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ABSTRACT
Background Intrauterine devices (IUDs) are 
highly effective contraception. IUDs inserted 
directly following delivery provide immediate 
birth control and may decrease unintended 
pregnancies, including short- interval 
pregnancies, thereby mitigating health risks and 
associated economic burden.
Methods This systematic literature review 
included published global data on the utilisation, 
effectiveness, and safety of postpartum 
intrauterine devices (PPIUDs) of any type. English 
language articles indexed in MEDLINE, Embase, 
and Cochrane from January 2010–October 2021 
were included.
Results 133 articles met the inclusion criteria 
(46% interventional studies; 54% observational; 
n=87 from lower- income countries; n=46 from 
higher- income countries). PPIUD use was low in 
higher- income countries (6/10 000 US deliveries 
in 2013–2016) and varied widely in lower- 
income countries (2%-46%). Across both higher- 
and lower- income countries, in most studies 
(79%), >80% of women with PPIUDs had an 
IUD in place by 3 months; at 6 and 12 months, 
76% and 54% of included studies reported that 
>80% of women had an IUD in place; reason 
for discontinuation was infrequently reported. 
Pregnancies were rare (96 pregnancies across 
12 191 women from 37 studies reporting data) 
and were generally unrelated to device failure, 
but rather occurred in women no longer using 
a PPIUD. Expulsions occurred mainly in the early 
outpatient period and ranged widely (within 3 
months: 0–41%). Abnormal bleeding, infections, 
or perforations were rare.
Conclusions PPIUDs are safe and effective. Long- 
term follow- up data are limited. Future research 
elucidating reasons underlying lack of PPIUD use 
is warranted.

INTRODUCTION
Unintended pregnancy (UIP)1 2 rates have 
declined over the past three decades, 
decreasing from 79 pregnancies per 
1000 women of reproductive age world-
wide from 1990 to 1994 to 64 per 
1000 women from 2015 to 2019.3 Still, 
approximately 121 million UIPs occur 
annually,3 accounting for over half of 
all yearly pregnancies globally.4 UIPs are 
associated with substantive individual and 
societal economic burden5 6 and dispro-
portionately occur in low- income coun-
tries and among women of colour within 

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS 
TOPIC

 ⇒ Intrauterine devices (IUDs) inserted early 
postpartum provide the advantage of 
immediate contraception.

 ⇒ Immediate postpartum contraception 
may decrease unintended pregnancies 
and short- interval pregnancies, 
potentially lessening both economic 
burden and poor maternal and infant 
health outcomes.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS

 ⇒ This systematic literature review 
suggests that early postpartum IUD 
use is effective and safe, but it is an 
underutilised contraceptive method 
in both higher- and lower- income 
countries.

HOW THIS STUDY MIGHT AFFECT 
RESEARCH, PRACTICE OR POLICY

 ⇒ Studies to further the understanding 
of reasons for low utilisation are 
warranted.
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the USA.3 7 Use of long- acting reversible contraception 
(LARC), although more effective than other forms of 
birth control,8 9 is also less prevalent in low- versus 
high- income countries7 and among African American 
versus white US women. Intrauterine devices (IUDs) 
can be inserted during a caesarean delivery or imme-
diately following a vaginal delivery, but are typically 
placed 4–6 weeks post- delivery.9 10 Insertion delay 
mainly reflects concerns of expulsion risk. Inconsistent 
findings regarding expulsion risk for postpartum intra-
uterine devices (PPIUDs) have been reported. In two 
systematic literature reviews (SLRs) that included all 
study types, early- placed IUDs posed greater expul-
sion risk compared with those placed 6–8 weeks post-
partum,11 12 while an earlier Cochrane meta- analysis 
that included randomised controlled trial (RCT) data 
suggested similar occurrence of expulsions for early 
versus later insertion.13 PPIUD insertion protects 
against short- interval pregnancy and attendant risk 
for poor maternal and birth outcomes.14 Given that 
prior SLRs are dated, have focused solely on expul-
sions,11 12 and do not include the impact of country- 
level economic factors on IUD use and outcomes, 
we sought to characterise current global evidence 
regarding PPIUD utilisation, safety, and effectiveness.

METHODS
The SLR methodology followed the Preferred 
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta- 
Analyses (PRISMA) guidance.15 Embase, MEDLINE, 
and Cochrane CDSR and CENTRAL were searched for 
English language publications indexed from 1 January 
2010 to October 2021 meeting protocol- defined eligi-
bility criteria (search strategy in online supplemental 
table 1). Bibliographies of relevant SLRs were hand- 
searched for additional citations.

Articles were included if they met predefined PICOS 
(Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcomes and 
Study) criteria:

 ► Population: Females undergoing PPIUD placement
 ► Intervention/comparator: No limits
 ► Outcomes:

 – IUD utilisation and/or safety within 12 months
 – Efficacy/effectiveness (UIPs within 18 months)

 ► Study design: Interventional or observational studies
Abstracts and full- text publications were independently 
screened by two investigators (KK, EGE), with discrep-
ancies adjudicated by a third investigator (BAM). Data 
were extracted by one researcher and validated by a 
second researcher. The American College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists (ACOG) endorses a best prac-
tice for immediate PPIUD as placement ‘in the delivery 
room, within 10 min of placental delivery in vaginal 
and caesarean births, when possible’,16 and the WHO 
advises insertion at <48 hours or >4 weeks. In an effort 
to capture all peri- delivery, in- hospital, IUD insertions 
we a priori defined PPIUD as that occurring up to 72 
hours following delivery, while in hospital; studies 

describing IUD insertion as ‘immediate’ but without a 
specific timeframe reported were also included.

Results were qualitatively summarised within 
country income strata, based on 2021 World Bank 
classifications.17 Groups were defined on a gross 
national income per capita basis using the World 
Bank Atlas method in 2019 US$ (per person in 1 year 
(2019): low income: ≤$1035; lower- middle income: 
$1036–$4045; upper- middle income: $4046–$12 
535; high income: >$12 536).17 Two income groups 
were defined: ‘lower income’ for low- and lower- 
middle- income countries and ‘higher income’ for 
upper- middle and high- income countries.

Risk of bias/quality assessment
Two investigators independently performed quality 
assessment of included studies using best- practices 
instruments18–23; discrepancies were adjudicated by a 
third investigator.

Patient and public involvement
No patient involvement.

RESULTS
Nine hundred and forty- two unique records were 
identified via database searches and screened; 325 full- 
text publications were reviewed, including 10 records 
identified from the SLR bibliography searches; 133 
publications were included (figure 1).

Study characteristics
Slightly more than half of included studies were obser-
vational (n=72; 54%) and 46% were interventional 
(n=61) (online supplemental table 2). Studies were 
conducted worldwide, with India (n=35) and the USA 
(n=23) having the largest representation; data were 
captured between 1995–2020. Most studies (n=87) 
were conducted at a single centre, while 44 studies 

Figure 1 Study selection flow diagram. SLR, systematic literature review.
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included multiple centres (2–137 sites); two studies 
used data from claims databases. Twelve studies were 
from low- income countries, 75 from lower- middle- 
income countries, 15 in upper- middle- income coun-
tries, and 31 studies were from high- income countries 
(figure 2).

Quality assessment
RCTs followed best practices for random sequence 
generation, with low likelihood of attrition bias; 
however, in three studies,24–26 attrition information 
was not reported. Of the non- randomised interven-
tional studies, 90% were good quality overall (online 
supplemental table 3a- e), with outcomes reliably meas-
ured and appropriate statistical analyses conducted. 
The main limitation in those studies was lack of a 
control group. In observational prospective studies, 
many women were lost to follow- up (only 20% of 
studies reported completed follow- up), with greater 
attrition as follow- up time increased, but despite this 
attrition, the studies were generally of good quality. In 
retrospective studies, participant eligibility and inclu-
sion/ exclusion criteria were adequately described, and 
valid statistical techniques were used with justification 
of the analyses conducted. Almost all (88%) of the 
cross- sectional studies were good or fair quality (30% 
considered good quality) with objective, standard 
criteria used for outcome measurement. No studies 
were excluded based on quality.

Population characteristics
Data from 4 200 343 women worldwide were 
included. Mean age ranged from 18.3 to 37.5 

years. Studies in the lower- income group tended 
to have younger participants. Sample size across 
studies varied greatly, with the largest samples 
from lower- income countries.

The proportion of women with vaginal versus 
caesarean deliveries was similar across income strata.

In terms of timing of PPIUD placement across 
the included studies, in 125/133 (94%) IUD timing 
was explicitly ≤48 hours. In seven studies, while 
the timing was not reported in terms of hours or 
days, it was inferred by the timing description that 
insertion was within 48 hours (eg, ‘immediately 
after childbirth’, ‘immediate post- pregnancy IUD 
placement’). In one study the IUD insertion time 
was potentially beyond 48 hours,27 as the authors 
reported: ‘Inpatient postpartum refers to inser-
tions of IUDs and implants occurring during the 
same hospitalisation as a delivery up to 7 days after 
delivery.’ Table 1 displays the definitions used in 
each of the 133 studies.

PPIUD utilisation
Higher-income countries
A study utilising US claims data suggested that in- hos-
pital PPIUD insertion has increased over time (0.10/10 
000 deliveries from 2001 to 2002,28 0.55/10 000 
deliveries from 2007 to 2008,28 and 6/10 000 from 
2013 to 2016).29 Evidence from two non- randomised 
interventional studies in Scotland between 2015–
2019 suggested higher utilisation of PPIUD following 
caesarean (12.9%30) versus vaginal (4.7%31) delivery. 
In contrast, in a prospective observational study 
conducted between 2006–2008 in Guatemala, none of 
the women who had a caesarean delivery opted for a 
PPIUD compared with 0.16% of women with a vaginal 
delivery (table 2).32

Lower-income countries
Across 38 studies from lower- income countries, PPIUD 
utilisation ranged from 2.1%33 of all the deliveries in 
Nepal during 2015–2017 to 46% of 127 women in 
Kenya participating in an RCT in which intensive or 
usual family- planning counselling was given.34 An anal-
ysis of multiple countries in Africa found an increase in 
the proportion of women choosing PPIUDs over time, 
from 8.6% (748 of 8687 women receiving PPIUD 
counselling) in 2014 to 22.7% (1521 of 6707 women 
counselled) in 2015.35 Likewise, in a large real- world 
retrospective study in India, PPIUD use increased from 
4.7% (1264 of 26 678 deliveries at a single hospital) in 
2010 to 21.4% (5974 of 27 939 deliveries) in 2017.36 
An analysis of PPIUD use across Sri Lanka, India, 
Nepal, Bangladesh, Tanzania, and Kenya revealed 
country- level differences in utilisation; considering 
all deliveries from 2014 to 2017 from participating 
hospitals, PPIUD use was similar in Nepal (2.1%; 
2503/119 884 deliveries), Kenya (2.3%; 1651/72 340 
deliveries), and Sri Lanka (2.7%; 8055/291 861 deliv-
eries); slightly higher in Bangladesh (5.9%; 5255/87 

Figure 2 Geographic distribution of included studies by economic status. 
World Bank Country and Lending Groups Country Classification for the 
fiscal year 2021. Low- income economies are defined as those with a gross 
national income per capita of $1035 or less in 2019; lower middle- income 
economies are those with a gross national income per capita between 
$1036 and $4045; upper middle- income economies are those with a gross 
national income per capita between $4046 and $12 535; high- income 
economies are those with a gross national income per capita of $12 
536 or more. *Some studies report on more than 1 country in different 
economic groups.
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951 deliveries); and much higher in India (23%; 16 
643/72 195 deliveries) (table 2).33

Continuation of IUD use within 3, 6, and 12 months 
postpartum
Continuation of IUD use over the 12 months following 
immediate PPIUD insertion was reported in 67 studies 
and appeared similar across country- level income 
groups. The proportion of women with PPIUDs in 
place at early follow- up periods tended to be high, 
with a decrease by 12 months. In 41 of 52 (79%) 
studies, regardless of income group, >80% of women 
still had their IUD in place by 6 weeks to 3 months 
post- insertion; by 6 and 12 months, the proportion 
of studies reporting that >80% of women had their 
IUD in place was 76% (35 of 46 studies) and 54% (13 
of 24 studies), respectively. However, only 24 studies 
reported utilisation beyond 6 months (table 2).

Higher-income countries
Across 16 studies from higher- income countries, 
44–100% of women who had an immediate PPIUD 
inserted continued to have an IUD at 6 weeks to 3 
months post- insertion (in 14 of 16 studies, >80% of 
women had an IUD in place between 6 weeks and 
3 months). Across 24 studies, IUD utilisation at 6 
months post- insertion ranged from 56–100%. Across 
the 11 studies from higher- income countries in which 
it was reported, IUD utilisation at 12 months ranged 
from 29–87%.

Lower-income countries
Across 36 studies from lower- income countries, 
44–99% of women who had an immediate PPIUD 
continued to have an IUD at 6 weeks to 3 months 
following insertion (in 27 of 36 studies, >80% of 
women had an IUD in place for 6 weeks to 3 months). 
Across 22 studies, IUD utilisation at 6 months post- 
insertion ranged from 75–97%. Across the 13 studies 
from lower- income countries in which it was reported, 
IUD utilisation at 12 months ranged from 60–97%.

PPIUD effectiveness
Pregnancies following PPIUD insertion were reported 
in only 37 studies, and only two studies had follow- up 
data up to 18 months; the remaining studies reported 
pregnancies occurring by 12 (n=11), 6 (n=17), and 3 
(n=7) months following PPIUD insertion. Across 15 
studies from higher- income countries, including a total 
of 2516 women with a PPIUD, 60 pregnancies occurred 
and appeared to arise following IUD removal rather 
than device failure. Across 22 studies from lower- 
income countries in which pregnancies were reported, 
36 pregnancies occurred among 9675 women who 
received PPIUDs. Similar to higher- income countries, 
pregnancies following PPIUD placement were more 

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
In

co
m

e 
ca

te
go

ry
St

ud
y 

ar
m

s/
gr

ou
ps

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

A
ge

 m
ea

n 
(S

D
)

A
ge

 m
ed

ia
n 

(r
an

ge
)

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

IU
D

 p
ro

vi
de

r
IU

D
 in

se
rt

io
n 

te
ch

ni
qu

e
Ti

m
in

g 
of

 IU
D

 in
se

rt
io

n 
po

st
pa

rt
um

Pfi
tz

er
, 2

01
513

7
Lo

w
Co

un
try

: R
w

an
da

N
R

N
R

N
R

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
An

y 
de

liv
er

in
g 

ob
st

et
ric

al
 

pr
ov

id
er

Ke
lly

’s 
fo

rc
ep

s
10

 m
in

 to
 4

8 
ho

ur
s

Pl
ea

h 
20

16
35

Lo
w

Co
un

try
: N

ig
er

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

Bo
th

N
R

N
R

10
 m

in
 to

 4
8 

ho
ur

s

Pl
ea

h 
20

16
35

Lo
w

Co
un

try
: T

og
o

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

Bo
th

N
R

N
R

10
 m

in
 to

 4
8 

ho
ur

s

W
ay

es
sa

, 2
02

016
5

Lo
w

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
47

1
N

R
N

R
N

R
N

R
An

y 
de

liv
er

in
g 

ob
st

et
ric

al
 

pr
ov

id
er

N
R

Up
 to

 4
8 

ho
ur

s

W
ay

es
sa

, 2
02

016
5

Lo
w

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
23

7
N

R
N

R
N

R
N

R
An

y 
de

liv
er

in
g 

ob
st

et
ric

al
 

pr
ov

id
er

N
R

Up
 to

 4
8 

ho
ur

s

CD
, c

ae
sa

re
an

 d
el

iv
er

y; 
CS

, c
ae

sa
re

an
 s

ec
tio

n;
 IU

D,
 in

tra
ut

er
in

e 
de

vi
ce

; N
R,

 n
ot

 re
po

rte
d;

 P
PI

UD
, p

os
tp

ar
tu

m
 in

tra
ut

er
in

e 
de

vi
ce

; V
D,

 v
ag

in
al

 d
el

iv
er

y.

Ta
bl

e 
1 

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-20157916 of 30

Review

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Po
st

pa
rtu

m
 in

tra
ut

er
in

e 
de

vi
ce

 u
se

 u
til

isa
tio

n 
an

d 
co

nt
in

ue
d 

us
e 

at
 3

, 6
, a

nd
 1

2 
m

on
th

s 
po

st
- in

se
rti

on

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
 

st
an

da
rd

Co
un

tr
y

Ye
ar

s 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

U
ti

lis
at

io
n 

(%
)

IU
D 

in
 a

t 3
 m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

6 
m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

12
 m

on
th

s

H
ig

he
r- I

nc
om

e

Ke
st

le
r, 

20
11

85
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 

(n
=

34
)

G
ua

te
m

al
a

20
06

–2
00

8
63

 1
88

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

0
N

R
N

R
N

R

Ke
st

le
r, 

20
11

85
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 

(n
=

34
)

G
ua

te
m

al
a

20
06

–2
00

8
15

5 
46

8
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

0.
16

N
R

N
R

N
R

M
on

iz,
 2

01
971

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Cl
ai

m
s 

da
ta

ba
se

US
A

20
13

–2
01

6
39

6 
07

3
N

R
N

R
0.

06
N

R
N

R
N

R

W
hi

te
m

an
, 2

01
228

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Cl
ai

m
s 

da
ta

ba
se

US
A

20
01

–2
00

8
92

0
Bo

th
Bo

th
20

01
–2

00
1:

 0
.1

0 
pe

r 
10

 0
00

 d
el

iv
er

ie
s.

20
07

–2
00

8:
 0

.5
5 

pe
r 

10
 0

00
 d

el
iv

er
ie

s
P 

fo
r t

re
nd

: <
0.

01

N
R

N
R

N
R

Ri
tte

r, 
20

21
72

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Th
e 

Ki
ds

’ I
np

at
ie

nt
 

Da
ta

ba
se

, H
CU

P
US

A
20

16
87

 1
93

N
R

N
R

1.
3%

(4
.3

%
 h

ad
 IU

D 
or

 
im

pl
an

t)

N
R

N
R

N
R

Si
nk

ey
, 2

02
173

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
15

–2
01

9
15

9
N

R
N

R
Pr

e-
 LA

RC
 p

ro
gr

am
m

e:
 

1.
6%

; p
os

t- L
AR

C 
pr

og
ra

m
m

e:
 1

0.
4%

N
R

N
R

N
R

Co
op

er
, 2

02
031

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

2)
UK

 (S
co

tla
nd

)
20

17
–2

01
9

37
9

Bo
th

Va
gi

na
l

4.
7

88
%

84
%

80
%

W
u,

 2
02

078
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

15
–2

01
6

95
61

Bo
th

Bo
th

6.
2

N
R

N
R

N
R

Co
le

, 2
01

942
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

16
–2

01
7

11
6 

IU
Ds

 
(o

ut
 o

f 1
50

6 
de

liv
er

ie
s)

Ho
rm

on
al

Bo
th

7.
7

N
R

77
%

N
R

W
al

la
ce

 H
uf

f, 
20

21
76

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

15
19

9
N

R
N

R
12

91
.6

87
.5

N
R

He
lle

r, 
20

17
30

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

2)
UK

 (S
co

tla
nd

)
20

15
–2

01
6

87
7

Bo
th

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
Co

ns
en

te
d:

 1
3.

