 (0.34, 1.97) 0.55 (0.23, 1.29) 0.43 (0.17, 1.08)

Health
insurance

Private 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Statutory 0.25 (0.08, 0.77) * 0.86 (0.31, 2.33) 1.98 (0.72, 5.43) 0.90 (0.34, 2.39) 1.76 (0.52, 5.94) 1.67 (0.43, 6.50) 0.51 (0.15, 1.76) 0.78 (0.28, 2.12) 0.25 (0.08, 0.77) * 0.37 (0.13, 1.06)

Others/None 0.20 (0.04, 1.02) 0.53 (0.10, 2.78) 4.21 (0.90, 19.68) 0.38 (0.07, 2.02) 0.69 (0.12, 4.04) 2.88 (0.42, 19.70) 1.48 (0.25, 8.92) 0.77 (0.15, 3.88) 0.09 (0.02, 0.50) ** 0.44 (0.08, 2.33)

Nagelkerkes
R2 0.143 0.082 0.057 0.041 0.232 0.175 0.252 0.065 0.158 0.100

Note: Significance key: * p ≤ 0.05, ** p ≤ 0.01, and *** p ≤ 0.001; values are odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals in parentheses.
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Women with a lower SES, as compared to high-SES women, were less likely to prefer
media content regarding recommendations for a healthy lifestyle/behavior during lactation
(OR 0.17, 95% CI 0.04, 0.78), on recommendations for the avoidance of lifestyle-related
risks/behaviors during pregnancy (OR 0.24, 95% CI 0.06, 0.90), and on potential alternatives
to tobacco and alcohol during pregnancy (OR 0.19, 95% CI 0.04, 0.92). However, compared
to high SES women, women with a lower SES had a higher probability of preferring recipes
for cooking during pregnancy (OR 3.67, 95% CI 1.02, 13.26) and lactation (OR 6.30, 95%
CI 1.54, 25.84) and recommendations for the avoidance of specific medications during
pregnancy (OR 6.55, 95% CI 1.28, 33.44). Women with a middle SES as compared to high
SES women had a higher probability of preferring media content regarding movement
exercises during pregnancy (OR 3.45, 95% CI 1.64, 7.25) and recommendations for the
avoidance of specific medications during pregnancy (OR 3.03, 95% CI 1.09, 8.43). Non-
German women, compared to German women, had a lower probability of preferring media
content on recommendations for healthy lifestyles/behavior during pregnancy (OR 0.31,
95% CI 0.11, 0.83), on potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol during lactation (OR
0.21, OR 0.04, 0.96), and on recommendations for the avoidance of specific medications
during pregnancy (OR 0.12, 95% CI 0.01, 0.93). Non-German women, compared to German
women, had a much higher probability of preferring media content regarding potential
alternatives to tobacco and alcohol during pregnancy (OR 8.97, 95% CI 1.12, 71.54). Women
with statutory health insurance, as compared to women with private health insurance,
had a lower probability of preferring media content regarding movement exercises during
pregnancy (OR 0.25, 95% CI 0.08, 0.77) and on recommendations of essential supplements
during pregnancy (OR 0.25, 95% CI 0.08, 0.77). Women who did not have private or
statutory health insurance had a significantly lower probability of preferring media content
including information regarding potential lifestyle-related risks during lactation (OR 0.09,
95% CI 0.01, 0.91) and on recommendations of essential supplements during pregnancy
(OR 0.09, 95% CI 0.02, 0.50).

4. Discussion
4.1. Key Results

In the setting of this study, most women used media regarding health-related behav-
iors during pregnancy and lactation. Fertility status (currently pregnant and currently
lactating) and the women’s age were significantly associated with media use regarding
health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation. Older women, pregnant women,
and lactating women had a higher probability of using media during pregnancy and lac-
tation, respectively. Most women preferred a combination of analog and digital media
in the gynecological and obstetric care settings and at home. Women would like to see
information brochures and flyers on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lacta-
tion for use in gynecological and obstetric care settings, and for media use at home, they
would like to have books. The probability of preferring the most popular media formats
in gynecological and obstetric care settings and at home was associated with pregnancy
status, relationship status, SES, ethnicity, and health insurance status. Pregnant women had
a stronger preference for the use of an app at home. Non-pregnant women had a stronger
preference for information brochures in obstetric care. Most women said that media con-
tent should focus on recommendations for health-related behaviors during pregnancy and
lactation. All potential influence factors were associated with the probability of preferring a
specific media content. The SES seemed to play a major role in the probability of preferring
a specific media content, followed by pregnancy status, ethnicity, and health insurance
status. Pregnant women were more likely to say that media content should focus on
potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol during pregnancy. Non-pregnant women had
stronger preferences for recipes for cooking, potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol
during lactation, and for recommendations for the avoidance of specific medications and
supplements during pregnancy.
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4.2. Discussion of the Key Results