7
In

se
rte

d:
 1

2.
9

At
 6

 w
ee

ks
: 1

11
/1

20
 

(9
9%

)
99

%
72

%

Tr
ig

ue
iro

, 2
02

190
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Br

az
il

20
16

–2
01

7
82

8
Co

pp
er

N
R

27
.9

 (o
f w

om
en

 w
ho

 
re

ce
iv

ed
 IU

Ds
)

N
R

N
R

N
R

Sm
ith

, 2
02

127
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
N

R)
US

A
20

15
–2

01
7

56
48

N
R

N
R

70
0/

5,
64

8=
12

.4
 (n

ot
e:

 
in

clu
de

s 
IU

Ds
 a

nd
 

im
pl

an
ts

)

N
R

N
R

N
R

da
 S

ilv
a,

 2
02

080
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Br

az
il

20
18

18
4

N
R

Bo
th

46
N

R
N

R
N

R

da
 S

ilv
a 

N
ob

re
ga

, 
20

21
81

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Br

az
il

20
17

–2
01

8
99

7
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

70
.7

O
f 5

74
 a

t 4
5–

90
 

da
ys

 v
isi

t: 
84

.8
%

O
f 3

71
 a

t 
6–

9 
m

on
th

s 
vi

sit
: 

99
.4

%

N
R

Co
lw

ill,
 2

01
839

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
14

–2
01

5
21

0
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

N
R

At
 6

 w
ee

ks
: 8

9%
N

R
N

R

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579 17 of 30

Review

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
 

st
an

da
rd

Co
un

tr
y

Ye
ar

s 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

U
ti

lis
at

io
n 

(%
)

IU
D 

in
 a

t 3
 m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

6 
m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

12
 m

on
th

s

G
ur

ne
y, 

20
18

47
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
15

–2
01

7
20

0
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

N
R

75
%

 (1
12

/1
49

 
pa

tie
nt

s 
w

ho
 

co
m

pl
et

ed
 v

isi
t h

ad
 

IU
Ds

 in
 p

la
ce

 a
nd

 
co

rre
ct

ly 
po

sit
io

ne
d 

at
 6

 w
ee

ks
)

56
%

 (9
0/

16
2 

pa
tie

nt
s 

w
ho

 
co

m
pl

et
ed

 v
isi

t 
ha

d 
IU

D 
in

 p
la

ce
 

an
d 

co
rre

ct
ly 

po
sit

io
ne

d)

G
ol

dt
hw

ai
te

, 2
01

767
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
2)

US
A

20
14

–2
01

5
55

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
93

%
N

R
N

R

G
ol

dt
hw

ai
te

, 2
01

767
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
2)

US
A

20
14

–2
01

5
68

Ho
rm

on
al

Va
gi

na
l

N
R

80
%

N
R

N
R

Le
vi,

 2
01

270
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
2)

US
A

20
08

–2
00

9
90

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

N
R 

(6
 w

ee
ks

: 1
00

%
)

10
0%

N
R

Da
hl

ke
, 2

01
164

RC
T

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
09

–2
01

3
15

Ho
rm

on
al

Va
gi

na
l

N
/A

87
%

87
%

N
R

Da
hl

ke
, 2

01
164

RC
T

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
09

–2
01

3
15

Ho
rm

on
al

Va
gi

na
l

N
/A

93
%

93
%

N
R

G
un

ar
di

, 2
02

183
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
do

ne
sia

20
18

–2
01

9
94

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
N

R
93

.1
98

.6
N

R

Le
vi,

 2
01

537
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

12
–2

01
4

11
2

Bo
th

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

/A
N

R
83

%
N

R

Hi
nz

, 2
01

949
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
16

–2
01

8
11

4
Bo

th
Bo

th
N

R
N

R
94

%
N

R

Co
he

n,
 2

01
656

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

10
–2

01
1

82
Bo

th
Bo

th
N

R
N

R
71

%
 (4

9/
69

 
pa

tie
nt

s 
w

ith
 

6 
m

on
th

 fo
llo

w
- u

p)

76
%

 (5
1/

67
 

pa
tie

nt
s 

w
ith

 
12

 m
on

th
 fo

llo
w

- 
up

)

Eg
ge

br
ot

en
, 2

01
765

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

13
–2

01
6

88
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

N
R

N
R

83
%

N
R

Eg
ge

br
ot

en
, 2

01
765

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

13
–2

01
6

12
3

Ho
rm

on
al

Bo
th

N
R

N
R

81
%

N
R

W
oo

, 2
01

577
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
11

–2
01

2
13

3
N

R
N

R
N

R
N

R
91

%
81

%

G
on

za
le

z, 
20

20
68

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

2)
US

A
20

13
–2

01
7

93
Bo

th
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

N
R

N
R

76
%

Ch
en

, 2
01

063
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

07
–2

00
8

51
Ho

rm
on

al
Va

gi
na

l
N

/A
N

R
74

%
N

R

So
on

, 2
01

874
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
US

A
20

13
–2

01
5

6
Ho

rm
on

al
Va

gi
na

l
N

/A
N

R
67

%
N

R

W
hi

ta
ke

r, 
20

14
55

RC
T

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
07

–2
01

1
42

Ho
rm

on
al

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

/A
N

R
70

%
60

%

St
ua

rt,
 2

01
538

RC
T

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

US
A

20
12

–2
01

3
17

Ho
rm

on
al

Va
gi

na
l

N
/A

N
R

N
R

29
%

 (w
ith

in
 

8 
m

on
th

s)

Za
co

ne
ta

, 2
01

992
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Br
az

il
20

12
–2

01
3

10
0

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

At
 6

 w
ee

ks
: 9

1%
84

%
N

R

Çe
le

n,
 2

01
158

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Tu

rk
ey

20
06

–2
00

8
24

5
Co

pp
er

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

R
N

R 
(6

 w
ee

ks
: 9

3%
)

82
%

62
%

Su
ca

k,
 2

01
589

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Tu

rk
ey

20
09

–2
01

2
51

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n 

(p
la

nn
ed

)
N

R
N

R
N

R
87

%

Su
ca

k,
 2

01
589

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Tu

rk
ey

20
09

–2
01

2
62

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
N

R
N

R
77

%

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Co
nt

in
ue

d

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-20157918 of 30

Review

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
 

st
an

da
rd

Co
un

tr
y

Ye
ar

s 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

U
ti

lis
at

io
n 

(%
)

IU
D 

in
 a

t 3
 m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

6 
m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

12
 m

on
th

s

Su
ca

k,
 2

01
589

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Tu

rk
ey

20
09

–2
01

2
47

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n 

(e
m

er
ge

nt
)

N
R

N
R

N
R

84
%

Un
al

 2
01

891
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Tu

rk
ey

20
16

–2
01

7
70

Co
pp

er
 (I

UD
 

in
se

rte
r)

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

/A
N

R
At

 m
ed

ia
n 

96
 d

ay
s: 

88
%

N
R

Un
al

 2
01

891
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Tu

rk
ey

20
16

–2
01

7
70

Co
pp

er
 (s

po
ng

e-
 

ho
ld

in
g 

fo
rc

ep
s)

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

/A
N

R
At

 m
ed

ia
n 

96
 d

ay
s: 

79
%

N
R

La
po

rte
, 2

02
086

RC
T

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Br
az

il
20

18
–2

01
9

70
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

N
/A

Va
gi

na
l d

el
iv

er
y: 

44
%

Ca
es

ar
ea

n 
de

liv
er

y: 
65

%

N
R

N
R

La
po

rte
, 2

02
086

RC
T

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Br
az

il
20

18
–2

01
9

70
Ho

rm
on

al
Bo

th
N

/A
Va

gi
na

l d
el

iv
er

y: 
60

%
Ca

es
ar

ea
n 

de
liv

er
y: 

89
%

N
R

N
R

Br
an

iff
, 2

01
561

RC
T

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Au
st

ra
lia

20
11

–2
01

2
25

Ho
rm

on
al

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

/A
N

R
96

%
N

R

Lo
w

er
 in

co
m

e

M
ak

in
s 

20
18

33
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
6)

N
ep

al
20

16
–2

01
7

11
9 

84
4

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
2.

1
6 

w
ee

ks
: 9

3%
N

R
N

R

Pu
ri,

 2
02

016
6

RC
T 

(s
am

e 
da

ta
 s

ou
rc

e 
as

 
Hu

be
r- K

ru
m

, 2
02

0)
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

6)
N

ep
al

Se
p 

20
15

–
M

ar
 2

01
7

75
 5

71
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

2
81

.5
N

R
68

.8

Hu
be

r- K
ru

m
, 2

02
012

3
RC

T 
(s

am
e 

da
ta

 s
ou

rc
e 

as
 

Pu
ri,

 2
02

0)
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

6)
N

ep
al

20
16

–2
01

8
69

 2
10

N
R

Bo
th

2.
2

N
R

N
R

N
R

M
ak

in
s 

20
18

33
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 

(n
=

N
R)

Sr
i L

an
ka

20
15

–2
01

7
29

1 
86

1
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

2.
7

6 
w

ee
ks

: 9
6%

N
R

N
R

M
ak

in
s 

20
18

33
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
6)

Ta
nz

an
ia

20
15

–2
01

7
81

 4
56

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
3.

2
6 

w
ee

ks
: 9

2%
N

R
N

R

Da
sa

na
ya

ke
, 2

02
016

7
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Sr

i L
an

ka
20

14
–2

01
9

14
 0

51
N

R
Bo

th
3.

4
N

R
N

R
80

%

W
ee

ra
se

ke
ra

 2
01

815
2

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
18

)
Sr

i L
an

ka
20

14
–2

01
7

18
4 

43
3

N
R

Bo
th

3.
7%

N
R 

(4
–6

 w
ee

ks
: 9

3%
)

N
R

N
R

Pfi
tz

er
, 2

01
513

7
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
N

R)
Et

hi
op

ia
20

12
–2

01
3

16
 3

89
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

3.
8

N
R

N
R

N
R

De
w

an
, 2

01
936

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

10
–2

01
7

20
8 

21
0

N
R

Bo
th

20
10

: 4
.7

20
11

: 5
.0

3
20

12
: 6

.7
20

13
: 7

.6
20

14
: 1

3.
4

20
15

: 1
7.

2
20

16
: 1

7.
7

20
17

: 2
1.

4

N
R

N
R

N
R

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Co
nt

in
ue

d

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579 19 of 30

Review

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
 

st
an

da
rd

Co
un

tr
y

Ye
ar

s 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

U
ti

lis
at

io
n 

(%
)

IU
D 

in
 a

t 3
 m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

6 
m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

12
 m

on
th

s

M
el

ki
e,

 2
02

116
2

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
4)

Et
hi

op
ia

20
19

42
3

N
R

Bo
th

4.
0

N
R

N
R

N
R

Ag
ra

w
al,

 2
02

195
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

19
–2

02
0

N
R

N
R

N
R

4.
5–

35
%

 o
ve

r a
 

ye
ar

 a
nd

 a
 h

al
f t

im
e 

of
 a

 P
PI

UD
 q

ua
lit

y 
im

pr
ov

em
en

t i
ni

tia
tiv

e 
to

 in
cr

ea
se

 th
e 

PP
IU

D 
co

ve
ra

ge

N
R

N
R

N
R

W
ay

es
sa

, 2
02

016
5

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
N

R)
Et

hi
op

ia
20

17
N

o 
PP

IU
D 

co
un

se
lli

ng
: 

47
1

PP
IU

D 
co

un
se

lli
ng

: 
23

7

N
R

N
R

N
o 

PP
IU

D 
co

un
se

lli
ng

: 
4.

8
PP

IU
D 

co
un

se
lli

ng
: 1

2.
4

N
R

N
R

N
R

Ka
rra

, 2
01

712
7

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 

(n
=

N
R)

Sr
i L

an
ka

20
15

–2
01

5
13

 7
31

N
R

N
R

4.
9

N
R

N
R

N
R

M
ak

in
s 

20
18

33
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 

(n
=

48
)

Sr
i L

an
ka

, I
nd

ia
, 

N
ep

al,
 B

an
gl

ad
es

h,
 

Ta
nz

an
ia

, K
en

ya

20
14

–2
01

7
72

5 
64

7
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

Co
ns

en
t: 

5.
1

In
se

rte
d:

 5
.0

6 
w

ee
ks

: 9
6%

N
R

N
R

Th
ap

a,
 2

02
014

9
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

7)
N

ep
al

20
18

–2
01

9
29

 0
72

N
R

N
R

5.
4

N
R

N
R

N
R

Rw
eg

os
ho

ra
, 2

02
014

2
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
6)

Ta
nz

an
ia

De
c 

20
17

–
Ap

r 2
01

8
20

 2
76

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
5.

5
N

R
N

R
86 (n

ot
e:

 o
nl

y 
46

%
 o

f s
am

pl
e 

av
ai

la
bl

e 
at

 
1 

ye
ar

)

M
ug

an
yiz

i 2
01

813
4

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

6)
Ta

nz
an

ia
20

16
–2

01
7

40
 4

70
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

5.
8%

N
R 

(6
 w

ee
ks

: 9
4%

)
N

R
N

R

Fa
tim

a 
20

18
11

3
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
6)

Ba
ng

la
de

sh
20

17
16

 3
59

Co
pp

er
N

R
In

se
rte

d:
 6

.5
Co

ns
en

t: 
9.

5
N

R 
(4

–6
 w

ee
ks

: 
98

.2
%

)
N

R
N

R

Pl
ea

h 
20

16
35

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
5)

Be
ni

n,
 Iv

or
y 

Co
as

t, 
N

ig
er

, S
en

eg
al,

 
To

go

20
14

–2
01

5
15

 3
94

N
R

Bo
th

20
14

: 8
.6

20
15

: 2
2.

7
N

R
N

R
N

R

N
ig

am
 2

01
813

5
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

13
55

0
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

9.
1

N
R

N
R

N
R

Pr
ad

ha
n,

 2
01

925
RC

T
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

6)
N

ep
al

20
15

–2
01

7
15

 6
07

N
R

Bo
th

10
.8

N
R

N
R

N
R

Pfi
tz

er
, 2

01
513

7
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
N

R)
G

ui
ne

a
20

11
–2

01
3

20
 6

99
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

11
.8

N
R

N
R

N
R

Bu
tt,

 2
02

010
2

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Pa

ki
st

an
20

16
–2

01
8

32
4

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
15

.4
N

R
N

R
88

.8

Q
az

i, 2
02

014
0

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Pa

ki
st

an
20

18
–2

01
9

62
83

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
15

.9
N

R
N

R
N

R

O
m

on
a,

 2
02

016
4

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Ug
an

da
20

18
20

2
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

16
.3

N
R

N
R

N
R

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Co
nt

in
ue

d

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-20157920 of 30

Review

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
 

st
an

da
rd

Co
un

tr
y

Ye
ar

s 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

U
ti

lis
at

io
n 

(%
)

IU
D 

in
 a

t 3
 m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

6 
m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

12
 m

on
th

s

M
ish

ra
, 2

01
413

3
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

12
–2

01
3

56
4

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
17

.6
N

R
81

N
R

Ha
ld

er
, 2

01
612

0
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

12
–2

01
3

10
0

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

17
.9

N
R 

(6
 w

ee
ks

: 9
9%

)
97

%
96

%

Ya
da

v, 
20

20
15

4
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
In

di
a

20
13

–2
01

9
20

 4
18

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
18

.4
N

R
N

R
N

R

Ha
ld

er
, 2

01
612

0
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

12
–2

01
3

10
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

In
se

rte
d:

 1
8.

2
Co

ns
en

t: 
32

.7
N

R
N

R
N

R

Ha
ld

er
, 2

01
612

0
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

12
–2

01
3

90
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

19
.2

N
R 

(6
 w

ee
ks

: 9
7%

)
94

%
92

%

Ja
ira

j, 
20

16
54

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
In

di
a

20
15

–2
01

5
37

0
N

R
Bo

th
19

.7
N

R 
(a

t 6
 w

ee
ks

: 
43

.5
%

)
N

R
N

R

N
isa

r, 
20

20
13

6
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Pa

ki
st

an
20

14
–2

01
6

80
03

N
R

Bo
th

25
.1

N
R

N
R

N
R

Di
va

ka
r, 

20
19

10
6

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

6)
In

di
a

20
15

–2
01

7
66

 5
08

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
25

.5
N

R
N

R
N

R

G
ed

a,
 2

02
115

8
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
13

)
Et

hi
op

ia
20

19
28

6
N

R
Bo

th
26

.6
N

R
N

R
N

R

Es
pe

y, 
20

21
15

7
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
6)

Rw
an

da
20

17
–2

01
8

12
 0

68
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

27
.9

N
R

N
R

N
R

Ka
na

ku
ze

, 2
02

016
0

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Rw
an

da
20

19
–2

01
9

38
3

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
28

.1
N

R
N

R
N

R

In
ga

bi
re

, 2
01

815
9

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

2)
Rw

an
da

20
17

–2
01

8
90

20
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

28
.5

N
R

N
R

N
R

G
ha

fo
or

, 2
02

011
4

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Pa
ki

st
an

20
19

–2
01

9
10

8
N

R
N

R
32

.5
N

R
N

R
N

R

Fa
te

m
a,

 2
01

811
2

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Ba

ng
la

de
sh

20
13

–2
01

3
37

0
N

R
Bo

th
35

.7
N

R
N

R
N

R

Bh
ad

ra
 2

01
899

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
In

di
a

20
15

–2
01

7
19

 1
70

N
R

Bo
th

37
.4

N
R 

(a
t 6

 w
ee

ks
: 

93
.7

%
)

N
R

N
R

W
as

im
, 2

01
815

1
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Pa
ki

st
an

20
15

–2
01

7
80

00
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

37
.6

N
R

N
R

N
R

Ka
nt

, 2
01

612
6

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
2)

In
di

a
20

14
–2

01
4

61
1

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
38

.9
N

R
N

R
N

R

El
uw

a 
20

16
11

1
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
11

)
N

ig
er

ia
20

14
–2

01
5

72
8

Co
pp

er
N

R
41

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
de

gw
a,

 2
01

434
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Ke

ny
a

N
R

12
7

N
R

N
R

45
.7

N
R 

(6
 w

ee
ks

: 9
8.

3%
)

N
R

N
R

Vi
sh

w
ak

ar
m

a,
 2

02
015

0
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

16
–2

01
9

10
29

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

N
R 

(6
 w

ee
ks

: 9
8.

3%
)

88
.7

N
R

Le
rm

a,
 2

02
033

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
5)

In
di

a
20

15
–2

01
6

93
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

N
R

N
R 

(6
–8

 w
ee

ks
: 8

3%
)

N
R

N
R

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Co
nt

in
ue

d

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579 21 of 30

Review

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
 

st
an

da
rd

Co
un

tr
y

Ye
ar

s 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

U
ti

lis
at

io
n 

(%
)

IU
D 

in
 a

t 3
 m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

6 
m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

12
 m

on
th

s

Le
rm

a,
 2

02
033

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
5)

In
di

a
20

15
–2

01
6

46
7

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
N

R 
(6

–8
 w

ee
ks

: 7
7%

)
N

R
N

R

N
go

nz
i, 2

02
116

3
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Ug
an

da
20

14
–2

01
5

16
7

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
N

R 
(6

–8
 w

ee
ks

: 9
1%

)
N

R
N

R

Kh
ur

sh
id

, 2
02

012
9

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
In

di
a

20
15

–2
01

6
23

8
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

N
R

N
R 

(a
t 6

 w
ee

ks
: 9

6%
)

97
%

94
%

Ja
kh

ar
, 2

01
912

5
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

13
–2

01
4

20
0

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

N
R 

(a
t 6

 w
ee

ks
: 

‘w
an

te
d 

to
 c

on
tin

ue
’: 

89
%

)

‘W
an

te
d 

to
 

co
nt

in
ue

’: 
82

%
N

R

Bl
um

en
th

al,
 2

01
810

0
RC

T
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

5)
In

di
a

20
15

–2
01

6
23

9
Co

pp
er

 (K
el

ly’
s 

fo
rc

ep
s)

Va
gi

na
l

N
/A

N
R 

(6
–8

 w
ee

ks
: 8

4%
)

N
R

N
R

Bl
um

en
th

al,
 2

01
810

0
RC

T
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

5)
In

di
a

20
15

–2
01

6
24

1
Co

pp
er

 (I
UD

 
in

se
rte

r)
Va

gi
na

l
N

/A
N

R 
(6

–8
 w

ee
ks

: 7
2%

)
N

R
N

R

M
ish

ra
, 2

01
748

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

10
–2

01
2

73
6

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
N

R
N

R 
(a

t 4
 w

ee
ks

: 9
4%

)
N

R
79

%

Ch
ak

he
ni

, 2
01

710
3

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
In

di
a

20
13

–2
01

4
50

Co
pp

er
 (m

an
ua

l 
in

se
rti

on
)

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

R
94

%
N

R
N

R

Ch
ak

he
ni

, 2
01

710
3

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
In

di
a

20
13

–2
01

4
50

Co
pp

er
 (K

el
ly’

s 
fo

rc
ep

s)
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

92
%

N
R

N
R

Si
ng

h,
 2

01
614

6
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

M
ul

tic
en

tre
 (n

=
2)

In
di

a
20

15
–2

01
5

80
N

R
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
N

R 
(6

–8
 w

ee
ks

: 
76

.3
%

)
N

R
N

R

Di
as

, 2
01

610
5

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Sr

i L
an

ka
20

12
–2

01
3

60
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

N
R

N
R 

(a
t 6

 w
ee

ks
: 7

5%
)

N
R

N
R

Di
as

, 2
01

610
5

Pr
os

pe
ct

iv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Sr

i L
an

ka
20

12
–2

01
3

31
Co

pp
er

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

R
N

R 
(a

t 6
 w

ee
ks

: 7
4%

)
N

R
N

R

Si
ng

al,
 2

01
414

4
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

12
–2

01
2

30
0

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

98
%

96
%

91
%

Kh
an

, 2
02

050
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Pa

ki
st

an
20

19
–2

02
0

15
2

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
N

R
N

R
97

N
R

Br
ya

nt
, 2

01
315

6
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
M

al
aw

i
20

10
–2

01
1

12
Co

pp
er

Va
gi

na
l

N
/A

83
%

N
R

N
R

Sh
uk

la
, 2

01
214

3
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
19

95
–2

00
0

13
17

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
N

R
N

R 
(4

–6
 w

ee
ks

: 8
0%

N
R

N
R

Bh
ut

ta
, 2

01
145

Cr
os

s-
 se

ct
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Pa
ki

st
an

20
06

–2
00

7
50

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

92
%

 (w
ill

in
gn

es
s 

to
 

co
nt

in
ue

)
82

%
 (w

ill
in

gn
es

s 
to

 c
on

tin
ue

)
N

R

El
 B

el
ta

gy
, 2

01
110

7
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Eg

yp
t

N
R

15
0

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
N

/A
At

 6
 w

ee
ks

: 9
7%

At
 6

 m
on

th
s: 

94
%

N
R

El
 B

el
ta

gy
, 2

01
110

7
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Eg

yp
t

N
R

15
0

Ho
rm

on
al

Va
gi

na
l

N
/A

At
 6

 w
ee

ks
: 9

8%
At

 6
 m

on
th

s: 
94

%
N

R

El
se

de
ek

, 2
01

511
0

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Eg

yp
t

20
06

–2
01

1
80

Ho
rm

on
al

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

R
N

R 
(a

t 6
 w

ee
ks

, 
ce

nt
ra

lly
 p

la
ce

d:
 

54
%

)

N
R

N
R

El
se

de
ek

, 2
01

511
0

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Eg

yp
t

20
06

–2
01

1
63

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

N
R 

(a
t 6

 w
ee

ks
, 

ce
nt

ra
lly

 p
la

ce
d:

 
65

%
)

N
R

N
R

Si
ng

al,
 2

02
114

5
Cr

os
s-

 se
ct

io
na

l
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
20

)
In

di
a

20
19

40
12

N
R

N
R

N
R

78
.5

74
.5

70
.7

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Co
nt

in
ue

d

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-20157922 of 30

Review

Fi
rs

t 
au

th
or

, 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
ye

ar
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
 

st
an

da
rd

Co
un

tr
y

Ye
ar

s 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

IU
D

 t
yp

e
D

el
iv

er
y 

ty
pe

U
ti

lis
at

io
n 

(%
)

IU
D 

in
 a

t 3
 m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

6 
m

on
th

s
IU

D 
in

 a
t 

12
 m

on
th

s

Za
m

an
, 2

02
015

5
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Pa
ki

st
an

20
15

14
0

Co
pp

er
N

R
N

R
N

R
84

N
R

El
sh

am
y, 

20
21

10
8

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Eg

yp
t

20
18

–2
01

9
11

00
Bo

th
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
N

R
88

N
R

Ra
ni

, 2
01

514
1

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
In

di
a

N
R

99
Co

pp
er

Bo
th

N
R

N
R

92
.9

N
R

El
se

de
ek

, 2
01

210
9

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

3)
Eg

yp
t

20
07

–2
00

9
65

Ho
rm

on
al

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

R
N

R
N

R
97

%

El
se

de
ek

, 2
01

210
9

N
on

- ra
nd

om
ise

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 (n
=

3)
Eg

yp
t

20
07

–2
00

9
75

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

N
R

N
R

88
%

Bh
at

 2
01

640
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

11
–2

01
4

68
0

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
N

/A
N

R
86

%
N

R

Ab
ro

 2
01

893
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Pa
ki

st
an

20
16

–2
01

7
22

0
N

R
N

R
N

R
N

R
91

%
N

R

Bh
at

, 2
01

640
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

11
–2

01
4

33
9

Co
pp

er
Ca

es
ar

ea
n

N
R

N
R

96
%

N
R

Bh
at

, 2
01

640
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

11
–2

01
4

13
0

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
N

R
78

%
N

R

Bh
at

, 2
01

640
N

on
- ra

nd
om

ise
d 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

In
di

a
20

11
–2

01
4

21
1

Co
pp

er
Va

gi
na

l
N

R
N

R
75

%
N

R

Bl
um

en
th

al,
 2

01
610

1
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

na
l

Si
ng

le
 c

en
tre

Za
m

bi
a

20
10

30
5

N
R

N
R

N
R

N
R

94
%

N
R

Le
st

er
, 2

01
516

1
RC

T
Si

ng
le

 c
en

tre
Ug

an
da

20
11

34
Co

pp
er

Ca
es

ar
ea

n
N

/A
N

R
IT

T: 
79

%
; w

ith
 

6 
m

on
th

 fo
llo

w
- u

p 
da

ta
: 9

3%
 (7

/2
9)

N
R

Ku
m

ar
, 2

01
913

1
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e
M

ul
tic

en
tre

 
(n

=
12

)
In

di
a

20
15

84
4

Co
pp

er
Bo

th
N

R
N

R
N

R
63

%
 (6

0–
68

%
 

de
pe

nd
in

g 
on

 
su

bg
ro

up
)

IT
T, 

in
te

nt
- to

- tr
ea

t; 
IU

D,
 in

tra
ut

er
in

e 
de

vi
ce

; L
AR

C,
 lo

ng
- a

ct
in

g 
re

ve
rs

ib
le

 c
on

tra
ce

pt
io

n;
 N

/A
, n

ot
 a

pp
lic

ab
le

; N
R,

 n
ot

 re
po

rte
d;

 P
PI

UD
, p

os
tp

ar
tu

m
 in

tra
ut

er
in

e 
de

vi
ce

; R
CT

, r
an

do
m

ise
d 

co
nt

ro
lle

d 
tri

al.

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Co
nt

in
ue

d

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579 23 of 30

Review

commonly associated with subsequent removal, not 
device failure (online supplemental table 4).

PPIUD expulsions
Across studies from both higher- income and lower- 
income countries, data on expulsions (either partial 
or complete) were most often reported at 6–8 weeks 
following PPIUD insertion. In our synthesis we cate-
gorised expulsions occurring by 3, 6, and 12 months. 
Across the 137 arms in which expulsions were reported, 
most (102/137 (74%)) were reported by ≤3 months; 
in 59 and 23 study arms, expulsions occurring by 6 
months and 12 months, respectively, were reported. 
Only 11 studies reported all three time points, allowing 
for a direct comparison in expulsion timing. From 
those 11 studies, results suggested expulsions occur 
earlier rather than later after insertion. Specifically, the 
proportion of women with expulsions ranged from 
0–23% by 3 months compared with 0–14.5% and 
0–11.3% by 6 and 12 months, respectively. Corrob-
orating those results, the data from all study arms (ie, 
including those in which all three time points were not 
reported in the same study) also suggested a greater 
proportion of expulsions by 3 months (0–46.2%) 
versus 6 (0–26.7%) and 12 months (0–11.3%) (online 
supplemental tables 5 and 6).

Safety
PPIUDs were associated with infrequent occurrence of 
abnormal bleeding, uterine infections, or perforations.

Abnormal bleeding
Definitions and severity of bleeding events following 
PPIUD insertion varied across studies and included 
spotting to haemorrhage. Bleeding complications 
following PPIUD insertion were infrequent across the 
42 studies in which they were reported; most studies 
reported occurrences in <10% of women. Bleeding 
complications appeared more frequent in lower- versus 
higher- income countries.

Higher-income countries
Bleeding complications were reported in 11 studies 
(three RCT, two non- randomised interventional, four 
prospective cohort, and two retrospective cohort 
studies). Overall, the proportion of women experi-
encing bleeding at any time point ranged from 0–10%. 
In one RCT, a case of postpartum haemorrhage 
occurred in the operating room following IUD place-
ment and hysterotomy closure.37 In that same RCT, 
five women (10%) underwent IUD removal due to 
side effects (primarily bleeding, pelvic pain, or both).37 
In another RCT, a woman had a retained clot with 
bleeding immediately on placement of the PPIUD; 
no further bleeding occurred following IUD removal 
at approximately 5 min after initial placement.38 In a 
retrospective study, IUDs were removed in three of 
169 women (2%) due to postpartum haemorrhage.39 

No other peri- insertion bleeding events were reported. 
In an RCT from Australia, ‘frequent’ bleeding (not 
further defined) occurred at 6 weeks of follow- up in 
12 of the 24 women with intra- caesarean insertion 
and available follow- up data, and in 26% and 9.5% 
of the women at 3- and 6- month follow- up, respec-
tively. Other bleeding events at 3 months reported 
across three studies included spotting (1%), ‘bother-
some bleeding’ (3%), and bleeding associated with 
an IUD rotated to transverse position (2%). At 6 
months post- insertion, bleeding events were reported 
in five studies, including abnormal bleeding (0–3% of 
women), removal of IUD due to bleeding (1–4%), IUD 
rotation to transverse position with bleeding (4%), and 
the aforementioned ‘frequent bleeding’ (9.5%). At 12 
months post- insertion, bleeding was reported in one 
study and occurred among 2% and 5% of women with 
caesarean and vaginal deliveries, respectively.

Lower-income countries
Thirty- one of 33 studies from lower- income countries 
reported bleeding complications in <20% of women; 
most bleeding events were not well defined. Excep-
tions arose from one study from India in which 89% 
of 680 women who had copper IUDs inserted reported 
‘spotting’ (blood- stained vaginal discharge apart 
from menstruation).40 In that study, 10% of women 
requested IUD removal due to bleeding. Another 
study, involving 3753 women who received copper 
IUDs, reported that 28.1% had ‘irregular bleeding’.41

Infections
Evidence from 53 studies indicated infrequent devel-
opment of infections following PPIUD insertion.

Higher-income countries
Across 14 studies reporting infections, the proportion 
of women with infections ranged from 0–3% in 12 of 
the 14 studies. In one of the remaining two studies, 
four (5%) women had infections (type not defined)42 
and in the other, 10 women (11%) had cervicitis or 
pelvic inflammatory disease (PID): seven women 
received empiric treatment for cervicitis or PID, and 
three women reported having an infection that was 
diagnosed outside of the study centre.43

Lower-income countries
Infection following PPIUD use was reported in 39 
studies from lower- income countries. In the eight 
studies reporting immediate PPIUD insertion infections 
data, two studies reported wound infections immedi-
ately after insertion of a copper IUD during caesarean 
deliveries (in 1.7%44 and 10% of women45) while the 
remaining six reported no infections. Within 3 months 
post- insertion, across 21 studies, the proportion of 
women with infections ranged from 0% (eight studies) 
to 7.5%.41 By 6 months follow- up, the proportion of 
PPIUD- related infections was very similar to earlier 
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follow- up, from 0% in five studies to 5.4%.46 The latter 
was reported in a retrospective study that included all 
postpartum genital infections in 128 women in Ivory 
Coast.46 In the few studies (n=5) in which infection 
occurrence at 12 months was reported, the proportion 
of women with infections was ≤3.3%.26

Perforation
Across 41 studies reporting on this outcome, perfo-
rations following PPIUD insertion were rare. Seven 
perforations were reported: three from real- world 
studies after copper IUD insertion, and four in an 
RCT using copper IUDs. The reported cases include 
perforations with delayed diagnoses, but details on the 
perforations were largely missing.47 48

Higher-income countries
Across twelve studies from higher- income countries, 
two perforations were reported and both were diag-
nosed at 6 months post- PPIUD insertion. One of the 
affected women required laparoscopic removal49; in 
the other, the copper IUD was found, by ultrasound, 
to be partially perforated through the anterior lower 
segment of the uterus following insertion.47

Lower-income countries
Across 29 studies from lower- income countries, one of 
736 patients from a retrospective study in India experi-
enced a perforation diagnosed at the 6- week follow- up 
visit, with the device located in the abdominal cavity.48 
In one RCT from Pakistan using copper IUDs, it was 
reported that three (2%) of 76 women who underwent 
vaginal delivery had perforation, and one of 75 (0.7%) 
women who underwent caesarean section had perfo-
ration50 51

DISCUSSION
Results from this SLR of globally published data on 
PPIUD use suggest an increase in PPIUD utilisation 
over time in both higher- and lower- income countries, 
with a greater increase in lower- income countries. This 
trend may reflect more concerted focus on promoting 
PPIUDs in lower- income countries; promotion of 
PPIUDs was the aim of 21% of the lower- income 
country group studies versus only 6% of the higher- 
income country group studies. Still, PPIUD appears 
to be underutilised. LARCs are significantly more 
effective at preventing UIPs versus other contraceptive 
methods,8 are recommended for use by the WHO, and 
are categorised in the top tier of contraceptive effec-
tiveness by the US Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention.9 However, in 2019, only 6.5% of repro-
ductive- age women in higher- income countries and 
3.0% of women in lower- income countries used an 
IUD.7–9 In several studies, the proportion of women 
consenting to PPIUD insertion prenatally was higher 
than the proportion later receiving the intervention; 

better characterisation of reasons for opting against 
PPIUD use is needed.

Increasing IUD use may help mitigate the exces-
sive economic burden of UIPs. In the USA, 2011 
annual direct medical costs of UIPs were estimated 
at $4.6 billion; half of the costs were attributable to 
imperfect contraceptive adherence.6 Direct medical 
costs of UIPs to the National Health Service in the 
UK were estimated at >US$300 million in 2010.8 
Use of PPIUDs may also improve subsequent clinical 
outcomes. Postpartum is a particularly crucial time for 
contraceptives, as short- interval pregnancies are asso-
ciated with poor maternal and birth outcomes. The 
ACOG recommends avoiding interpregnancy periods 
shorter than 6 months and considering the benefits of 
waiting ≥18 months between pregnancies, while the 
WHO recommends a 24- month interval between a live 
birth and next pregnancy.14 52 53 Whether to use contra-
ception and the type and timing of contraception is a 
woman’s personal choice and may be influenced by 
factors such as healthcare access, socioeconomic status, 
culture, and perceptions regarding various contracep-
tive options.

Our findings suggest that increasing time from PPIUD 
insertion is associated with a decrease in PPIUD preva-
lence, although long- term follow- up data were limited. 
Nonetheless, reported pregnancies across studies were 
very low. A limitation to the effectiveness information 
is the sparse availability of published data out to 18 
months. Whether an IUD was not in place due to expul-
sion or voluntarily removal was inconsistently reported. 
In lower- income countries, the most common reason 
for IUD removal was inclination to other methods.54 
The occurrence of IUD expulsions varied widely across 
studies; however, the timing of expulsions was consis-
tently primarily in the early postpartum period. In one 
trial, the mean time to expulsion was 12.6 days.37 In 
another trial, all expulsions occurred by 3 months post- 
insertion.55 In a prospective cohort study, median time 
to expulsion was 4.1 weeks.56 Another observational 
prospective study found that 86% of expulsions occurred 
within 6 weeks.57 In one study, 88% of women with 
expulsions requested re- insertion.58

A limitation in some studies was conducting 
follow- up appointments via the phone, and, in some 
cases, ultrasounds were not routinely offered unless 
there were symptoms indicative of expulsion or 
misplacement. Consequently, continuation of IUD use 
over time may not be accurately reported, and expul-
sions may be under- recognised and under- recorded. 
A Cochrane review of RCTs did not find evidence 
supporting a significant difference in expulsion rates 
based on timing of insertion.13 Likewise, in a recent 
SLR and meta- analysis including observational 
and interventional studies, there was no significant 
difference in expulsions between IUDs placed from 
>10 min to <72 hours versus >4 weeks post- delivery, 
although IUD placement ≤10 min was associated 
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with a significantly increased risk of expulsion versus 
>4 weeks.11 A recent estimate suggested immediate 
insertion would prevent an additional 88 UIPs per 
1000 women over 2 years compared with routine 
placement.59 Thus, the benefit of earlier insertion 
likely outweighs a potential small increased expulsion 
risk. Additional evidence points to a variety of factors 
that may affect expulsion risk, including the device 
type, delivery mode, age, parity, and provider expe-
rience.11 12

The data compiled suggest that PPIUDs are associ-
ated with infrequent occurrences of abnormal bleeding, 
uterine infections, and perforations. A limitation to the 
safety data includes inconsistent definitions of safety 
events across studies. Additionally, follow- up was often 
conducted with the IUD user, sometimes over the phone; 
accordingly, reported outcomes would need valida-
tion by a healthcare professional. As with any literature 
review, relevant studies may have been missed; similarly, 
the exclusion of non- English language papers may have 
omitted relevant data. Our analysis of IUD perforation 
rates does not distinguish between complete perforations 
(which resulted in the IUD moving to the abdominal 
cavity and required surgical management for removal) 
and partial perforations (which may have been managed 
in an outpatient setting). It also includes reports where 
the event was detected at later timepoints. Uterine perfo-
ration may occur, most often during insertion, but may 
not be noticed until much later since it can be asymptom-
atic. It is therefore possible that the limited follow- up in 
the studies may have led to underestimation of the event 
rate, as a relevant portion of women present with little 
or no symptoms and may only be diagnosed after several 
years of use or when presenting for IUD removal60—
emphasising the need for appropriate patient counselling 
and surveillance.

CONCLUSION
Evidence from this SLR suggests that IUDs inserted in 
the immediate postpartum period are safe and effec-
tive. Future research to better characterise reasons for 
opting against PPIUD use is needed to permit devel-
opment of more effective interventions to increase 
appropriate utilisation of PPIUDs.

Additional resources

 ⇒ Faculty of Sexual and Reproductive Healthcare 
(FSRH) clinical guideline: contraception after 
pregnancy. (January 2017, amended October 2020) 
(https://www.fsrh.org/standards-and-guidance/
documents/contraception-after-pregnancy-guideline-
january-2017/).

 ⇒ American College of Obstetrics and Gynecology 
(ACOG) Committee Opinion No. 670: immediate 
postpartum long- acting reversible contraception. 
Obstet Gynecol 2016;128(2):e32–7.

Contributors EG- E, BM, and KK participated in developing 
the study methodology, study conduction, and reporting. 
KRB planned the study, provided epidemiologic review, and 
submitted the study. YW planned the study and provided 
medical expert review. NW provided medical expert review. 
JL planned the study and provided medical expert review. SJ 
provided compliance review. FP provided statistical review.

Funding This study was funded by Bayer HealthCare.

Map disclaimer The inclusion of any map (including the 
depiction of any boundaries therein), or of any geographic 
or locational reference, does not imply the expression of 
any opinion whatsoever on the part of BMJ concerning the 
legal status of any country, territory, jurisdiction or area or 
of its authorities. Any such expression remains solely that of 
the relevant source and is not endorsed by BMJ. Maps are 
provided without any warranty of any kind, either express or 
implied.

Competing interests EG- E reports personal fees from Xcenda 
LLC, during the conduct of the study. JL reports personal fees, 
non- financial support and other from Bayer US LLC, outside 
the submitted work. KRB, YW, NW, and FP are all employees 
of Bayer, which manufactures IUDs among its portfolio of 
products.

Patient consent for publication Not applicable.

Ethics approval Not applicable.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally 
peer reviewed.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the 
author(s). It has not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group 
Limited (BMJ) and may not have been peer- reviewed. Any 
opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those of 
the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims 
all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance placed 
on the content. Where the content includes any translated 
material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability of 
the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, 
clinical guidelines, terminology, drug names and drug dosages), 
and is not responsible for any error and/or omissions arising 
from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in 
accordance with the Creative Commons Attribution Non 
Commercial (CC BY- NC 4.0) license, which permits others 
to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non- 
commercially, and license their derivative works on different 
terms, provided the original work is properly cited, appropriate 
credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use is non- 
commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4. 
0/.

ORCID iD
Kristin Kistler http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7910-3536

REFERENCES
 1 Santelli J, Rochat R, Hatfield- Timajchy K, et al. The 

measurement and meaning of unintended pregnancy. Perspect 
Sex Reprod Health 2003;35:94–101.

 2 Unintended pregnancy. Available: https://www.cdc.gov/ 
reproductivehealth/contraception/unintendedpregnancy/ 
index.htm [Accessed 23 Mar 2021].

 3 Bearak J, Popinchalk A, Ganatra B, et al. Unintended 
pregnancy and abortion by income, region, and the legal 
status of abortion: estimates from a comprehensive model for 
1990- 2019. Lancet Glob Health 2020;8:e1152–61.