Most of the women in our study used media regarding health-related behaviors
during pregnancy and lactation. We found fertility status (pregnant and lactating) and
the women’s age to be significantly associated with media use regarding health-related
behaviors during pregnancy and lactation, respectively. In fact, we expected an increased
media use regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy when women were preg-
nant or lactating. This demonstrates that women use media when the specific event
occurs. However, this in turn also implies that preconceptionally usage of media regarding
health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation is less likely. As most women
consume alcohol during pregnancy, specifically in the first trimester, there is a need to
address women preconceptionally [23]. Our study shows that media use regarding health-
behaviors during pregnancy and lactation increased with increasing age. Therefore, future
analog and digital media should be designed with contents and formats according to the
target group of younger women of childbearing age.

Combining analog and digital media for use in gynecological and obstetric care meets
women’s preferences. In contrast to our expectations, digital media were less preferred
as compared to analog media regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy and
lactation. A reason for the preference for analog media might be a current overload of exist-
ing mobile apps and other digital media types regarding health-related behaviors [24,25].
Combining analog (or real) and digital environments was a preferred approach as a per-
sonal approach to sensitive healthcare topics such as pregnancy and lactation are urgently
needed [25,26]. In our study, information brochures and flyers were the most preferred
media types regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation in gyneco-
logical and obstetric care, and books, addresses, and apps were preferred for use at home.
For use at home, we found pregnant women to have a strong preference for mobile apps
regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation. A recent ethnographic
study found that patients consider mobile health apps to be a useful complementary
tool [27]. However, the patients faced some major problems and uncertainties, such as
questions on the optimal usage and the price of specific apps; they doubted the validity
of the information delivered and questioned issues of security and privacy [27]. Studies
found that mobile apps can give conflicting information, and the source of recommenda-
tion is often unclear and insufficient, and therefore they are often used as complementary
to evidence-based information [28,29]. Therefore, women’s perception regarding books
might be more valid and evidence-based as compared to preconceptions regarding mobile
apps [27]. Pregnancy is a sensitive period for the unborn child, and, therefore, sensitive
strategies and motivational approaches are of urgent need in gynecological and obstetric
care. Flyers and brochures at a gynecologist or midwife practice are intended to show
the most relevant information on a specific topic in a concise format [30–32]. Moreover,
we found younger women and German women to be more likely to prefer information
brochures on health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation in gynecological and
obstetric care. An explanation might be that older women may have already experienced a
pregnancy, and thus feel more self-confident and less uncertain as compared to younger
women [33]. Reaching immigrants and ethnic minorities with media-based interventions
is often difficult due to language barriers, decreased utilization of medical care, and lack
of knowledge of existing preventive measures and available health care services [34,35].
Women with statutory health insurance were more likely to prefer mobile apps and relevant
addresses for use at home as compared to women with private health insurance. A reason
for this might be that women with private health insurance benefit from faster, easier,
and higher quality access to medical care and treatment (also due to higher accounting
rates) [36].