 4 Our world in data, number of births per year, world. 
Available: https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and- 
deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~OWID_WRL [Accessed 
23 Mar 2021].

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

https://www.fsrh.org/standards-and-guidance/documents/contraception-after-pregnancy-guideline-january-2017/
https://www.fsrh.org/standards-and-guidance/documents/contraception-after-pregnancy-guideline-january-2017/
https://www.fsrh.org/standards-and-guidance/documents/contraception-after-pregnancy-guideline-january-2017/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7910-3536
http://dx.doi.org/10.1363/3509403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1363/3509403
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/contraception/unintendedpregnancy/index.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/contraception/unintendedpregnancy/index.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/contraception/unintendedpregnancy/index.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(20)30315-6
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~OWID_WRL
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~OWID_WRL
http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-20157926 of 30

Review

 5 Montouchet C, Trussell J. Unintended pregnancies in 
England in 2010: costs to the National Health Service (NHS). 
Contraception 2013;87:149–53.

 6 Trussell J, Henry N, Hassan F, et al. Burden of unintended 
pregnancy in the United States: potential savings with 
increased use of long- acting reversible contraception. 
Contraception 2013;87:154–61.

 7 Iseyemi A, Zhao Q, McNicholas C, et al. Socioeconomic 
status as a risk factor for unintended pregnancy in the 
contraceptive choice project. Obstet Gynecol 2017;130:609–
15.

 8 Winner B, Peipert JF, Zhao Q, et al. Effectiveness of 
long- acting reversible contraception. N Engl J Med 
2012;366:1998–2007.

 9 Glasier A, Bhattacharya S, Evers H, et al. Contraception after 
pregnancy. Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 2019;98:1378–85.

 10 Goldthwaite LM, Cahill EP, Voedisch AJ, et al. Postpartum 
intrauterine devices: clinical and programmatic review. Am J 
Obstet Gynecol 2018;219:235–41.

 11 Averbach SH, Ermias Y, Jeng G, et al. Expulsion of 
intrauterine devices after postpartum placement by timing 
of placement, delivery type, and intrauterine device type: a 
systematic review and meta- analysis. Am J Obstet Gynecol 
2020;223:177–88.

 12 Sonalkar S, Kapp N. Intrauterine device insertion in the 
postpartum period: a systematic review. Eur J Contracept 
Reprod Health Care 2015;20:4–18.

 13 Lopez LM, Bernholc A, Hubacher D, et al. Immediate 
postpartum insertion of intrauterine device for 
contraception. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 
2015:CD003036.

 14 World Health Organization Birth spacing : report from a 
WHO technical consultation. Policy brief (World Health 
Organization. Dept. of Reproductive Health and Research)  
World Health Organization 2006 https://apps.who.int/iris/ 
handle/10665/73710

 15 Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, et al. The PRISMA 2020 
statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic 
reviews. BMJ 2021;372:n71.

 16 Immediate Postpartum Long- Acting Reversible Contraception. 
Committee opinion number 670. August 2016 (reaffirmed 
2020). Available: https://www.acog.org/clinical/clinical- 
guidance/committee-opinion/articles/2016/08/immediate- 
postpartum-long-acting-reversible-contraception [Accessed 10 
Sep 2021].

 17 The World Bank. World bank country and lending groups.
 18 Higgins JPT, Altman DG, Gøtzsche PC, et al. The Cochrane 

collaboration’s tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised 
trials. BMJ 2011;343:d5928.

 19 Wells G, Shea BJ, O’Connell D, et al. The Newcastle–Ottawa 
scale (NOS) for assessing the quality of non- randomized 
studies in meta- analysis 2000.

 20 Motheral B, Brooks J, Clark MA, et al. A checklist for 
retrospective database studies--report of the ISPOR Task 
Force on Retrospective Databases. Value Health 2003;6:90–7.

 21 Tufanaru C, Munn Z, Aromataris EC, et al. Chapter 3: 
systematic reviews of effectiveness. In: JBI manual for 
evidence synthesis. JBI, 2019.

 22 Moola S, Munn Z, Tufanaru C, et al. Chapter 7: Systematic 
reviews of etiology and risk. In: JBI manual for evidence 
synthesis. JBI, 2020.

 23 Tacconelli E. Systematic reviews: CRD’s guidance for 
undertaking reviews in health care. , 2010: 10, P226.

 24 El BNSD EA, Kasem MS, Hefila NM. Comparison 
between cupper T380 IUD and multiload 375 IUD in 
early post partum insertion. Middle East Fertility Society 
Journal;16:143–8.

 25 Pradhan E, Canning D, Shah IH, et al. Integrating postpartum 
contraceptive counseling and IUD insertion services into 
maternity care in Nepal: results from stepped- wedge 
randomized controlled trial. Reprod Health 2019;16:69.

 26 Ragab A, Hamed HO, Alsammani MA, et al. Expulsion of 
Nova- T380, Multiload 375, and Copper- T380A contraceptive 
devices inserted during cesarean delivery. Int J Gynaecol 
Obstet 2015;130:174–8.

 27 Smith M, McCool- Myers M, Kottke MJ. Analysis of 
postpartum uptake of long- acting reversible contraceptives 
before and after implementation of Medicaid reimbursement 
policy. Matern Child Health J 2021;25:1361–8.

 28 Whiteman MK, Cox S, Tepper NK, et al. Postpartum 
intrauterine device insertion and postpartum tubal 
sterilization in the United States. Am J Obstet Gynecol 
2012;206:127.e1–127.e7.

 29 Moniz MH, Soliman AB, Kolenic GE, et al. Cost sharing 
and utilization of postpartum intrauterine devices and 
contraceptive implants among commercially insured women. 
Women's Health Issues 2019;29:465–70.

 30 Heller R, Johnstone A, Cameron ST. Routine provision of 
intrauterine contraception at elective cesarean section in 
a national public health service: a service evaluation. Acta 
Obstet Gynecol Scand 2017;96:1144–51.

 31 Cooper M, McGeechan K, Glasier A, et al. Provision of 
immediate postpartum intrauterine contraception after 
vaginal birth within a public maternity setting: health 
services research evaluation. Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 
2020;99:598–607.

 32 Kestler E, Orozco MdelR, Palma S, et al. Initiation of 
effective postpartum contraceptive use in public hospitals in 
Guatemala. Revista Panamericana de Salud Pública;29:103–7.

 33 Makins A, Taghinejadi N, Sethi M, et al. FIGO postpartum 
intrauterine device initiative: complication rates across six 
countries. Int J Gynaecol Obstet 2018;143 Suppl 1:20–7.

 34 Ndegwa SW, Gichuhi JW, Qureshi Z, et al. The effect of 
two levels of counselling on acceptance, uptake and early 
outcomes of post- placental intra- uterine contraceptive device. 
East Afr Med J 2014;91:449–56.

 35 Pleah T, Hyjazi Y, Austin S, et al. Increasing use of postpartum 
family planning and the postpartum IUD: early experiences in 
West and Central Africa. Glob Health Sci Pract 2016;4 Suppl 
2:S140–52.

 36 Dewan R, Bajaj B, Kapoor G, et al. Changing scenario in 
Indian contraceptive methods: a glimpse through a tertiary 
hospital statistics. J Obstet Gynaecol India 2019;69:462–6.

 37 Levi EE, Stuart GS, Zerden ML, et al. Intrauterine device 
placement during cesarean delivery and continued use 6 
months postpartum: a randomized controlled trial. Obstet 
Gynecol 2015;126:5–11.

 38 Stuart GS, Lesko CR, Stuebe AM, et al. A randomized trial 
of levonorgestrel intrauterine system insertion 6 to 48 H 
compared to 6 weeks after vaginal delivery; lessons learned. 
Contraception 2015;91:284–8.

 39 Colwill AC, Schreiber CA, Sammel MD, et al. Six- week 
retention after postplacental copper intrauterine device 
placement. Contraception 2018;97:215–8.

 40 Bhat SS, Damle H, Darawade SP, et al. To study the 
acceptance of postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device, 

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2012.06.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2012.07.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0000000000002189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1110855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aogs.13627
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2018.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2018.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2020.02.045
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/13625187.2014.971454
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/13625187.2014.971454
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD003036.pub3
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/73710
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/73710
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://www.acog.org/clinical/clinical-guidance/committee-opinion/articles/2016/08/immediate-postpartum-long-acting-reversible-contraception
https://www.acog.org/clinical/clinical-guidance/committee-opinion/articles/2016/08/immediate-postpartum-long-acting-reversible-contraception
https://www.acog.org/clinical/clinical-guidance/committee-opinion/articles/2016/08/immediate-postpartum-long-acting-reversible-contraception
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d5928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1524-4733.2003.00242.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12978-019-0738-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2015.03.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2015.03.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10995-021-03180-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2011.08.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.whi.2019.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aogs.13178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aogs.13178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aogs.13787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S1020-49892011000200005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.12600
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26859013
http://dx.doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-16-00039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01218-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0000000000000882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0000000000000882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2014.12.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2017.10.012
http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579 27 of 30

Review

Cu T 380 a, in a tertiary care hospital in India. J Reprod 
Health Med 2016;2:93–8.

 41 Yadav V, Balasubramaniam S, Das S, et al. Comparison of 
outcomes at 6 weeks following postpartum intrauterine 
contraceptive device insertions by doctors and nurses in 
India: a case–control study. Contraception 2016;93:347–
55.

 42 Cole M, Thomas S, Mercer BM, et al. Impact of training level 
on postplacental levonorgestrel 52 mg intrauterine device 
expulsion. Contraception 2019;99:94–7.

 43 Jatlaoui TC, Marcus M, Jamieson DJ, et al. Postplacental 
intrauterine device insertion at a teaching hospital. 
Contraception 2014;89:528–33.

 44 Singal S, Bharti R, Dewan R, et al. Clinical outcome of 
postplacental copper T 380A insertion in women delivering 
by caesarean section. J Clin Diagn Res 2014;8:OC01–4.

 45 Bhutta SZ, Butt IJ, Bano K. Insertion of intrauterine 
contraceptive device at caesarean section. J Coll Physicians 
Surg Pak 2011;21:527–30.

 46 N’guessan E, Gbeli F, Dia J- M, et al. Immediate postpartum 
intrauterine device in HIV- infected women: experience from 
a tertiary care center in Côte d’Ivoire. J Obstet Gynaecol 
India 2020;70:64–8.

 47 Gurney EP, Sonalkar S, McAllister A, et al. Six- month 
expulsion of postplacental copper intrauterine devices placed 
after vaginal delivery. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2018;219:183.
e1–183.e9.

 48 Mishra S. Tale of the tails, the missing postpartum IUCD 
strings. J Obstet Gynaecol India 2017;67:202–7.

 49 Hinz EK, Murthy A, Wang B, et al. A prospective cohort 
study comparing expulsion after postplacental insertion: 
the levonorgestrel versus the copper intrauterine device. 
Contraception 2019;100:101–5.

 50 Khan F, Nazeer S, Nighat A, et al. Acceptance, follow- up and 
outcome of postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device in C 
section and normal delivery. Pakistan Journal of Medical and 
Health Sciences 2020;14:1177–9.

 51 Khan BJ, JABEEN SS, YAQOOB S. Outcomes of immediate 
postpartum intra- uterine contraceptive device (PPIUCD) 
insertion in a military based Hospital. Pakistan Journal of 
Medical and Health Sciences 2018;12:1519–21.

 52 World Health Organization. Report of a WHO technical 
consultation on birth spacing. Geneva, Switzerland: World 
Health Organization, 2007. https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/ 
10665/69855

 53 Louis JM, Bryant A, Ramos D, et al. Interpregnancy care. Am 
J Obstet Gynecol 2019;220:B2–18.

 54 Jairaj S, Dayyala S. A cross sectional study on acceptability 
and safety of IUCD among postpartum mothers at tertiary 
care hospital, Telangana. J Clin Diagn Res 2016;10:LC01–
6.

 55 Whitaker AK, Endres LK, Mistretta SQ, et al. Postplacental 
insertion of the levonorgestrel intrauterine device after 
cesarean delivery vs. delayed insertion: a randomized 
controlled trial. Contraception 2014;89:534–9.

 56 Cohen R, Sheeder J, Arango N, et al. Twelve- month 
contraceptive continuation and repeat pregnancy among 
young mothers choosing postdelivery contraceptive implants 
or postplacental intrauterine devices. Contraception 
2016;93:178–83.

 57 Goldthwaite LM, Sheeder J, Hyer J, et al. Postplacental 
intrauterine device expulsion by 12 weeks: a prospective 
cohort study. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2017;217:674.e1–674.e8.

 58 Çelen Şevki, Sucak A, Yıldız Y, et al. Immediate postplacental 
insertion of an intrauterine contraceptive device during 
cesarean section. Contraception 2011;84:240–3.

 59 Washington CI, Jamshidi R, Thung SF, et al. Timing of 
postpartum intrauterine device placement: a cost- effectiveness 
analysis. Fertil Steril 2015;103:131–7.

 60 Barnett C, Moehner S, Do Minh T, et al. Perforation risk 
and intra- uterine devices: results of the EURAS- IUD 5- year 
extension study. Eur J Contracept Reprod Health Care 
2017;22:424–8.

 61 Braniff K, Gomez E, Muller R. A randomised clinical trial 
to assess satisfaction with the levonorgestrel- releasing 
intrauterine system inserted at caesarean section compared 
to postpartum placement. Aust N Z J Obstet Gynaecol 
2015;55:279–83.

 62 Boydell N, Cooper M, Cameron ST, et al. Women’s 
experiences of accessing postpartum intrauterine 
contraception in a public maternity setting: a qualitative 
service evaluation. Eur J Contracept Reprod Health Care 
2020;25:465–73.

 63 Chen BA, Reeves MF, Hayes JL, et al. Postplacental or 
delayed insertion of the levonorgestrel intrauterine device 
after vaginal delivery: a randomized controlled trial. Obstet 
Gynecol 2010;116:1079–87.

 64 Dahlke JD, Terpstra ER, Ramseyer AM, et al. Postpartum 
insertion of levonorgestrel--intrauterine system at three time 
periods: a prospective randomized pilot study. Contraception 
2011;84:244–8.

 65 Eggebroten JL, Sanders JN, Turok DK. Immediate postpartum 
intrauterine device and implant program outcomes: a 
prospective analysis. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2017;217:51.
e1–51.e7.

 66 Gallagher B, Cameron ST, Craig A, et al. Antenatal 
contraception counselling and provision of contraception 
after delivery for first- time young mothers enrolled with a 
family nurse partnership programme. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 
2019;45:243–8.

 67 Goldthwaite LM, Sheeder J, Hyer J, et al. Postplacental 
intrauterine device expulsion by 12 weeks: a prospective 
cohort study. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2017;217:674.e1–674.e8.

 68 Gonzalez J, Stimmel S, Rana R, et al. Ultrasound location of 
intrauterine devices placed at cesarean section over the first 
year postpartum. Contraception 2020;101:399–404.

 69 Gurney EP, McAllister A, Lang B, et al. Ultrasound assessment 
of postplacental copper intrauterine device position 6 months 
after placement during cesarean delivery. Contracept X 
2020;2:100040.

 70 Levi E, Cantillo E, Ades V, et al. Immediate postplacental IUD 
insertion at cesarean delivery: a prospective cohort study. 
Contraception 2012;86:102–5.

 71 Moniz MH, Soliman AB, Kolenic GE, et al. Cost sharing 
and utilization of postpartum intrauterine devices and 
contraceptive implants among commercially insured women. 
Womens Health Issues 2019;29:465–70.

 72 Allison BA, Ritter V, Flower KB, et al. Initiation of long- 
acting reversible contraception in hospitalized adolescents in 
the United States. Hosp Pediatr 2021;11:764–9.

 73 Sinkey RG, Blanchard CT, Maier J, et al. The effects 
of offering immediate postpartum placement of IUDs 
and implants to pregnant patients with heart disease. 
Contraception 2022;105:55–60.

 74 Soon R, McGuire K, Salcedo J, et al. Immediate versus 
delayed insertion of the levonorgestrel intrauterine device in 

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrhm.2016.05.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrhm.2016.05.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2015.12.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2018.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2013.10.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.7860/JCDR/2014/10274.4786
http://dx.doi.org/09.2011/JCPSP.527530
http://dx.doi.org/09.2011/JCPSP.527530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01268-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01268-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2018.05.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-016-0940-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2019.04.011
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/69855
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/69855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2018.11.1098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2018.11.1098
http://dx.doi.org/10.7860/JCDR/2016/16871.7020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2013.12.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2015.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2017.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2011.01.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fertnstert.2014.09.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2017.1412427
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ajo.12335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2020.1815006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0b013e3181f73fac
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0b013e3181f73fac
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2011.01.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2017.03.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjsrh-2018-200214
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2017.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2020.03.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conx.2020.100040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2011.11.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.whi.2019.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/hpeds.2020-001974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2021.09.005
http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-20157928 of 30

Review

postpartum adolescents: a randomized pilot study. Hawaii J 
Med Public Health 2018;77:60–5.

 75 Turok DK, Leeman L, Sanders JN, et al. Immediate 
postpartum levonorgestrel intrauterine device insertion 
and breast- feeding outcomes: a noninferiority randomized 
controlled trial. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2017;217:665.e1–665.
e8.

 76 Wallace Huff C, Potter JE, Hopkins K. Patients’ experiences 
with an immediate postpartum long- acting reversible 
contraception program. Womens Health Issues 2021;31:164–
70.

 77 Woo I, Seifert S, Hendricks D, et al. Six- month and 1- year 
continuation rates following postpartum insertion of implants 
and intrauterine devices. Contraception 2015;92:532–5.

 78 Wu M, Eisenberg R, Negassa A, et al. Associations between 
immediate postpartum long- acting reversible contraception 
and short interpregnancy intervals. Contraception 
2020;102:409–13.

 79 Ariadi A, Aulia A. Effect of fixation suture of the intrauterine 
contraceptive device at cesarean section on the continuity of 
trans- cesarean post- partum contraception. Research Journal of 
Obstetrics and Gynecology 2017;10:17–21.

 80 da Silva MH, Takahashi LAR, Ribeiro NAC, et al. Long- term 
contraceptive methods offered immediately after delivery for 
women in vulnerable situations acceptability to patients. J 
Reprod Med 2020;65:291–8.

 81 da Silva Nóbrega AB, Pitangui ACR, Vieira CS. Factors 
associated with missing strings and expulsion after 
postplacental insertion of copper T380A intrauterine devices. 
Int J Gynaecol Obstet 2022;157:67–75.

 82 Eser A, Unal C, Albayrak B, et al. Clinical experience with 
a novel anchored, frameless copper- releasing contraceptive 
device for intra- caesarean insertion. Eur J Contracept Reprod 
Health Care 2018;23:255–9.

 83 Gunardi ER, Putri RA, Pasidri Y. A prospective study of 
effectivity, expulsion, and acceptability of post- placental IUD 
Cu t380a insertion using clamp in a tertiary hospital. Journal 
of SAFOG 2021;13:92–6.

 84 Hochmuller JT, Lopes KS, Guazzelli CAF, et al. Expulsion 
rate of intrauterine device: mediate vs. immediate puerperium 
period. J Turk Ger Gynecol Assoc 2020;21:143–9.

 85 Kestler E, Orozco MDR, Palma S, et al. Initiation of 
effective postpartum contraceptive use in public hospitals in 
Guatemala. Rev Panam Salud Publica 2011;29:103–7.

 86 Laporte M, Marangoni M, Surita F, et al. Postplacental 
placement of intrauterine devices: a randomized clinical trial. 
Contraception 2020;101:153–8.

 87 Marangoni M, Laporte M, Surita F, et al. One- year follow up 
on post- placental IUD insertion: a randomized clinical trial. 
Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 2021;100:596–603.

 88 Singata- Madliki M, Hofmeyr GJ, Lawrie TA. The effect of 
depot medroxyprogesterone acetate on postnatal depression: 
a randomised controlled trial. J Fam Plann Reprod Health 
Care 2016;42:171–6.

 89 Sucak A, Ozcan S, Çelen Şevki, et al. Immediate postplacental 
insertion of a copper intrauterine device: a pilot study to 
evaluate expulsion rate by mode of delivery. BMC Pregnancy 
Childbirth 2015;15:202.

 90 Trigueiro TH, Lima GSde, Borges R, et al. Insertion of 
intrauterine device for doctors and nurses in a low- risk 
maternity hospital. Rev Gaucha Enferm 2021;42:e20200015.