In our study, we found that most women said that information about pregnancy and
lactation should focus on recommendations regarding health-related behaviors during
pregnancy and lactation. People prefer valid, evidence-based and reliable information and
recommendations, specifically in phases of personal uncertainties and in new, non-daily
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situations [31,37]. We found associations between all potential influence factors and the
women’s preferred media content. All potential influence factors were associated with the
probability of preferring a specific media content during pregnancy and lactation. The
results provide a valuable basis for tailored interventions. Pregnant women were more
likely to say that information should focus on potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol
during pregnancy as compared to non-pregnant women. From the perspective of pregnant
women, information on potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol during pregnancy
seemed to be relevant. It might be well that there exists a lack of media content regarding
potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol during pregnancy as compared to more
popular topics such as recipes for cooking or movement exercises, as covered by a variety
of mobile apps, social networks, and other media formats. We found non-pregnant women,
as compared to pregnant women, to have stronger preferences for recipes for cooking,
potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol during lactation, and for recommendations for
the avoidance of specific medications and supplements during pregnancy. Pregnant women
might have a knowledge advantage and read much more extensively than non-pregnant
women. These results demonstrate how to reach women in the pre-conception period. As
it is of urgent need to initiate preventive measures for LRRFs in the pre-conception period
so as to avoid and reduce risks from the very beginning of a pregnancy, women should
be addressed with tailored media content that addresses their interests before conception.
Moreover, the women’s SES was associated with a variety of assessed media contents.
This study shows that there are also topics of interest among low-SES women, e.g., low-
SES women were more likely to be reached with recipes for cooking during pregnancy
and lactation and recommendations for the avoidance of specific medications, but they
were less likely to be reached with recommendations for the avoidance of lifestyle-related
risks/behaviors during pregnancy or recommendations for potential alternatives to tobacco
and alcohol. To address the relevant target groups, it is necessary to tailor the content of the
intervention to the desires and preferences of the respective target group [38,39]. Low SES
women are difficult to reach, and, therefore, it is important to utilize strategies to maximize
the probability of also reaching those who are difficult to reach. This group is of high
interest and importance in the health care system as they cause high costs to the system.
Similarly, a precondition to successfully tailoring preventive measures for immigrants and
ethnic minority groups is to understand the needs and desires of the target group. The
non-German women in our study were almost nine times more likely to prefer media
content regarding potential alternatives to tobacco and alcohol. Depending on the country
of origin, tobacco smoking or alcohol consumption are attached to cultural norms and
social attitudes. For example, in Russia, toasting and drinking are major communication
rituals [40], and, accordingly, a study in Russia found that 60.0% of pregnant women drank
although pregnancy was known [41]. Therefore, addressing target groups with tailored
content is of urgent need.

As compared to women with private health insurance, women with statutory health in-
surance or others had significantly lower probabilities of preferring specific media contents
regarding health-related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation, such as movement
exercises during pregnancy or recommendations of essential supplements. To the best of
our knowledge, there are no studies investigating differences in attitudes, knowledge, and
behaviors among clients across health insurances that would allow placing these results in
context. Further studies might provide deeper insights into these differences.

Our research results provide relevant preliminary information on the preferred media
types and contents across different target groups, enabling the development of tailored
preventive measures.

4.3. Evaluation of Potential Limitations

Our study has some potential limitations that need to be addressed. First, the sample
size in our study was small, and the setting was limited to the federal state of Baden-
Wuerttemberg. Therefore, our results need to be interpreted cautiously and might not
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similarly apply to other states or countries. However, we discussed each result in detail
and placed, when possible, our results in the context of the current state of the art. Second,
as compared to the general population, the socioeconomic status was comparably high
in our study population, with 46.2% in the high and 41.8% in the middle socioeconomic
status group. Women from the lower socioeconomic status group were underrepresented,
and women in the higher social status group were overrepresented in our study. In
the general German population, 26.6% have a low social status, and 24.5% have a high
socioeconomic status [42]. An explanation might be that we recruited women in different
settings of obstetric and gynecological care during non-obligatory appointments, e.g.,
during a tour of a delivery and maternity ward, prenatal classes, and parents’ evenings
in hospitals. Studies have found that women from the lower socioeconomic status group
have lower compliance with antenatal care, e.g., a higher socioeconomic status is positively
associated with knowledge and practice of antenatal care [43], and late attenders, in
comparison to early attenders, of antenatal care are more likely to be of lower socioeconomic
status [44]. Therefore, the results of our study might not fully apply to the general German
population, and they may not be transferable to other countries. Third, to address our
specific research questions, we could not use a validated questionnaire, and therefore
applied a self-developed questionnaire. However, we pilot-tested our questionnaire with
12 women and reached saturation after six pilot tests.

Despite these limitations, our study provides relevant information for the development
of educational interventions on LRRFs in gynecological and obstetric care settings. Our
results allow the design of tailored media-based interventions by focusing on target groups
with regard to media format and content. The results of our study should be implemented
in educational interventions and evaluated for efficacy regarding health knowledge on
LRRFs and subsequent behavioral changes.

5. Conclusions

This study has demonstrated that about three-quarters of the surveyed women in
Germany use media during pregnancy and lactation. These were specifically pregnant
and lactating women and comparably older women. Our study results have shown
that non-pregnant women have stronger preferences for a variety of media contents as
compared to pregnant women. From the perspective of pregnant women, media content
should focus on rarely addressed issues, such as potential alternatives to tobacco and
alcohol. The results imply that there are diverse topics on health-related behaviors during
pregnancy and lactation that are of interest to non-pregnant women, and, thus, reaching
women in the pre-conception period—and this applies also to pregnant and lactating
women—might be successful when preventive interventions are tailored to the women’s
requirements combined with information that is rarely addressed; however, acceptance
may vary across personal attributes. Our study suggests that in the context of health-
related behaviors during pregnancy and lactation, besides fertility status, a women’s
SES, ethnicity, and health insurance status in particular determine which content is of
interest. Future educational interventions should be tailored to the target group and include
digital and analog components covering recommendations for a healthy lifestyle and
behavior (physical activity, nutrition, stress, and consumption of addictive substances), e.g.,
information brochures and flyers in gynecological and obstetric care settings accompanied
by a mobile app for use at home.
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14. Mamluk, L.; Edwards, H.B.; Savović, J.; Leach, V.; Jones, T.; Moore, T.H.M.; Ijaz, S.; Lewis, S.J.; Donovan, J.L.; Lawlor, D.; et al.
Low alcohol consumption and pregnancy and childhood outcomes: Time to change guidelines indicating apparently ‘safe’ levels
of alcohol during pregnancy? A systematic review and meta-analyses. BMJ Open 2017, 7, e015410. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Wittek, M.; Pfinder, M. Lebensstilbedingte Risiken in der Schwangerschaft und deren prä- und postnatalen Folgen. Gyn 2020, 25,
185–190.

16. Wittek, M.; Svensson, L.; Pfinder, M. Lebensstilbedingte Risiken in der Stillzeit und deren Folgen. Gyn 2020, 25, 470–475.
17. Oechsle, A.; Wensing, M.; Ullrich, C.; Bombana, M. Health Knowledge of Lifestyle-Related Risks during Pregnancy: A Cross-

Sectional Study of Pregnant Women in Germany. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 8626. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
18. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Gynäkologie und Geburtshilfe; Arbeitsgemeinschaft Medizinrecht. Empfehlungen zu den ärztlichen

Beratungs- und Aufkärungspflichten während der Schwangerenbertreuung und bei der Geburt. DGGG AGMedRecht. 2010.
Available online: https://www.yumpu.com/de/document/read/5272683/download-pdf-datei-75-kb-dggg (accessed on 5
March 2021).

https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1186/,DanaInfo=doi.org+s13561-018-0186-6
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+jdi.12428
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+cea.13091
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+29331049
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1016/,DanaInfo=doi.org+j.envres.2016.08.002
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.26596/,DanaInfo=doi.org+wn.201910163-88
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+obr.12951
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.5498/,DanaInfo=doi.org+wjp.v11.i7.325
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+34327125
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+obr.12643
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+29164765
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.20945/,DanaInfo=doi.org+2359-3997000000151
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+31340241
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1093/aje/,DanaInfo=doi.org+kww212
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/gho/ncd/risk_factors/en/,DanaInfo=www.who.int,SSL+
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/381327/,DanaInfo=www.euro.who.int,SSL+factsheet-lifestyle-ger.pdf
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/jrc/en/health-knowledge-gateway/societal-impacts/,DanaInfo=ec.europa.eu,SSL+burden
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/jrc/en/health-knowledge-gateway/societal-impacts/,DanaInfo=ec.europa.eu,SSL+burden
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1136/,DanaInfo=doi.org+bmjopen-2016-015410
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+28775124
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.3390/,DanaInfo=doi.org+ijerph17228626
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+33233790
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/de/document/read/5272683/,DanaInfo=www.yumpu.com,SSL+download-pdf-datei-75-kb-dggg


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 9840 16 of 16

19. Lange, A.; Kamtsiuris, P.; Lange, C.; Schaffrath, R.A.; Stolzenberg, H.; Lampert, T. Messung soziodemographischer Merk-
male im Kinder- und Jugendgesundheitssurvey (KiGGS) und ihre Bedeutung am Beispiel der Einschätzung des allgemeinen
Gesundheitszustands. Bundesgesundheitsbl-Gesundh.-Gesundh. 2007, 50, 578–589. [CrossRef]

20. Winkler, J.; Stolzenberg, H. Adjustierung des Sozialen-Schicht- Index für die Anwendung im Kinder- und Jugendgesundheitssur-
vey (KiGGS). In Wismar Discussion Papers; 2009; Volume 7. Available online: http://hdl.handle.net/10419/39197 (accessed on
10 January 2021).