 91 Unal C, Eser A, Tozkir E, et al. Comparison of expulsions 
following intracesarean placement of an innovative frameless 

copper- releasing IUD (Gyn- CS®) versus the TCu380A: a 
randomized trial. Contraception 2018;98:135–40.

 92 Zaconeta AM, Oliveira AC, Estrela FS, et al. Inserção de 
dispositivo intrauterino durante a cesárea em mulheres 
SEM aconselhamento contraceptivo pré-natal: lições de Um 
país com elevada taxa de cesárea. Rev Bras Ginecol Obstet 
2019;41:485–92.

 93 Abro ST, Shaikh NA, Noonari H, et al. Efficacy of post 
placental insertion of intrauterine contraceptive device. Rawal 
Medical Journal 2018;43:456–8.

 94 Agarwal K, Dewan R, Mittal P, et al. Visibility of strings after 
postplacental intracesarean insertion of CuT380A and Cu375 
intrauterine contraceptive device: a randomized comparative 
study. J Obstet Gynaecol India 2017;67:324–9.

 95 Agrawal S, Puri M, Singh A, et al. Increasing postpartum 
IUCD coverage through a QI initiative: a step towards 
reducing the unmet need of postpartum contraception. BMJ 
Open Qual 2021;10:e001346.

 96 Akram S, Saeed S, Akhter N, et al. Evaluation of safety 
of postplacental intrauterine contraceptive device 
(IUCD) insertion in lower segment caesarean section 
(LSCS). Pakistan Journal of Medical and Health Sciences 
2018;12:1384–5.

 97 Alam K, Snover A, Sultana N. Safety and feasibility of 
intrauterine device insertion following post- placental delivery. 
Rawal Medical Journal 2014;39:186–9.

 98 Bayoumi YA, Dakhly DMR, Bassiouny YA, et al. Post- 
placental intrauterine device insertion vs puerperal insertion 
in women undergoing caesarean delivery in Egypt: a 1 year 
randomised controlled trial. Eur J Contracept Reprod Health 
Care 2020;25:439–44.

 99 Bhadra B, Burman SK, Purandare CN, et al. The impact 
of using nurses to perform postpartum intrauterine device 
insertions in Kalyani Hospital, India. Int J Gynaecol Obstet 
2018;143 Suppl 1:33–7.

 100 Blumenthal PD, Lerma K, Bhamrah R, et al. Comparative 
safety and efficacy of a dedicated postpartum IUD inserter 
versus forceps for immediate postpartum IUD insertion: a 
randomized trial. Contraception 2018;98:215–9.

 101 Blumenthal PD, Chakraborty NM, Prager S, et al. 
Programmatic experience of post- partum IUD use in Zambia: 
an observational study on continuation and satisfaction. Eur J 
Contracept Reprod Health Care 2016;21:356–60.

 102 Butt UY, Noor R, Hafeez S. Awareness and acceptance of 
post- partum/post- placental IUCD in our community. Pakistan 
Journal of Medical and Health Sciences 2020;14:542–5.

 103 Chakheni N, Kaur P, Kaur K, et al. A comparative study of 
manual vs instrumental intracesarean postpartum intrauterine 
contraceptive device. Journal of SAFOG 2017;9:25–8.

 104 Dewan R, Dewan A, Singal S, et al. Non- visualisation of 
strings after postplacental insertion of Copper- T 380A 
intrauterine device. J Fam Plann Reprod Health Care 
2017;43:186.

 105 Dias T, Abeykoon S, Kumarasiri S, et al. Use of ultrasound 
in predicting success of intrauterine contraceptive device 
insertion immediately after delivery. Ultrasound Obstet 
Gynecol 2015;46:104–8.

 106 Divakar H, Bhardwaj A, Purandare CN, et al. Critical factors 
influencing the acceptability of post- placental insertion of 
intrauterine contraceptive device: a study in six public/private 
Institutes in India. J Obstet Gynaecol India 2019;69:344–9.

 107 El Beltagy NS, Darwish EA, Kasem MS, et al. Comparison 
between Cupper T380 IUD and Multiload 375 IUD in early 

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29541551
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29541551
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2017.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.whi.2020.11.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2015.09.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2020.08.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.3923/rjog.2017.17.21
http://dx.doi.org/10.3923/rjog.2017.17.21
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.13806
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2018.1491027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2018.1491027
http://dx.doi.org/10.5005/jp-journals-10006-1884
http://dx.doi.org/10.5005/jp-journals-10006-1884
http://dx.doi.org/10.4274/jtgga.galenos.2020.2020.0037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S1020-49892011000200005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2019.12.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aogs.14081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jfprhc-2015-101334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jfprhc-2015-101334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12884-015-0637-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12884-015-0637-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1983-1447.2021.20200015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2018.03.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-017-0965-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjoq-2021-001346
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjoq-2021-001346
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2020.1823366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2020.1823366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.12602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2018.04.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2016.1201655
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2016.1201655
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jfprhc-2015-101200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/uog.14733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/uog.14733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01221-7
http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579 29 of 30

Review

post partum insertion. Middle East Fertil Soc J 2011;16:143–
8.

 108 Elshamy E, Nofal A, Ibrrahim D. Postplacental insertion of 
levonorgestrel intrauterine system versus copper intrauterine 
device: a prospective study. J Obstet Gynaecol India 
2021;71:150–5.

 109 Elsedeek MSE. Puerperal and menstrual bleeding patterns 
with different types of contraceptive device fitted 
during elective cesarean delivery. Int J Gynaecol Obstet 
2012;116:31–4.

 110 Elsedeek MSE. Five‐year follow- up of two types of 
contraceptive device fitted during elective cesarean delivery. 
Int J Gynaecol Obstet 2015;130:179–82.

 111 Eluwa GI, Atamewalen R, Odogwu K, et al. Success providing 
postpartum intrauterine devices in private- sector health care 
facilities in Nigeria: factors associated with uptake. Glob 
Health Sci Pract 2016;4:276–83.

 112 Fatema K, Das TR. Intra uterine contraceptive device: 
socio- demographic characteristics of acceptors acceptability 
and effectiveness in a tertiary institution. Mymensingh Med J 
2018;27:527–35.

 113 Fatima P, Antora AH, Dewan F, et al. Impact of contraceptive 
counselling training among counsellors participating in the 
FIGO postpartum intrauterine device initiative in Bangladesh. 
Int J Gynaecol Obstet 2018;143 Suppl 1:49–55.

 114 Ghafoor F, Sarosh M, Zahid N, et al. Incidence of acceptance 
and reasons of refusal of PPIUCD in a tertiary care 
hospital. Pakistan Journal of Medical and Health Sciences 
2020;14:278–81.

 115 Gueye M, Gaye YFO, Diouf AA, et al. [Trancesarean intra- 
uterine device. Pilot study performed at Dakar teaching 
hospital]. J Gynecol Obstet Biol Reprod 2013;42:585–90.

 116 Gupta P, Gupta MM, Sharma R. Intrauterine copper device 
(CuT380A) as a contraceptive method in the Indian context: 
acceptability, safety and efficacy depending on the timing of 
insertion. J Obstet Gynaecol India 2018;68:129–35.

 117 Gupta G, Goyal R, Kadam VK, et al. The clinical outcome of 
post placental Copper- T- 380A insertion with long placental 
forceps (Kelly’s forceps) after normal vaginal delivery and 
cesarean section. J Obstet Gynaecol India 2015;65:386–8.

 118 Gupta S, Malik S, Sinha R, et al. Association of the position 
of the copper T 380A as determined by the ultrasonography 
following its insertion in the immediate postpartum period 
with the subsequent complications: an observational study. J 
Obstet Gynaecol India 2014;64:349–53.

 119 Habib H, Lajber F, Khaliq S, et al. Outcomes of immediate- 
postpartum intrauterine contraceptive devices in C- section 
and normal deliveries. Pakistan Journal of Medical and Health 
Sciences 2020;14:1193–5.

 120 Halder A, Sowmya MS, Gayen A, et al. A prospective study to 
evaluate vaginal insertion and intra- cesarean insertion of post- 
partum intrauterine contraceptive device. J Obstet Gynaecol 
India 2016;66:35–41.

 121 Harani MK, Sarkar NC, Saha MM, et al. A prospective 
study on PPIUCD insertion between vaginal delivery and 
caesarean section. Journal of Clinical and Diagnostic Research 
2019;13:QC12–14.

 122 Hooda R, Mann S, Nanda S, et al. Immediate postpartum 
intrauterine contraceptive device insertions in caesarean 
and vaginal deliveries: a comparative study of follow- up 
outcomes. Int J Reprod Med 2016;2016:7695847.

 123 Huber- Krum S, Khadka A, Pradhan E, et al. The effect of 
antenatal counseling and intrauterine device insertion services 

on postpartum contraceptive use in Nepal: results from a 
stepped- wedge randomized controlled trial. Contraception 
2020;101:384–92.

 124 Iftikhar PM, Shaheen N, Arora E. Efficacy and satisfaction 
rate in postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device 
insertion: a prospective study. Cureus 2019;11:e5646.

 125 Jakhar R, Singhal G. Safety and efficacy of intra- caesarean 
IUCD: a prospective study at a tertiary care centre. J Obstet 
Gynaecol India 2019;69:325–9.

 126 Kant S, Archana S, Singh AK, et al. Acceptance rate, 
probability of follow- up, and expulsion of postpartum 
intrauterine contraceptive device offered at two primary 
health centers, North India. J Family Med Prim Care 
2016;5:770–6.

 127 Karra M, Canning D, Foster S, et al. Location and content of 
counselling and acceptance of postpartum IUD in Sri Lanka. 
Reprod Health 2017;14:42.

 128 Khan B, Jabeen SS, Yaqoob S. Outcomes of immediate 
postpartum intra- uterine contraceptive device (PPIUCD) 
insertion in a military based Hospital. Pakistan Journal of 
Medical and Health Sciences 2018;12:1519–21.

 129 Khurshid N, Taing S, Qureshi A, et al. Post- placental 
intrauterine device insertion versus delayed intrauterine 
device insertion: an observational study. J Obstet Gynaecol 
India 2020;70:145–51.

 130 Kumar S, Sethi R, Balasubramaniam S, et al. Women’s 
experience with postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device 
use in India. Reprod Health 2014;11:32.

 131 Kumar S, Srivastava A, Sharma S, et al. One- year continuation 
of postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device: findings 
from a retrospective cohort study in India. Contraception 
2019;99:212–6.

 132 Mani P, Prateek S, Yadav L, et al. Comparative evaluation 
of PPIUCD insertion in post placental vs within 48 hours of 
delivery. Indian J Public Health Res Dev 2018;9:21–6.

 133 Mishra S, Safety Eof. Evaluation of safety, efficacy, and 
expulsion of post- placental and intra- cesarean insertion 
of intrauterine contraceptive devices (PPIUCD). J Obstet 
Gynaecol India 2014;64:337–43.

 134 Muganyizi PS, Kimario G, Ponsian P, et al. Clinical outcomes 
of postpartum intrauterine devices inserted by midwives in 
Tanzania. Int J Gynaecol Obstet 2018;143 Suppl 1:38–42.

 135 Nigam A, Ahmad A, Sharma A, et al. Postpartum intrauterine 
device refusal in Delhi: reasons analyzed. J Obstet Gynaecol 
India 2018;68:208–13.

 136 Nisar N, Dars S, Awan S, et al. Post- partum intrauterine 
contraceptive device: experience from tertiary care hospital in 
sindh Province Pakistan. Journal of the Liaquat University of 
Medical and Health Sciences 2020;19:162–6.

 137 Pfitzer A, Mackenzie D, Blanchard H, et al. A facility 
birth can be the time to start family planning: postpartum 
intrauterine device experiences from six countries. Int J 
Gynaecol Obstet 2015;130 Suppl 2:S54–61.

 138 Prager S, Gupta P, Chilambwe J, et al. Feasibility of training 
Zambian nurse- midwives to perform postplacental and 
postpartum insertions of intrauterine devices. Int J Gynaecol 
Obstet 2012;117:243–7.

 139 Puri MC, Guo M, Shah IH, et al. Provider and women 
characteristics as risk factors for postpartum copper IUD 
expulsion and discontinuation in Nepal. Int Perspect Sex 
Reprod Health 2020;46:235–45.

 140 Qazi Q, Liaqat N, Hussain SS, et al. The effectiveness of 
insertion of immediate postpartum intrauterine contraceptive 

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mefs.2010.12.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-020-01409-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2011.07.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2015.02.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-16-00072
http://dx.doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-16-00072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30141442
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.12605
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jgyn.2013.06.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-017-1079-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-014-0636-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-014-0532-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-014-0532-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-014-0640-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-014-0640-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.7860/JCDR/2019/41321.13013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2016/7695847
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2019.12.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.7759/cureus.5646
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01242-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01242-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.4103/2249-4863.201173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12978-017-0304-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01299-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-019-01299-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1742-4755-11-32
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2018.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.5958/0976-5506.2018.00493.X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-014-0550-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-014-0550-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.12603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-015-0714-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-015-0714-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2015.03.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2015.03.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2012.01.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2012.01.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1363/46e1220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1363/46e1220
http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Rosa Bolling K, et al. BMJ Sex Reprod Health 2023;49:e1. doi:10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-20157930 of 30

Review

device (IPP- IUCD) in terms of modes of delivery. J Med Sci 
2020;28:367–71.

 141 Rani M, Kaur P, Kaur K, et al. A study of clinical outcomes 
of postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device. J Fam Welf 
2015;61.

 142 Rwegoshora FJ, Muganyizi PS, Kimario GF, et al. A one- year 
cohort study of complications, continuation, and failure 
rates of postpartum TCu380A in Tanzania. Reprod Health 
2020;17:150.

 143 Shukla M, Qureshi S, Chandrawati. Post- placental 
intrauterine device insertion--a five year experience at 
a tertiary care centre in north India. Indian J Med Res 
2012;136:432–5.

 144 Singal S, Bharti R, Dewan R. Clinical outcome of 
postplacental copper T 380A insertion in women delivering 
by caesarean section. J Clin Diagn Res 2014;8:OC01–4.

 145 Singal S, Sikdar SK, Kaushik S, et al. Understanding factors 
associated with continuation of intrauterine device use in 
Gujarat and Rajasthan, India: a cross- sectional household 
study. Sex Reprod Health Matters 2021;29:1–16.

 146 Singh S, Das V, Agarwal A, et al. A dedicated postpartum 
intrauterine device inserter: pilot experience and proof of 
concept. Glob Health Sci Pract 2016;4:132–40.

 147 Singh R, Yadav P, Sweta S, et al. Clinical outcome of Cu- T 
375 PPIUCD by novel dedicated inserter technique. J Obstet 
Gynaecol India 2021;71:430–6.

 148 Sodje JDK, Enaruna NO, Ehigiegba AE, et al. Feasibility, 
acceptability, and uptake of postpartum intrauterine 
contraceptive devices in southern Nigeria. Int J Gynaecol 
Obstet 2016;135:149–53.

 149 Thapa K, Dhital R, Rajbhandari S, et al. Prevalence of 
postpartum family planning service coverage in selected 
referral facilities of Nepal. J Nepal Med Assoc 2020;58:1–5.

 150 Vishwakarma S, Verma V, Singh M, et al. Experience on 
safety, expulsion, and complication of Intracesarean post- 
partum intrauterine copper device. Cureus 2020;12:e10647.

 151 Wasim T, Shaukat S, Javed L, et al. Outcome of immediate 
postpartum insertion of intrauterine contraceptive device: 
experience at tertiary care hospital. J Pak Med Assoc 
2018;68:519–25.

 152 Weerasekera DS, Senanayeke L, Ratnasiri PU, et al. Four 
years of the FIGO postpartum intrauterine device initiative 
in Sri Lanka: pilot initiative to national policy. Int J Gynaecol 
Obstet 2018;143 Suppl 1:28–32.

 153 Yadav V, Balasubramaniam S, Das S, et al. Comparison of 
outcomes at 6 weeks following postpartum intrauterine 
contraceptive device insertions by doctors and nurses in 
India: a case- control study. Contraception 2016;93:347–55.

 154 Yadav P, Rawat A, Gupta M, et al. PPIUCD as a choice of long 
acting contraceptive device: a seven year experience in Indian 
population. JK Practitioner 2020;25:39–43.

 155 Zaman S, Ismat S, Hayat T, et al. Examine the efficacy and 
safety of immediate postpartum intrauterine contraceptive 

devices in C- section and vaginal deliveries. Pakistan Journal of 
Medical and Health Sciences 2020;14:859–61.

 156 Bryant AG, Kamanga G, Stuart GS, et al. Immediate 
postpartum versus 6- week postpartum intrauterine device 
insertion: a feasibility study of a randomized controlled trial. 
Afr J Reprod Health 2013;17:72–9.

 157 Espey J, Ingabire R, Nyombayire J, et al. Postpartum long- 
acting contraception uptake and service delivery outcomes 
after a multilevel intervention in Kigali, Rwanda. BMJ Sex 
Reprod Health 2021;47:173–8.

 158 Geda YF, Nejaga SM, Belete MA, et al. Immediate 
postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device utilization and 
influencing factors in Addis Ababa public hospitals: a cross- 
sectional study. Contracept Reprod Med 2021;6:4.

 159 Ingabire R, Nyombayire J, Hoagland A, et al. Evaluation 
of a multi- level intervention to improve postpartum 
intrauterine device services in Rwanda. Gates Open Res 
2018;2:38.

 160 Kanakuze CA, Kaye DK, Musabirema P, et al. Factors 
associated with the uptake of immediate postpartum 
intrauterine contraceptive devices (PPIUCD) in Rwanda: 
a mixed methods study. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth 
2020;20:650.

 161 Lester F, Kakaire O, Byamugisha J, et al. Intracesarean 
insertion of the copper T380A versus 6 weeks postcesarean: 
a randomized clinical trial. Contraception 2015;91:198–
203.

 162 Melkie A, Addisu D, Mekie M, et al. Utilization of immediate 
postpartum intrauterine contraceptive device and associated 
factors among mothers who gave birth at selected hospitals in 
West Gojjam zone, Ethiopia, multi- level facility- based study, 
2019. Heliyon 2021;7:e06034.

 163 Muhumuza J, Migisha R, Ngonzi J, et al. Risk factors for 
postpartum intrauterine device expulsion among women 
delivering at a tertiary hospital in Uganda: a prospective 
cohort study. Contracept Reprod Med 2021;6:7.

 164 Omona K, Namuli W. Factors influencing utilization 
of intra- uterine device among postpartum mothers at 
Gombe Hospital, Butambala district, Uganda. Cogent Med 
2020;7:1846264.

 165 Wayessa MB, Abebe TW, Habtewold EM, et al. Focused 
family planning counseling increases immediate postpartum 
intrauterine contraceptive device uptake: a quasi- 
experimental study. Open Access J Contracept 2020;11:91–
102.

 166 Puri MC, Joshi S, Khadka A, et al. Exploring reasons for 
discontinuing use of immediate post- partum intrauterine 
device in Nepal: a qualitative study. Reprod Health 
2020;17:41.

 167 Dasanayake DLW, Patabendige M, Amarasinghe Y. Single 
center experience on implementation of the postpartum 
intrauterine device (PPIUD) in Sri Lanka: a retrospective 
study. BMC Res Notes 2020;13:204.

 on A
pril 10, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jfprhc.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J S
ex R

eprod H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/bm

jsrh-2022-201579 on 9 D
ecem

ber 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.52764/jms.20.28.4.14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12978-020-00999-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23041736
http://dx.doi.org/10.7860/JCDR/2014/10274.4786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/26410397.2021.1933815
http://dx.doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-15-00355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-021-01445-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13224-021-01445-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2016.05.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2016.05.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.31729/jnma.4788
http://dx.doi.org/10.7759/cureus.10647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29808038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.12601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.12601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2015.12.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24069753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjsrh-2020-200741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjsrh-2020-200741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40834-021-00148-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.12688/gatesopenres.12854.2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12884-020-03337-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2014.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40834-021-00153-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/2331205X.2020.1846264
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/OAJC.S246341
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12978-020-0892-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13104-020-05045-x
http://jfprhc.bmj.com/


Supplementary Materials 

Supplemental Table 1. Search Strategy 

Criteria 
Embase 1974 to October 5, 2021 
(via Ovid.com) 

Ovid MEDLINE ALL 1946–
October 5, 2021 (via Ovid.com) 

Ovid EBM Reviews: Cochrane 
Central Register of Controlled 
Trials  

Cochrane Database of 
Systematic Reviews 2005– 
October 5, 2021 (via Ovid.com) 

Population 

exp puerperium/ or puerperium or 
postpartum.ti,ab. or exp postpartum/ 
or postpartum or ((iud or iucd or ius) 
and insertion and (postpartum or 
puerperium)) or (((iud* adj3 
insertion) or (iucd* adj3 insertion)) 
and (postpartum or puerperium)) or 
(((intrauterine device adj3 insertion) 
or (intrauterine contraceptive device 
adj3 insertion)) and (postpartum or 
puerperium)) 

exp puerperium/ or exp 
postpartum period/ or (postpartum 
and period).mp. or postpartum 
period.mp. or postpartum.mp. or 
postpartum.ti,ab. or post 
partum.ti,ab. or (post and 
partum).mp. 

(puerperium or postpartum or 
postpartum).ti,ab,kw. 

Intervention 

exp intrauterine contraceptive 
device/ OR intrauterine 
contraceptive device OR (iud OR 
intrauterine device OR intrauterine 
contraceptive device OR iucd).ti,ab. 

exp Intrauterine Devices/ OR (iud 
OR intrauterine device OR 
intrauterine contraceptive device 
OR iucd).ti,ab. 

(Iud or intrauterine device or 
intrauterine contraceptive device 
or iucd or intrauterine 
devices).ti,ab,kw. 

Limits 

(limit to english language AND limit 
to yr="2020 -Current") NOT 
(conference abstract or editorial or 
letter or note).pt. 

(limit to english language AND 
limit to yr="2020 -Current")  

(limit to english language AND 
limit to yr="2020 -Current")  

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
Supplemental material placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s) BMJ Sex Reprod Health

 doi: 10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579–30.:10 2022;BMJ Sex Reprod Health, et al. Rosa Bolling K



Supplemental Table 2. Publications Included in the Systematic Literature Review (N=133) 

First author, 
publication year 

Study design Setting Country Time period Primary aim 
Age inclusion 
criteria 

Subgroup Total sample size 

Higher-income group: High 

Boydell, 2020 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=2) 

UK (Scotland) 
Jul 2017–Sep 
2018 

Clinical outcomes  Any age Overall 35 

Braniff, 2015 RCT Single center Australia 
Jan 2011–Dec 
2012 

Insertion time Any age 
Insertion time: 
10 min vs 6 wks 

44  

Chen, 2010 RCT Single center US 
May 2007–Oct 
2008 

Insertion time Adult 
Insertion time: 
10 min vs 6–8 
wks 

102  

Cohen, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 
Jan 2010–Dec 
2011 

Effectiveness Adolescent Overall 82  

Cole, 2019 Retrospective Single center US 
Oct 2016–Mar 
2017 

Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 116  

Colwill, 2018 Retrospective Single center US 
Apr 2014–Mar 
2015 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

210  

Cooper, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

UK (Scotland) 
Jan 2017–May 
2019 

Patient satisfaction Any age Overall 379  

Dahlke, 2011 RCT Single center US 
Jan 2009–Dec 
2013 

Insertion time Any age 
Insertion time: 
10 min vs 10 
min–48 h  

30  

Eggebroten, 2017 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 
Oct 2013–Feb 
2016 

Utilization Adult 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

211  

Gallagher, 2019 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=NR) 

UK (Scotland) NR Promotion Adolescent Overall 195  

Goldthwaite, 2017 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

US 
May 204–Aug 
2015 

Insertion technique/provider Any age 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

123  

Gonzalez, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

US 
Dec 2013–Jun 
2017 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 93  

Gurney, 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 
Apr 2015–Feb 
2017 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 200  

Gurney, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 
Jan 2016–Feb 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Adult 
Delivery type: 
Cesarean 

109 

Heller, 2017 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

UK (Scotland) 
Jul 2015–Mar 
2016 

Promotion Any age Overall 877  

Hinz, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 
Aug 2016–Jan 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

114  

Jatlaoui, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 
Mar 2009–Mar 
2011 

Insertion technique/provider Adult Overall 99  

Levi, 2012 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

US 
Oct 2008–Nov 
2009 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 90  

Levi, 2015 RCT Single center US 
Mar 2012–Jun 
2014 

Utilization Adult Overall 112  

Moniz, 2019 Retrospective 
Claims 
database 

US 
Jan 2013–Dec 
2016 

Utilization Any age Overall  396,073  
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(n=3) 

Indonesia 
Apr 2014–Jul 
2014 

Insertion technique/provider Any age 

Insertion 
technique: 
Sutured vs non-
sutured CS 

88  

Çelen, 2011 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Turkey 
Sep 2006–Dec 
2008 

Effectiveness Any age Overall 245  

da Silva, 2020 Cross-sectional Single center Brazil 
Jan 2018–Jun 
2018 

Utilization Any age 
Vulnerable 
women 

184 

da Silva Nobrega, 
2021 

Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Brazil 
Feb 2017–Dec 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 997 

Eser, 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Turkey NR Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 100  

Gunardi, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Indonesia 
Apr 2018–Mar 
2019 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 94 

Hochmuller, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=NR) 

Brazil 
Jun 2018–Sep 
2019 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 124 

Kestler, 2011 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=34) 

Guatemala 
Mar 2006–Dec 
2008 

Utilization Any age 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

218,656  

Laporte, 2020 RCT Single center Brazil 
May 2018–
May 2019 

Clinical outcomes Adult 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

140  

Marangoni, 2021 RCT Single center Brazil 
May 2018–
May 2020 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 140 
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Singata-Madliki RCT 
Multicenter 
(n=2) 

South Africa 
Dec 2012–Mar 
2013 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 123  

Sucak, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Turkey 
Jan 2009–Jun 
2012 

Clinical outcomes Any age 

Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 
(planned vs 
emergency) 

160  

Trigueiro, 2021 Retrospective Single center Brazil 
Aug 2016–Aug 
2017 

Insertion training/technique/
provider 

Any age Overall 828 

Unal 2018 RCT Single center Turkey 
Jun 2016–Jun 
2017 

Insertion technique/provider Any age 

Insertion 
technique: IUD 
inserter vs 
sponge-holding 
forceps 

140  

Zaconeta, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Brazil 
Feb 2012–Jun 
2013 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 100  

Lower-income group: Lower-middle 

Abro 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Pakistan 
Jan 2016–Jan 
2017 

Effectiveness 20–45 Overall 220  

Agarwal, 2017 RCT Single center India 
Jun 2015–Nov 
2015 

Effectiveness Adult 
IUD type: 
Copper vs 
CuT380A 

100  

Agrawal, 2021 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Mar 2019–Nov 
2020 

Promotion Any age Overall NR 

Akram, 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Pakistan 
Jan 2017–Jun 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 100  

Alam, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Pakistan 
Nov 2011–Nov 
2012 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 100  

Bayoumi, 2020 RCT Single center Egypt 
Feb 2016–Dec 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 500 

Bhadra 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
May 2015–Oct 
2017 

Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 19,170  

Bhat 2016 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Jun 2011–May 
2014 

Utilization Any age 

Insertion time: 
10 min vs 10 
min–48 h 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

680  

Bhutta, 2011 Cross-sectional Single center Pakistan 
Nov 2006–Oct 
2007 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
Delivery type: 
CS 

50  

Blumenthal 2018 RCT 
Multicenter 
(n=5) 

India 
Sep 2015–Jul 
2016 

Insertion technique/provider Any age 

Insertion 
technique: 
PPIUD inserter 
vs  Kelly’s 
forceps 

480  

Blumenthal, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Zambia 
Jul 2010–Nov 
2010 

Patient satisfaction Any age 
Insertion time: 
15 min vs 15 
min–48 h 

305  

Butt, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Pakistan 
Sep 2016–Sep 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 324 

Chakheni, 2017 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Jan 2013–Dec 
2014 

Insertion technique/provider Any age 

Insertion 
technique: 
Kelly's forceps 
vs manually 

100  
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Dasanayake, 2020 Retrospective Single center Sri Lanka 
Jan 2014–Dec 
2019 

Promotion Any age Overall 14,051  

Dewan, 2019 Retrospective Single center India 
Jan 2010–Dec 
2017 

Utilization Any age 
Insertion time: 
10 min–48 h vs 
6 wks  

208,210  

Dewan, 2017 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Jan 2013–Feb 
2013 

Clinical outcomes Adult 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

348 

Dias, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Sri Lanka 
Dec 2012–Apr 
2013 

Insertion technique/provider Any age 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

91  

Divakar, 2019 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=6) 

India 
Mar 2015–Mar 
2017 

Promotion Any age Overall 66,508  

El Beltagy, 2011 RCT Single center Egypt NR Clinical outcomes Any age 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

300  

Elsedeek, 2012 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=3) 

Egypt 
Jan 2007–Jan 
2009 

Clinical outcomes 30–40 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

140  

Elsedeek, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Egypt 
Mar 2006–Dec 
2011 

Promotion Any age 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

143  

Elshamy, 2021 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Egypt 
Jan 2018–Dec 
2019 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
IUD type: 
Hormonal vs 
copper 

1,100 

Eluwa 2016 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=11) 

Nigeria 
May 2014–Feb 
2015 

Utilization Any age 

Insertion 
technique: 
Kelly's forceps 
vs manually 

728  

Fatema, 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Bangladesh 
Jan 2013–Jun 
2013 

Utilization Any age Overall 370  

Fatima 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Bangladesh 
Feb 2017–Dec 
2017 

Insertion technique/provider Any age 

Insertion 
technique: Pre 
vs post-
insertion 
training 

16,359  

Ghafoor, 2020 Cross-sectional Single center Pakistan 
Jan 2019–Dec 
2019 

Overall Adult Overall 108 

Gueye, 2013 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Senegal 
Feb 15–Nov 
15, 2012 

Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 59  

Gupta, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
Sep 2011–Feb 
2013 

Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 100  

Gupta, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
May 2013–Apr 
2014 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 150 

Gupta, 2018 Retrospective Single center India 
Jul 2013–Jul 
2014 

Clinical outcomes Any age 

Insertion time: 
10 min vs 10 
min–48 h 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

1,416  

Habib, 2020 Retrospective Single center Pakistan 
Sep 2019–Jul 
2020 

Clinical outcomes Adult VD vs CS 120 

Halder 2016 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Apr 2012–Mar 
2013 

Utilization Any age 
Insertion time: 
10 min vs 10 
min–48 h 

200 
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Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

Harani, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
Sep 2017–Dec 
2017 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

254  

Hooda, 2016 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India NR Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 593  

Huber-Krum, 2020 

RCT 

Note: Hospitals 
were randomized 
to initiate PPIUD 
counseling 
intervention after 
3 months of 
baseline data 
collection or after 
9 months of 
baseline data 
collection 

Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Nepal 

May 2016–Apr 
2018 and Mar 
2017–Dec 
2018 

Promotion Any age Overall 69,210 

Ifitikhar, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Pakistan 
Mar 2016–Feb 
2019 

Patient satisfaction Any age Overall 372  

Jairaj, 2016 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Jan 2015–Mar 
2015 

Utilization Any age Overall 370  

Jakhar, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
Jan 2013–May 
2014 

Effectiveness Adult Overall 200  

Kant, 2016 Retrospective 
Multicenter 
(n=2) 

India 
May 2014–Dec 
2014 

Utilization Any age Overall 611  

Karra, 2017 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=NR) 

Sri Lanka 
Jan 2015–May 
2015 

Promotion Any age Overall 13,731  

Khan, 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Pakistan 
Apr 2017–Jun 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

500  

Khan, 2020 RCT Single center Pakistan 
Jun 2019–Feb 
2020 

Clinical outcomes Adult 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

152 

Khurshid, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
Mar 2015–Nov 
2016 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
Insertion time: 
10 min–48 h vs 
6 wks  

511  

Kumar, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=16) 

India 
Jan 2011–Dec 
2012 

Patient satisfaction Any age Overall 2,733  

Kumar, 2019 Retrospective 
Multicenter 
(n=12) 

India 
Nov 2015–Dec 
2015 

Promotion Any age 

Insertion time: 
10 min vs 10 
min–48 h 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

844  

Lerma, 2020 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=5) 

India 
May 2015–Jul 
2016 

Insertion time Any age 
Insertion time: 
10 min vs 10 
min–48 h 

560  

Makins 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=48) 

Sri Lanka, 
India, Nepal, 
Bangladesh, 
Tanzania, 
Kenya 

May 2014–Sep 
2017 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 725,647  

Mani, 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India NR Utilization Any age 
Insertion time: 
10 min vs 10 
min–48 h 

200  
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Mishra, 2014 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Jan 2012–Jun 
2013 

Utilization Adult Overall 564  

Mishra, 2017 Retrospective Single center India 
Jan 2010–Dec 
2012 

Clinical outcomes Any age 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

736  

Muganyizi, 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Tanzania 
Dec 2016–Oct 
2017 

Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 40,470  

Ndegwa, 2014 RCT Single center Kenya NR Promotion Any age Overall 127  

N'Guessan, 2020 Retrospective Single center Ivory Coast 
Jan 2016–Mar 
2017 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall  128  

Nigam 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Jan 2013–Dec 
2013 

Promotion Any age Overall 550  

Nisar, 2020 Retrospective Single center Pakistan 
Aug 2014–Jul 
2016 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 8,003 

Pradhan, 2019 RCT 
Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Nepal 
Sep 2015–Mar 
2017 

Promotion Any age Overall 15,607  

Prager, 2012 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Zambia 
Feb 2009–Feb 
2009 

Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 38  

Puri, 2020 RCT 
Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Nepal 
Sep 2015–Mar 
2017 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 75,571 

Qazi, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Pakistan 
Oct 2018–Sep 
2019 

Clinical outcomes Adult Overall 6,283 

Rani, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India NR Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 99 

Rwegoshora, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Tanzania 
Dec 2017–Apr 
2018 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 20,276 

Shukla, 2012 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
Jan 1995–Dec 
2000 

Effectiveness Any age Overall 1,317  

Singal, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
Jul 2012–Dec 
2012 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 300  

Singal, 2021 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=20) 

India 
Feb–Mar and 
Nov–Dec 2019 

Utilization Any age Overall 4,012 

Singh 2016 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

India 
Mar 2015–Jul 
2015 

Insertion technique/provider Any age Overall 80  

Singh, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 
Oct 2018–Mar 
2019 

Insertion training/technique/
provider 

Any age Overall 593 

Sodje, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Multicenter 
(n=8) 

Nigeria 
Jun 2014–May 
2015 

Utilization Any age Overall 374  

Thapa, 2020 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=7) 

Nepal 
Oct 2018–Mar 
2019 

Utilization Any age Overall 29,072 

Vishwakarma, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 
Nov 2016–Oct 
2019 

Clinical outcomes Adults Overall 1,029 

Wasim, 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Pakistan 
Aug 2015–Jan 
2017 

Effectiveness Any age 
Delivery type: 
VD vs CS 

3,012  

Weerasekera 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=NR) 

Sri Lanka   
May 2014–Sep 
2017 

Promotion Any age Overall 184,433  

Yadav, 2016 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=137) 

India 
Jan 2013–Dec 
2013 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 28,688  

Yadav, 2020 Retrospective Single center India 
Jan 2013–Oct 
2019 

Promotion Any age Overall 20,418 
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Zaman, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Pakistan 
Jan 2015–Dec 
2015 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 140 

Lower-income group:  Lower-middle and high 

Ragab, 2015 RCT 
Multicenter 
(n=3) 

Egypt and 
Saudi Arabia 

Jan 2013–Jun 
2014 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 120  

Lower-income group: Lower-middle and low 

Pfitzer, 2015 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=NR) 

India, Pakistan, 
Philippines, 
Rwanda, 
Guinea, 
Ethiopia 

Feb 2010–Jul 
2013 

Promotion Any age Overall 1,873,370  

Pleah 2016 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=5) 

Benin, Ivory 
Coast, Niger, 
Senegal, Togo 
(West and 
Central Africa) 

Jan 2014–Dec 
2015 

Promotion Any age Overall 15,394  

Lower-income group:  Low 

Bryant, 2013 RCT Single center Malawi 
Oct 2010–Feb 
2011 

Utilization Adult 
Insertion time: 
10 min–48 h vs 
6 wks  

49  

Espey, 2021 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Rwanda 
Aug 2017–Oct 
2018 

Promotion Any age Overall 12,068 

Geda, 2021 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=13) 

Ethiopia Aug–Sep 2019 Utilization Any age Overall 286 

Ingabire, 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

Rwanda 
Aug 2017–Jul 
2018 

Promotion Any age Overall 9,020  

Kanakuze, 2020 Cross-sectional Single center Rwanda 
Jan 2019–Feb 
2019 

Utilization Any age Overall 383 

Lester, 2015 RCT Single center Uganda 
Feb 2011–Dec 
2011 

Insertion time Adult 
Insertion time: 
10 min vs 6 wks 

68  

Melkie, 2021 Cross-sectional 
Multicenter 
(n=4) 

Ethiopia Jan–Mar 2019 Utilization Any age Overall 423 

Ngonzi, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Uganda 
Sep 2014–Jan 
2015 

Clinical outcomes Any age Overall 167 

Omona, 2020 Retrospective Single center Uganda 
Jul 2018–Aug 
2018 

Utilization Any age Overall 202 

Wayessa, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=NR) 

Ethiopia 
Apr 2017–May 
2017 

Promotion Any age Overall 

471 (intervention) 

237 
(nonintervention) 

Key: CS – Cesarean section; HCUP – Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project; NR – not reported; PPIUD – postpartum intrauterine device; RCT – randomized controlled trial; UK – 
United Kingdom; US – United States; VD – vaginal delivery; wks – weeks. 
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Supplement Table 3a. Newcastle-Otawa Scale (NOS) for quality of prospective observational studies  
Wells GA, Shea B, O’Connell D, et al. The Newcastle-Ottawa (NOS) for assessing the quality of nonrandomized studies in meta-
analyses. http://www.ohri.ca/promas/clinical_epidemiology/oxford.asp 
 

First Author, year 

Selection Comparability Outcome Overall quality 

Representativeness of 
the exposed cohort 

Selection 
of the 
non- 
exposed 
cohort 

Ascertainment 
of exposure 

Demonstration 
that outcome of 
interest was not 
present at start 
of study 

Comparability of 
cohorts on the 
basis of the 
design or 
analysis 

Assessment 
of outcome  

Was 
follow-up 
long 
enough for 
outcomes 
to occur? 

Adequacy 
of follow 
up of 
cohorts 

Score: 
number 
of * or 
NA of 8 
(%) 

Good: 
70%-
100% 
Fair: 
50%-
69% 
Low: 
<50% 

Alam, 2014                 88% Good 

Ariadi, 2017                 100% Good 

Bhadra, 2018                 75% Good 

Blumenthal, 2016                 75% Good 

Butt, 2020                 63% Fair 

Cohen, 2016                 100% Good 

Dias, 2015                 100% Good 

Eggebroten, 2017                 88% Good 

Goldthwaite, 2017                 88% Good 

Gonzalez, 2020                 75% Fair 

Gunardi, 2021                 75% Good 

Gupta, 2014                 100% Good 

Gurney, 2018                 100% Good 

Gurney, 2020                 75% Good 

Harani 2019                 100% Good 

Hinz, 2019                 88% Good 

Hochmuller, 2020                 88% Good 

Iftikhar, 2019                 88% Good 

Jakhar 2019                 75% Good 

Jatlaoui, 2014                 88% Good 

Kestler, 2011                 75% Good 

Khurshid 2020                 75% Good 

Kumar, 2014                 75% Good 

Levi, 2012                 75% Good 

Mani, 2018                 88% Good 

Muganyizi, 2018                 88% Good 

Ngonzi, 2021                 75% Good 

Qazi, 2020                 88% Good 

Shukla, 2012                 88% Good 

Singal, 2014                 88% Good 

Singh, 2021                 75% Good 

Sodje, 2016                 100% Good 

Wallace Huff, 2021                 75% Good 

Woo, 2015                 75% Good 

Zaconeta 2019                 100% Good 
           

 
 

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
Supplemental material placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s) BMJ Sex Reprod Health

 doi: 10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579–30.:10 2022;BMJ Sex Reprod Health, et al. Rosa Bolling K



 
Key: NOS QA criteria table  

  Meets good quality criteria 

  Criteria not applicable (NA) 

  Does not meet good quality criteria 
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Supplement Table 3b. Motheral (ISPOR) tool for Retrospective studies  
Motheral B, Brooks J, Clark MA, et al. A checklist for retrospective database studies--report of the ISPOR Task Force on 
Retrospective Databases. Value Health. 2003;6(2):90-97. 