21. Scheuch, E.K. Sozialprestige und soziale Schichtung. KZfSS 1970, 5, 65–103.
22. Pfinder, M.; Liebig, S.; Feldmann, R. Adolescents’ use of alcohol, tobacco and il-licit drugs in relation to prenatal alcohol exposure:

Modifications by gender and ethnicity. Alcohol Alcohol. 2014, 49, 143–153. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
23. Pfinder, M.; Kunst, A.E.; Feldmann, R.; van Eijsden, M.; Vrijkotte, T.G.M. Educational differences in continuing or restarting

drinking in early and late pregnancy: Role of psychological and physical problems. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 2014, 75, 47–55.
[CrossRef]

24. Van Velsen, L.; Beaujean, D.J.M.A.; van Gemert-Pijnen, J.E.W.C. Why mobile health app overload drives us crazy, and how to
restore the sanity. BMC Med. Inform. Decis. Mak. 2013, 13, 23. [CrossRef]

25. Tripp, N.; Hainey, K.; Liu, A.; Poulton, A.; Peek, M.; Kim, J.; Nanan, R. An emerging model of maternity care: Smartphone,
midwife, doctor? Women Birth 2014, 27, 64–67. [CrossRef]

26. Calvillo, J.; Román, I.; Roa, L.M. How technology is empowering patients? A literature review. Health Expect. 2015, 18, 643–652.
[CrossRef]

27. Vo, V.; Auroy, L.; Sarradon-Eck, A. Patients’ Perceptions of mHealth Apps: Meta-Ethnographic Review of Qualitative Studies.
JMIR mHealth uHealth 2019, 7, e13817. [CrossRef]

28. Womack, J.J.; Anderson, L.N.; Ledford, C.J.W. Presence of Complex and Potentially Conflicting Information in Prenatal Mobile
Apps. Health Promot. Pract. 2020, 21, 238–245. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Silva, A.G.; Simões, P.; Queirós, A.; Rodrigues, M.; Rocha, N.P. Mobile apps to quantify aspects of physical activity: A systematic
review on its reliability and validity. J. Med. Syst. 2020, 44, 51. [CrossRef]

30. Paulovich, B. Design to Improve the Health Education Experience: Using participatory design methods in hospitals with clinicians
and patients. Visible Lang. 2015, 49, 144–159.

31. Egbert, N.; Nanna, K. Health Literacy: Challenges and Strategies. OJIN 2009, 14. [CrossRef]
32. Sustersic, M.; Gauchet, A.; Foote, A.; Bosson, J.L. How best to use and evaluate Patient Information Leaflets given during a

consultation: A systematic review of literature reviews. Health Expect. 2017, 20, 531–542. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
33. Figueiredo, B.; Tendais, I.; Dias, C.C. Maternal Adjustment and Maternal Attitudes in Adolescent and Adult Pregnant Women. J.

Pediatr. Adolesc. Gynecol. 2014, 27, 194–201. [CrossRef]
34. Klein, J.; von dem Knesebeck, O. Inequalities in health care utilization among migrants and non-migrants in Germany: A

systematic review. Int. J. Equity Health 2018, 17, 160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
35. Lebano, A.; Hamed, S.; Bradby, H.; Gil-Salmerón, A.; Durá-Ferrandis, E.; Garcés-Ferrer, J.; Azzedine, F.; Riza, E.; Karnaki, P.; Zota,

D.; et al. Migrants’ and refugees’ health status and healthcare in Europe: A scoping literature review. BMC Public Health 2020,
20, 1039. [CrossRef]

36. Wild, F. Ausgaben der Privatversicherten für Ambulante Hebammenleistungen; WIP-Wissenschaftliches Institut der PKV: Köln,
Germany, 2015.