First Author, 
year 

Data Sources Methods: Research Design Methods: Study Population and Variable Definitions 

Relevan
ce 

Reliabili
ty and 
Validity 

Linkage
s 

Eligibilit
y 

Data 
analysi
s plan 

Design 
selectio

n 

Researc
h design 
limitatio

ns 

Treatme
nt effect 

Sample 
selectio

n 

Eligibilit
y 

Censorin
g 

Operation
al 

definitions 

Definitio
n 

validity 

Timing 
of 

outcom
e 

Event 
captur

e 

Diseas
e 

history 

Resourc
e 

valuatio
n 

Allison 2021                                   

Cole, 2019                                   

Cowill, 2018                                   

Dasanayake 
2020 

                                  

Dewan 2019                                   

Gupta 2018                                   

Habib, 2020                                   

Kant 2016                                   

Kumar 2019                                   

Mishra 2017                                   

Moniz, 2019                                   

N'Guessan 
2020 

                                  

Nisar, 2020                                   

Omona, 2020                                   

Sinkey, 2021                                   

Trigueiro, 2021                                   

Whiteman, 
2012 

                                  

Wu, 2020                                   

Yadav, 2020                                   

 
Key  

  Meets good quality criteria 

  Criteria not applicable 

  Does not meet good quality criteria 
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Table 3b. Motheral (ISPOR) tool for Retrospective studies, continued 

First Author, 
year 

Statistics Discussion/Conclusions Overal Quality 

Control 
variables 

Statistical 
model 

Influential 
cases 

Relevant 
variables 

Testing 
statistical 

assumptions 

Multiple 
tests 

Model 
prediction 

Theoretical 
Basis 

Practical 
versus 

Statistical 
Significance 

Generalizability 
Score: Yes + 
Not applicable 
(%) 

Good: 70%-
100% 
Fair: 50%-69% 
Low: <50% 

Allison 2021                     85% Good  

Cole, 2019                     48% Low 

Cowill, 2018                     59% Fair 

Dasanayake 2020                     74% Good  

Dewan 2019                     74% Good  

Gupta 2018                     81% Good  

Habib, 2020                     67% Fair 

Kant 2016                     70% Good  

Kumar 2019                     78% Good  

Mishra 2017                     67% Fair 

Moniz, 2019                     93% Good  

N'Guessan 2020                     74% Good  

Nisar, 2020                     74% Good  

Omona, 2020                     78% Good  

Sinkey, 2021                     85% Good  

Trigueiro, 2021                     81% Good  

Whiteman, 2012                     78% Good  

Wu, 2020                     81% Good  

Yadav, 2020                     78% Good  

 

Key  

  Meets good quality criteria 

  Criteria not applicable 

  Does not meet good quality criteria 
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Table 3c. JBI Critical appraisal tool for Cross-sectional studies  
Moola S, Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromataris E, Sears K, Sfetcu R, Currie M, Qureshi R, Mattis P, Lisy K, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Systematic reviews of 

etiology and risk . In: Aromataris E, Munn Z (Editors). JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis. JBI, 2020. Available from 

https://synthesismanual.jbi.global 
 

First Author, year 

Checklist Overall Quality 

1. Inclusion 
criteria 

2. Subjects’ 
description 

3. Exposure 
measurement 

4. Criteria used 
for 

measurement 

5. Confounding 
factors 

identification 

6. Strategies 
for confounding 

factors 

7. Outcomes’ 
measurement  

8. 
Statistical 
analysis 

Score: Yes + 
Not 
applicable 
(%) 

Good: 70%-
100% 
Fair: 50%-69% 
Low: <50% 

Bhutta 2011                 100% Good  

Boydell, 2020                 63% Fair 

da Silva, 2020                 63% Fair 

Eluwa 2016                 100% Good  

Gallagher 2019                 50% Fair 

Geda, 2021                 63% Fair 

Ghafoor, 2020                 63% Fair 

Kanakuze, 2020                 63% Fair 

Karra 2017                 88% Good  

Lerma 2020                 100% Good  

Melkie, 2021                 50% Fair 

Pfitzer 2015 
                13% Low 

Pleah 2016 
                13% Low 

Singal, 2021                 63% Fair 

Smith, 2021                 63% Fair 

Thapa, 2020                 63% Fair 

Yadav 2016 
                100% Good  

Key  

  Meets good quality criteria 

  Criteria not applicable 

  Does not meet good quality criteria 

 
 
 

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
Supplemental material placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s) BMJ Sex Reprod Health

 doi: 10.1136/bmjsrh-2022-201579–30.:10 2022;BMJ Sex Reprod Health, et al. Rosa Bolling K



Table 3d. JBI Critical appraisal tool - Non-randomized interventional  
Tufanaru C, Munn Z, Aromataris E, Campbell J, Hopp L. Chapter 3: Systematic reviews of effectiveness. In: Aromataris E, Munn Z 
(Editors). JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis. JBI, 2020. Available from https://synthesismanual.jbi.global 

First Author, year 

Checklist Overall Quality 

1. Cause 
and effect 
definition 

2. Participants 
matched  

3.  Similar 
intervention 

4. 
Control 
group 

5. Measurements 
pre and post 
intervention 

6. Study 
follow-

up 

7. Outcomes’ 
report 

8. Outcomes’ 
measurement 

9. Statistical 
analysis 

Score: Yes + 
Not 

applicable 
(%) 

Good: 
70%-
100% 
Fair: 
50%-
69% 
Low: 
<50% 

Abro, 2018                   89% Good  

Agrawal, 2021                   78% Good  

Akram, 2018                   78% Good  

Bhat, 2016                   78% Good  

Çelen, 2011                   89% Good  

Chakheni, 2017                   89% Good  

Cooper, 2020                   78% Good  

da Silva Nobrega, 2021                   100% Good  

Dewan, 2017                   100% Good  

Divakar, 2019                   78% Good  

Elsedeek, 2012                   100% Good  

Elsedeek, 2015                   89% Good  

Elshamy, 2021                   100% Good  

Eser, 2018                   89% Good  

Espey, 2021                   56% Fair 

Fatema, 2018                   78% Good  

Fatima, 2018                   89% Good  

Glasier, 2020                   100% Good  

Gueye, 2013                   78% Good  

Gupta, 2015                   78% Good  

Halder, 2016                   89% Good  

Heller, 2017                   78% Good  

Hooda, 2016                   78% Good  

Ingabire, 2018                   67% Fair 

Jairaj, 2016                   78% Good  

Khan, 2018                   89% Good  

Makins, 2018                   67% Fair 

Mishra, 2014                   78% Good  

Nigam, 2018                   89% Good  

Prager, 2012                   89% Good  
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Rani, 2015                   100% Good  

Rwegoshora, 2020                   78% Good  

Singh, 2016                   89% Good  

Sucak, 2015                   78% Good  

Vishwakarma, 2020                   89% Good  

Wasim, 2018                   89% Good  

Wayessa, 2020                   100% Good  

Weerasekera, 2018                   78% Good 

Zaman, 2020                   100% Good  

 
Key  

  Meets good quality criteria 

  Criteria not applicable 

  Does not meet good quality criteria 
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Table 3e. Cochrane’s tool for Randomized controlled trials 

Higgins, J.P.T., et al., The Cochrane Collaboration’s tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised trials. BMJ, 2011. 343: p. d5928. 

First Author, year 

Selection bias Reporting bias Other bias Performance bias Detection bias Attrition bias Overall Risk of bias 

Random sequence 
generation 

Allocation 
concealment 

Selective reporting 
Other sources of 

bias 

Blinding 
(participants and 

personnel) 

Blinding (outcome 
assessment) 

Incomplete 
outcome data 

Low risk of 
bias (%) 

Low: 70%-
100% 

Medium: 50-
69% 

High: <50% 

Agarwal 2017               57% Medium 

Bayoumi, 2020               57% Medium 

Blumenthal 2018               57% Medium 

Braniff 2015               57% Medium 

Bryant 2013               57% Medium 

Chen, 2010               71% Low 

Dahlke,2011               43% High 

El Beltagy 2011               29% High 

Huber-Krum, 2020               57% Medium 

Khan, 2020               43% High 

Laporte 2020               57% Medium 

Lester 2015               43% High 

Levi, 2015               43% High 

Ndegwa 2014               29% High 

Pradhan 2019               14% High 

Puri, 2020               57% Medium 

Ragab 2015               29% High 

Singata-Madliki 2016               57% Medium 

Soon, 2018               29% High 

Stuart, 2015               43% High 

Turok, 2017               43% High 

Unal 2018               57% Medium 

Whitaker, 2014               71% Low  

Key  

  Low risk of bias 

  Unclear risk of bias 

  High risk of bias 
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Supplemental Table 4. Pregnancies 

First author, 
publication year 

Study design 
Data source 
standard 

Country 
Years of 
data 
collection 

Sample 
size 

IUD type  
Delivery 
type 

Pregnancies 

Gurney, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 2016–2018 109 Copper Cesarean 6 months: 0 

Wu, 2020 Retrospective Single center US 2015–2016 595 Both Both 18 months: 7.4% (44/595) 

Gunardi, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Indonesia 2018–2019 94 Copper Both 6 months: 0% 

Cooper, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=2) 

UK 
(Scotland) 

2017–2019 379 Both Vaginal 

12 months: 8 (2.1%) 

6 occurred in women who either did not 
attend initial follow-up (n=2) or declined 
re-insertion (or alternative method) 
following confirmed expulsion (n=4) 

One was a planned pregnancy after 
device removal at 10 months postpartum 

Another pregnancy followed device 
removal for colposcopy at 8 months 
postpartum 

Cohen, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 2010–2011 82 Both Both 

12 months: 5/67 patients (7.6%) 

0/5 due to IUD failure (all were after 
discontinuation) 

Çelen, 2011 Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Turkey 2006–2008 245 Copper Cesarean 12 months: 1 (0.4%) 

Sucak, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Turkey 2009–2012 160 Copper Both 12 months: 0% 

Gurney, 2018 Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 2015–2017 200 Copper Vaginal 6 months: 2/162 patients (1.2%; 95% CI: 
0%–4.4%) 

Woo, 2015 Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 2011–2012 133 NR NR 6 months: 0/43 patients (0.0%) 

Jatlaoui, 2014 Prospective 
observational 

Single center US 2009–2011 99 Both Vaginal 6 months: 0/99 (0%) 

Chen, 2010 RCT Single center US 2007–2008 51 Hormonal Vaginal 6 months: 0 (0%) 

Stuart, 2015 RCT Single center US 2012–2013 17 Hormonal Vaginal 6 months: 0 (0%) 

Levi, 2015 RCT Single center US 2012–2014 112 Both Cesarean 6 months: 0 (0%) 

Eser 2018 Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center
  

Turkey  NR 100 Copper Cesarean 2–3 months: 0% (0%) 

Unal RCT Single center Turkey 2016–2017 140 Copper 
(IUD 
inserter) 

Cesarean Median 96 days: 0/69 (0%) 
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Totals     2,516   60 

Bayoumi, 2020 RCT Single center Egypt 2016–2018 500 Copper Cesarean 12 months: 22/500 (4.4%) 

Butt, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Pakistan 2016–2018 324 Copper Both 12 months: 0% 

Gupta, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 2013–2014 150 Copper Both 6 months: 0 

Habib, 2020 Retrospective Single center Pakistan 2019–2020 120 Copper Vaginal 6 months: 0 

Khan, 2020 RCT Single center Pakistan 2019–2020 152 Copper Vaginal 3 months: 3/152 (1.97%) 

Qazi, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center Pakistan 2018–2019 200 Copper Both 3 months: 0 

Rani, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India NR 99 Copper Vaginal 6 months: 0 

Rwegoshora, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Multicenter 
(n=6) 

Tanzania 2017–2018  511 Copper Both 12 months: 1/511 (0.2%) 

Yadav, 2020 Retrospective Single center India 2013–2019 3,753 Copper Both 3 months: 0 

Zaman, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Pakistan 2015–2015 122 Copper NR 6 months: 0 

Halder 2016 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center India 2012–2013 190 Copper Both 18 months: 0 

Khurshid, 2020  Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 2015–2016 238 Copper Vaginal 12 months: 1/139 (0.7%) 

Dasanayake, 2020 Retrospective Single center Sri Lanka 2014–2019 119  NR Both 12 months: 0 

Singal, 2014 Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 2012–2012 300 Copper Cesarean 12 months: 2/300 (0.6%) 

Ragab, 2015 RCT 
Multicenter 
(n=3) 

Egypt and 
Saudi 
Arabia 

2013–2014 120 Copper Cesarean 12 months: 2/120 (1.7) 

Mani, 2018 Prospective 
observational 

Single center India NR 200 Copper Both 6 months: 1 in 10 min group (1%) 

Gupta, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 2011–2013 100 Copper Both 6 months: 0 

Mishra, 2014 
Non-randomized 
intervention  

Single center India 2012–2013 564 Copper Both 6 months: 0 

Wasim, 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

Single center Pakistan 2015–2017 1250 Copper Both 6 months: 0 

Jakhar, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 2013–2014 200 Copper Cesarean 6 months: 0 

Harani, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Single center India 2017 254 Copper Both 3 months: 0 
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Mishra, 2017 Retrospective Single center India 2010–2012 209 Copper Both 3 months: 4/209 (1.91%) 

Totals     9,675   36 

Key: CI – confidence interval; IUD – intrauterine device; NR – not reported; RCT – randomized controlled trial; UK – United Kingdom; US – United States. 

 

Supplemental Table 5. PPIUD expulsions reported in studies from higher-income countries 

First author, 
publication 

year 
Study design Sample size IUD type  

Delivery type 
(vaginal; 
cesarean) 

Immediate (%) 3 months (%) 6 months (%) 12 months (%) 

Ariadi, 2017 
Prospective 
observational 

44 NR 

Cesarean 

Insertion 
technique: Non-
sutured CS 

NR 
At 3 months: 5/44 
(11.4%) 

NR NR 

Ariadi, 2017 
Prospective 
observational 

44 NR 

Cesarean 

Insertion 
technique: 
Sutured CS 

NR 0 NR NR 

Boydell, 2020 Cross-sectional 35 Both Both NR 

4-6 weeks 

Partial/complete 
expulsion: 4/35 
(11.4%) 

NR NR 

Braniff, 2015 RCT 25 Hormonal Cesarean NR NR At 6 months: 0% NR 

Çelen, 2011 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

245 Copper Cesarean 2 days: 1.2% 6 weeks: 5.3% At 6 months: 10.6% At 12 months: 17.6% 

Chen, 2010 RCT 51  Hormonal Vaginal NR 
At 6–8 weeks: 9/50 
(18%) 

Between 6 and 8 weeks 
and 6 months: 6% 

Up to 6 months: 12/50 
(24%); complete: 9/50 
(18%); partial: 3/50 (6%) 

NR 

Cohen, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

82  Both Both NR 

16/69 patients with 
follow-up (23%) 

All occurred within 12 
weeks of placement 

0 between 3 mos. and 6 
mos. 

1/67 between 6 and 
12 months; patients 
with 12-month follow-
up (1.5%) 

Cole, 2019 Retrospective 116  Hormonal Both NR 
13/87 (14.9%) 
(expulsions occurred 
within the first 30 days) 

Between 30 days and 6 
months: 3/87=3.4% 

NR 

Colwill, 2018 Retrospective 210  Copper Both 

Complete 
expulsion on 
PPD day 0: 
3/169 (1.8%) 

Overall: 5.9% 

Complete expulsion: 
8/169 (4.7%); partial 
expulsion: 2/169 
(1.2%) (expulsions 

NR NR 
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occurred within the 
first 6 weeks) 

Cooper, 2020 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

379  Both Vaginal NR 

At 6 weeks 

Complete device 
expulsion: 29.8%; 
partial expulsion; 
and/or 
placement concern: 
31.1%  

NR NR 

Dahlke, 2011 RCT 15  Hormonal Vaginal NR NR 4/15 (27%) NR 

Dahlke, 2011 RCT 15  Hormonal Vaginal NR NR 4/15 (27%) NR 

da Silva 
Nobrega, 2021 

Non-randomized 
intervention 

997 Copper Both NR 

45–60 days 

Complete: 6/574 
(0.6%) 

Partial: 20/574 (3.5%) 

Total: 4.5% 

Cumulative up to 9 
months: 61/729 (8.9%) 

6–9 months 

Complete: 0/371 (0%) 

Partial: 1/371 (0.3%) 

NR 

Eser 2018 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

                          
100  

Copper Cesarean NR 
During the first month: 
1/100 (1%) 

NR NR 

Eggebroten, 
2017 

Prospective 
observational 

88  Copper Both NR NR 4% NR 

Eggebroten, 
2017 

Prospective 
observational 

      123  Hormonal Both NR NR 

LNG IUD: 17% 
Compared to Copper 
IUD: 
Adjusted HR: 5.8; 95% 
CI: 1.3–26.4 

NR 

Goldthwaite, 
2017 

Prospective 
observational 

        55  Copper Vaginal NR 

Total expulsions: 8/41 
(19.5%) 
Complete expulsion: 
4/41 (9.8%) 
Partial expulsion: 4/41 
(9.8%) 

NR NR 

Goldthwaite, 
2017 

Prospective 
observational 

68  Hormonal Vaginal NR 

Total expulsions: 
21/55 (38.2%) 
OR: 2.55; 95% CI: 
0.99–6.55; P=0.05 
(compared to Copper 
IUD) 

Complete expulsion: 
15/55 (27.3%); OR: 
3.47; 95% CI: 1.06–
11.40; P=0.03 
(compared to Copper 
IUD) 

Partial expulsion: 6/55 
(10.9%); OR: 1.13; 

NR NR 
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95% CI: 0.03–4.31; 
P=0.86 (compared to 
Copper IUD) 

Of the 29 total 
expulsions 
(independent of IUD 
type), 25 (86%) 
occurred ≤6 weeks 
postpartum 

Gonzalez, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

93  Both Cesarean NR 

Total: 8.7% 

6/93 (6.5%) partially 
expelled by 3 months 

Complete expulsion by 
3 months: 2/93 (2.2%) 

Partial/complete 
expulsion between 3 
and 6 months: 0 

Partial/complete 
expulsion between 6 
and 12 months: 0 

Gunardi, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

94 Copper Both NR 

At 6 weeks: 2/94 
(2.1%) 

At 3 months: 3/87 
(3.5%) 

0/70 (0%) NR 

Gurney, 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

200  Copper Vaginal NR 

Total: 16% 

9/149 patients who 
completed 6-week visit 
(6.0%) including a 
string check/pelvic 
exam had complete 
expulsion 

15/149 patients who 
completed 6-week visit 
(10.1%) including a 
string check/pelvic 
exam had partial 
expulsion 

Between 6 weeks–6 
months: 15/162: 9.3% 

13/162 patients who 
completed 6-month visit 
(8.0%) had complete 
expulsion 

26/162 patients who 
completed 6-month visit 
(16.0%) had partial 
expulsion 

NR 

Gurney, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

109 Copper Cesarean NR 
At 6 weeks 

Partial: 2/88 (2.3%) 

Complete: 2/69 (2.9%) 

Partial: 3/69 (4.4%) 
NR 

Heller, 2017 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

877  Both Cesarean NR 
At 6 weeks: 7/114 
(6.14%) 

At 14 weeks: 1/114 
(0.88%) 

At 28 weeks: 1/114 
(0.88%) 

Hinz, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

39  Both Both NR NR 

8/39 (20.5%) 

By 6 mos, exact timing 
NR 

NR 

Hinz, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

114  Both Both NR NR 

28/114 (24.5%) 

By 6 mos, exact timing 
NR 

NR 

Hinz, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

75  Both Both NR NR 

20/75 (26.7%) 

By 6 mos, exact timing 
NR 

NR 
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Hochmuller, 
2020 

Prospective 
observational 

124 Copper Both NR 
At 4 weeks: 33/124 
(26.6%) 

NR NR 

Jatlaoui, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

 99  Both Vaginal NR NR 

17/88 (19.3%) (10 
complete, 7 partial) 

By 6 mos, exact timing 
NR 

NR 

Laporte, 2020 RCT 70 
IUD type: 
Copper 

Both NR 

Total and partial 
expulsions 

Cumulative by 90 
days 

Vaginal delivery: 18/39 
(46.2%)  

Cesarean delivery: 
4/31 (12.9%)  

42 days 

Vaginal delivery: 17/39 
(43.2%)  

Cesarean delivery: 
4/31 (12.9%)  

42–90 days 

Vaginal delivery: 1/39 
(2.6%)  

Cesarean delivery: 
0/31 (0%) 