37. Stacey, D.; Légaré, F.; Lewis, K.; Barry, M.J.; Bennett, C.L.; Eden, K.B.; Holmes-Rovner, M.; Llewellyn-Thomas, H.; Lyddiatt, A.;
Thomson, R.; et al. Decision aids for people facing health treatment or screening decisions. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2017,
4, CD001431. [CrossRef]

38. LaRose, J.G.; Guthrie, K.M.; Lanoye, A.; Tate, D.F.; Robichaud, E.; Caccavale, L.J.; Wing, R.R. A mixed methods approach to
improving recruitment and engagement of emerging adults in behavioural weight loss programs. Obes. Sci. Pract. 2016, 2,
341–354. [CrossRef]

39. Weymann, N.; Härter, M.; Petrak, F.; Dirmaier, J. Health information, behavior change, and decision support for patients with
type 2 diabetes: Development of a tailored, preference-sensitive health communication application. Patient Prefer. Adher. 2013, 7,
1091–1099. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Nuciforo, E.V. Russian toasting and drinking as communication ritual. Russ. J. Commun. 2013, 5, 161–175. [CrossRef]
41. Kristjanson, A.F.; Wilsnack, S.C.; Zvartau, E.; Tsoy, M.; Novikov, B. Alcohol Use in Pregnant and Nonpregnant Russian Women.

Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2007, 31, 299–307. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
42. Pfinder, M.; Lhachimi, S. Lifestyle-related risk factors during pregnancy: Even low-to-moderate drinking during pregnancy

increases the risk for adolescent behavioral problems. J. Subst. Use 2020, 25, 135–140. [CrossRef]
43. Patel, B.B.; Gurmeet, P.; Sinalkar, D.R.; Pandya, K.H.; Mahen, A.; Singh, N. A study on knowledge and practices of antenatal care

among pregnant women attending antenatal clinic at a Tertiary Care Hospital of Pune, Maharashtra. Med. J. Dr. DY Patil Univ.
2016, 9, 354–362. [CrossRef]

44. Essex, C.; Counsell, A.M.; Geddis, D.C. The demographic characteristics of early and late attenders for antenatal care. Aust. N. Z.
J. Obstet. Gynaecol. 1992, 32, 306–308. [CrossRef]

https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1007/,DanaInfo=doi.org+s00103-007-0219-5
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10419/,DanaInfo=hdl.handle.net+39197
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1093/alcalc/,DanaInfo=doi.org+agt166
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+24217955
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.15288/,DanaInfo=doi.org+jsad.2014.75.47
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1186/,DanaInfo=doi.org+1472-6947-13-23
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1016/,DanaInfo=doi.org+j.wombi.2013.11.001
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+hex.12089
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.2196/,DanaInfo=doi.org+13817
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1177/,DanaInfo=doi.org+1524839918796216
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+30146903
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1007/,DanaInfo=doi.org+s10916-019-1506-z
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.3912/,DanaInfo=doi.org+OJIN.Vol14No03Man01
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+hex.12487
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+27669682
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1016/,DanaInfo=doi.org+j.jpag.2013.09.014
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1186/,DanaInfo=doi.org+s12939-018-0876-z
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+30382861
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1186/,DanaInfo=doi.org+s12889-020-08749-8
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1002/,DanaInfo=doi.org+14651858.CD001431.pub5
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1002/,DanaInfo=doi.org+osp4.71
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.2147/,DanaInfo=doi.org+PPA.S46924
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+24174871
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1080/,DanaInfo=doi.org+19409419.2013.805670
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+j.1530-0277.2006.00315.x
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/pubmed/,DanaInfo=www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov+17250623
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1080/,DanaInfo=doi.org+14659891.2019.1664668
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.4103/,DanaInfo=doi.org+0975-2870.182507
https://mail.med.uni-heidelberg.de/10.1111/,DanaInfo=doi.org+j.1479-828X.1992.tb02839.x

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Design and Setting 
	Study Population and Data Collection 
	Questionnaire 
	Dependent Variables 
	Women’s Media Use 
	Format Preferences of Media-Based Interventions 
	Content Preferences for Media-Based Interventions 

	Independent Variables 
	Statistical Analyses 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Key Results 
	Discussion of the Key Results 
	Evaluation of Potential Limitations 

	Conclusions 
	References