NR NR 

Laporte, 2020 RCT 70 
IUD type: 
Hormonal 

Both NR 

Total and partial 
expulsions 

Cumulative by 90 
days 

Vaginal delivery: 8/35 
(22.6%)  

Cesarean delivery: 
4/35 (11.4%) 

42 days 

Vaginal delivery: 8/35 
(22.6%)  

Cesarean delivery: 
4/35 (11.4%) 

42–90 days 

Vaginal delivery: 0/35 
(0%)  

Cesarean delivery: 
0/35 (0%) 

NR NR 

Levi, 2012 
Prospective 
observational 

90  Copper Cesarean NR 0/43 (0%) at 6 weeks 0/42 (0%) NR 
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Levi, 2015 RCT 112  Both Cesarean NR 

4/53 (8%), all within 
the first 3 weeks 
postpartum; excluding 
loss to follow-up: 4/48 
(8%) 

NR NR 

Marangoni, 
2021 

RCT 140 Both Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 33/140 
(23.6%) 

NR 

Cumulative: 38/140 
(27.1%) 

3 months–1 year: 
4/140 (2.9%) 

Sinkey, 2021 Retrospective 159 NR NR NR At 2 months: 1/9 (11%) NR NR 

Soon, 2018 RCT 6  Hormonal Vaginal NR 1/6 (17%) NR NR 

Stuart, 2015 RCT 17  Hormonal Vaginal NR 
7/17 (41%) (within 4 
weeks) 

NR NR 

Sucak, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

               47  Copper 
Delivery type: 
Cesarean 
(emergency) 

NR 

Cumulative rate of IUD 
expulsion 
2 days: 2.1% 
6 weeks: 6.7% 

At 6 months 
Cumulative rate of IUD 
expulsion: 8.9% 

Expulsion rate: 8.9%  
Complete expulsion: 
6.7% 
Partial expulsion: 
2.2% 

Sucak, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

                          
62  

Copper 
Delivery type: 
vaginal 

NR 

Cumulative rate of IUD 
expulsion 
2 days: 1.6% 
6 weeks: 9.7% 

At 6 months 
Cumulative rate of IUD 
expulsion: 11.3% 

Expulsion rate: 11.3%  
Complete expulsion: 
4.8% 
Partial expulsion: 
6.5% 

Sucak, 2015 
Non-randomized 
intervention 

                          
51 

Copper 
Delivery type: 
Planned 
cesarean 

NR 

Cumulative rate of IUD 
expulsion 

2 days: 0% 

6 weeks: 4.3% 

At 6 months 
Cumulative rate of IUD 
expulsion: 6.5% 

Cumulative rate of 
IUD expulsion: 
Expulsion rate: 8.7% 
Complete expulsion: 
4.3% 
Partial expulsion: 
4.3% 

Trigueiro, 2021 Retrospective 828 Copper NR NR NR NR 
Up to 1 year: 26/247 
(10.7%) 

Turok, 2017 RCT 319  Hormonal Both NR 

24/125 (19%) (IUD 
retention was 
confirmed at 2–4 
weeks) 

NR NR 

Unal 2018 RCT 70 Copper 

Cesarean 
(insertion 
technique: 
GyneFix) 

NR NR 
Median 96 days: 1/69 
(1.4%)  

NR 

Unal 2018 RCT 70 Copper 

Cesarean 
(insertion 
technique: 
sponge forceps) 

NR NR 
Median 96 days: 8/68 
(11.4%)  

NR 
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Wallace Huff, 
2021 

Prospective 
observational 

199 NR NR NR 1/24 (4.1%) NR NR 

Whitaker, 2014 RCT 42  Hormonal Cesarean NR 4/20 (20.0%) NR NR 

Zaconeta, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

100 Copper Cesarean NR 

At 6 weeks 

Expulsion (total 
exteriorization of the 
IUD or when 
transvaginal 
sonography showed 
the device was inside 
the cervical canal): 
5/99 (5.1%) 

At 6 mos 

Expulsion (total 
exteriorization of the 
IUD or when 
transvaginal sonography 
showed the device was 
inside the cervical 
canal): 8/97 (8.2%) 

 

Woo, 2015 
Prospective 
observational 

      133  NR NR NR NR 

9/55 patients who 
completed 6-month 
follow-up (16.4%) 

By 6 mos, exact timing 
NR 

NR 

Key: h – hour; min – minute; mos – months; NR – not reported; RCT – randomized controlled trial. 
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Supplemental Table 6. PPIUD expulsions reported in studies from lower-income countries 

First author, 
publication 

year 
Study design Country Subgroup Sample size IUD type 

Delivery type 
(vaginal; 
cesarean) 

Immediate (%) 3 months (%) 6 months (%) 12 months (%) 

Abro 2018 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Pakistan Overall 220  NR NR NR NR 
At 6 mos: 
21/220 (9.5%) 

NR 

Agarwal, 2017 RCT India 
IUD type: 
Cu375 

50  Copper Cesarean 
At 1 week: 1/50 
(2%) 

NR NR NR 

Agarwal, 2017 RCT India 
IUD type: 
CuT380A 

50  Copper Cesarean 
At 1 week: 2/50 
(4%) 

NR NR NR 

Akram, 2018 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Pakistan Overall 100  NR Cesarean NR NR 
At 6 mos: 0/87 
(0%) 

NR 

Alam, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

Pakistan Overall 100  Copper NR NR 

Total: 8% 

At 1 week  
Partial: 4%  
Complete: 2% 
At 10 weeks  
Partial: 1%  
Complete: 1% 

NR NR 

Bayoumi, 2020 RCT Egypt Overall 500 Copper Cesarean NR 
At 6 weeks: 
49/478 (10.3%) 

9/416 (2.2%) 0/396 (0%) 

Bhadra 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

India Overall 19,170  NR Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 
14/4,551 (0.3%) 

NR NR 

Bhat 2016 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 680  Copper Both NR NR 
At 6 mos: 
55/644 (8.54%) 

NR 

Blumenthal 2018 RCT India 
Insertion 
technique: Kelly 
forceps 

239  Copper Vaginal NR 

Total: 10.4% 

6–8 weeks 
Partial: 12/239 
(5.0%) 
Complete: 
13/239 (5.4%) 

NR NR 

Blumenthal 2018 RCT India 
Insertion 
technique: 
PPIUD inserter 

241  Copper Vaginal NR 

Total: 18.7% 

6–8 weeks 
Partial: 26/241 
(10.8%) 
Complete: 
19/241 (7.9%) 

NR NR 
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Blumenthal, 
2016 

Prospective 
observational 

Zambia Overall 305  NR NR NR NR 
At 6  mos: 
17/305 (5.6%) 

NR 

Bryant, 2013 RCT Malawi 
Insertion time: 
Within 48 hours  

26  Copper Vaginal 
1 week after 
insertion: 1/12 
(8.3%) 

NR NR NR 

Butt, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Pakistan Overall 324 Copper Both NR 

At 6 weeks 

Spontaneous 
partial expulsion: 
1/50 (2.2%) 

NR NR 

Chakheni, 2017 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India 
Insertion 
technique: 
Manual 

50  Copper Cesarean NR 

At 12 weeks 

Displaced/
partially expelled: 
1/47 (2.1%) 

NR NR 

Chakheni, 2017 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India 
Insertion 
technique: Kelly 
forceps 

50  Copper Cesarean NR 

At 12 weeks 

Displaced/
partially expelled: 
1/50 (2%) 

NR NR 

Dasanayake, 
2020 

Retrospective Sri Lanka Overall 14,051  NR Both NR NR NR 
At 12 mos 
Spontaneous 
expulsion: 6.7% 

Dewan, 2017 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India 
Delivery type: 
VD 

63 Copper Vaginal 1/63 (1.6%) 2/58 (3.4%) 0/54 (0%) 0/52 (0%) 

Dewan, 2017 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India 
Delivery type: 
CD 

285 Copper Cesarean 1/285 (0.3%) 0/264 (0%) 0/263 (0%) 0/261 (0%) 

Dias, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Sri Lanka 
Delivery type: 
VD 

60  Copper Vaginal 2/60 (3.3%) 
At 6 weeks: 6/91 
(6.6) 

NR NR 

Dias, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Sri Lanka 
Delivery type: 
CD 

31  Copper Cesarean 0/31 (0%) 
At 6 weeks: 6/91 
(6.6) 

NR NR 

Divakar, 2019 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 66,508  Copper Both NR 

Postpartum 
checkup visit 
(timepoint not 
defined) 
Expelled IUD: 
1.2% 

NR NR 

El Beltagy, 2011 RCT Egypt 
IUD type: 
Copper 

150  Copper Vaginal NR 
At 6 weeks: 
5/148 (3.4%) 

After 6 mos: 
6.0% 

NR 

El Beltagy, 2011 RCT Egypt 
IUD type: 
Hormonal 

150  Hormonal Vaginal NR 
At 6 weeks: 
3/147 (2.0%) 

After 6 mos: 
9/134 (6.7%) 
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Elsedeek, 2012 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Egypt 
IUD type: 
Hormonal 

65  Hormonal Cesarean NR NR NR 

Up to 1 year  
Spontaneous 
expulsion: 0 
(0%) 

Elsedeek, 2012 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Egypt 
IUD type: 
Copper 

75  Copper Cesarean NR NR NR 

Up to 1 year  
Spontaneous 
expulsion: 5 
(6.7%) 

Elshamy, 2021 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Egypt 
IUD type: 
Copper 

550 Copper Vaginal NR 

Complete: 
25/550 (4.5%) 

Partial: 8/550 
(1.5%) 

Cumulative: 
50/550 (9.0%) 

Complete: 
11/550 (2.0%) 

Partial: 6/550 
(1.1%) 

NR 

Elshamy, 2021 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Egypt 
IUD type: 
Hormonal 

550 Hormonal Vaginal NR 

Complete: 
41/550 (7.5%) 

Partial: 11/550 
(2.0%) 

Cumulative: 
77/550 (14.0%) 

Complete: 
19/550 (2.0%) 

Partial: 6/550 
(1.1%) 

NR 

Eluwa 2016 Cross-sectional Nigeria Overall 728  Copper NR NR 
At 6 weeks: 
25/300 (8.3%) 

NR NR 

Espey, 2021 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

12,068 Copper Both 10 min–48 h Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 
77/3,372 (2.3%) 

NR NR 

Fatema, 2018 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Bangladesh Overall 370  NR Both NR 

At 6 weeks: 
7/120 (5.8%) 
120 patients 
were followed up 
to this timepoint 

NR NR 

Gueye, 2013 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Senegal Overall 59  Copper Cesarean NR 

At 1 month: 1/44 
(2.2%) 

At 3 months: 
0/41 (0%) 

At 6 mos: 0/39 
(0%) 

NR 

Gupta, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

India Overall 100  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 9/92 
(9.7%) 

NR NR 

Gupta, 2018 Retrospective India 
Delivery type: 
CD 

355  Copper Cesarean NR NR 

Up to 6 mos 
Spontaneous 
expulsion: 3 
(0.8%) 

NR 
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Gupta, 2018 Retrospective India 

Delivery type: 
VD 
Insertion time: 
10 min–48 h 

247  Copper Vaginal NR NR 

Up to 6 mos 
Spontaneous 
expulsion: 7 
(2.8%) 

NR 

Gupta, 2018 Retrospective India 

Delivery type: 
VD 
Insertion time: 
Up to 10 min 

814  Copper Vaginal NR NR 

Up to 6 mos 
Spontaneous 
expulsion: 15 
(1.8%) 

NR 

Gupta, 2015 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 150 Copper Both NR 

At 6 weeks: NR 
(14.5%) 

At 3 months: NR 
(2.9%) 

0 NR 

Habib, 2020 Retrospective Pakistan 
Delivery type: 
Vaginal 

60 Copper Vaginal NR NR 2/60 (3.3%) NR 

Habib, 2020 Retrospective Pakistan 
Delivery type: 
Cesarean 

60 Copper Cesarean NR NR 4/60 (6.7%) NR 

Halder 2016 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India 

Delivery type: 
VD 

Insertion time: 
Up to 10 min 

 100  Copper Vaginal NR NR NR 
6 weeks–18 
mos: 4/100 
(4%) 

Halder 2016 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India 
Delivery type: 
CS 

  100  Copper Cesarean NR NR NR 
6 weeks–18 
mos: 2/100 
(2%) 

Harani, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

India 
Delivery type: 
CS 

127  Copper Cesarean NR 

Total: 3.9% 

Expulsion at 6 
weeks: 1 (0.8%) 
Expulsion rate at 
3 months: 4 
(3.1%) 

NR NR 

Harani, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

India 
Delivery type: 
VD 

127  Copper Vaginal NR 

Total: 8.6% 

Expulsion at 6 
weeks: 5 (3.9%) 
Expulsion rate at 
3 months: 6 
(4.7%) 

NR NR 

Hooda, 2016 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 593  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 
9/171 (5.3%) 

NR NR 

Ifitikhar, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

Pakistan Overall 372  NR Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 
15/372 (4.2%) 

NR NR 
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Ingabire, 2018 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Rwanda Overall 9,020  Copper Both NR 

10 days–6 
weeks: 77/1,399 
(5.5%) 
Among 1,399 
women who 
attended follow-
up 

NR NR 

Jairaj, 2016 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 370  NR Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 5/62 
(8.1%) 

NR NR 

Jakhar, 2019 
Prospective 
observational 

India Overall 200  Copper Cesarean NR 
At 6 weeks  
Expulsion: 3 
(1.5%) 

At 6 mos 
Expulsion: 5 
(2.5%) 

NR 

Kant, 2016 Retrospective India Overall 611  Copper Vaginal NR 
At 6 weeks: 
23/130 (17.7%) 

NR NR 

Khan, 2018 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Pakistan Overall 500  Copper Both NR NR 
1.5 mos–6 mos: 
29/500 (5.8%) 

NR 

Khan, 2020 RCT Pakistan 
Delivery type: 
VD 

76 Copper Vaginal NR 1/76 (1.3%) NR NR 

Khan, 2020 RCT Pakistan 
Delivery type: 
CS 

76 Copper Cesarean NR 2/76 (2.6%) NR NR 

Khurshid, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

India 
Insertion time: 
Within 48 hours  

238  Copper Vaginal NR 

At 6 weeks 

Cumulative 
expulsion rate: 
19 (8.7%) 

Interval 
expulsion rate: 
19 (8.7%) 

At 6 months 

Cumulative 
expulsion rate: 
29 (14.5%) 

Interval 
expulsion rate: 
10 (5.8%) 

At 12 mos 

Cumulative 
expulsions: 33 
(17.3%) 

Interval 
expulsions: 4 
(2.8%) 

Kumar, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

India Overall 2,733  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 
63/1,730 (3.6%) 

NR NR 

Kumar, 2019 Retrospective India Overall 844  Copper Both NR 
Before 6 weeks: 
4.7%  

Between 6 
weeks and 6 
mos: 2.1%  

At 12 mos 

Accumulative 
expulsion: 7.5%  

From 6–12 
mos: 0.7%  

Lerma, 2020 Cross-sectional India 
Insertion time: 
Within 10 min  

93  Copper Vaginal NR 

Total: 8.6% 

6–8 weeks 

Complete: 3/93 
(3.2%) 

NR NR 
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Partial: 5/93 
(5.4%) 

Lerma, 2020 Cross-sectional India 
Insertion time: 
10 min–48 h  

467  Copper Vaginal NR 

Total: 16.3% 

6–8 weeks 

Complete: 
35/467 (7.5%) 

Partial: 41/467 
(8.8%) 

NR NR 

Lester, 2015 RCT Uganda 
Insertion time: 
Within 10 min 

 34  Copper Cesarean NR 
At 6 weeks: 1/34 
(2.9%)  

NR NR 

Makins 2018 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Sri Lanka, 
India, Nepal, 
Bangladesh, 
Tanzania, 
Kenya 

Overall 725,647  Copper Both NR At 6 weeks: 2.6% NR NR 

Mani, 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

India 
Insertion time: 
Within 10 min 

100  Copper Both NR 

At 6 weeks 
Expulsion: 0 
(0%) 

At 3 months 
Expulsion: 1/100 
(1%) 

3–6 mos 
Expulsion: 
1/100 (1%) 

NR 

Mani, 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

India 
Insertion time: 
10 min–48 h  

100  Copper Both NR 

At 6 weeks 
Expulsion: 0 
(0%) 

At 3 months 
Expulsion: 1/100 
(1%) 

3–6 mos 
Expulsion: 
2/100 (2%) 

NR 

Mishra, 2014 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 564  Copper Both NR 

Within 7 days: 
3/434 (0.69) 

Between 7 
days–4 weeks: 
33/434 (7.60) 

Total: 7.69% 

After 4 weeks: 
3/434 (0.69%) 

NR 

Mishra, 2017 Retrospective India Overall 736  Copper Both NR 
At 4 weeks: 
46/736 (6.3%)  

NR NR 

Muganyizi 2018 
Prospective 
observational 

Tanzania Overall 40,470  Copper Vaginal NR 
At 6 weeks: 
14/596 (2.3%) 

NR NR 

Ndegwa, 2014 RCT Kenya Overall 127  NR NR NR 
At 6 weeks: 2/58 
(3.4%) 

NR NR 

Ngonzi, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

Uganda Overall 167 Copper Vaginal NR 
At 6 weeks: 
13/144 (9%) 

NR NR 
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Partial expulsion: 
11/144 (7.6%) 

Complete 
expulsion: 2/144 
(1.4%) 

N’Guessan, 
2020 

Retrospective Ivory Coast Overall 128 Copper Both NR 
Up to 6 weeks 

HIV+: 2/67 (3%) 
NR NR 

Nisar, 2020 Retrospective Pakistan Overall 8,003 NR Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 
83/1,311 (6.3%) 

NR NR 

Pfitzer, 2015 Cross-sectional Guinea 
Country: 
Guinea 

20,699  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks 
Expulsion: 35 
(1.7%) 

NR NR 

Pfitzer, 2015 Cross-sectional India Country: India 1,767,880 Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks 
Expulsion: 989 
(2.7%) 

NR NR 

Pfitzer, 2015 Cross-sectional Ethiopia 
Country: 
Ethiopia 

16,389  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks 
Expulsion: 12 
(3.6%) 

NR NR 

Pfitzer, 2015 Cross-sectional 
The 
Philippines 

Country: The 
Philippines 

33,900  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks 
Expulsion: 11 
(1.7%) 

NR NR 

Pfitzer, 2015 Cross-sectional Pakistan 
Country: 
Pakistan 

34,502  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks 
Expulsion: 10 
(3.7%) 

NR NR 

Pleah 2016 Cross-sectional 

Benin, Ivory 
Coast, Niger, 
Senegal, 
Togo (West 
and Central 
Africa) 

Overall 15,394  NR Both NR 

4–6 weeks: 
19/2,269 (0.8%) 

2014: 1/748 
(0.5%) 

2015: 18/1,521 
(1.2%) 

NR NR 

Puri, 2020 RCT Nepal Overall 75,571 Copper Both NR NR (8.5%) NR NR (11.1%) 

Qazi, 2020 
Prospective 
observational 

Pakistan Overall 6,283 Copper Both NR 10/200 (5%) NR NR 

Rani, 2015 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 99 Copper Vaginal NR NR 2/99 (2.02%) NR 

Rwegoshora, 
2020 

Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Tanzania Overall 20,276 Copper Both NR NR NR 11/511 (2.1%) 
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Shukla, 2012 
Prospective 
observational 

India Overall 1,317  Copper Both NR 
4–6 weeks: 
117/1,037 
(11.3%) 

Cumulative 
expulsions at 6 
mos: 10.68% 

NR 

Singal, 2021 Cross-sectional India Overall 4,012 NR NR  NR (5.6%) NR (5.7%) NR (4.9%) 

Singal, 2014 
Prospective 
observational 

India Overall 300  Copper Cesarean NR 

Total: 2.7% 

At 1 month 

Complete: 0/300 
(0%)  

Partial: 4/300 
(1.3%) 

1–3 mos 

Complete: 0/293 
(0%)  

Partial: 4/293 
(1.3%) 

3–6 mos 

Total: 2.0% 

Complete: 
4/289 (1.3%)  

Partial: 2/289 
(0.7%) 

Total: 0.7% 

6–12 months 

Complete: 
2/289 (0.7%) 

Partial: 0/289 
(0%)  

Singh, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

India 
Insertion 
technique: Long 
inserter 

292 Copper Vaginal NR 
1/290 (0.3%) 
[calculated, NR 
in publication] 

NR NR 

Singh, 2021 
Prospective 
observational 

India 

Insertion 
technique: 
Conventional 
method 

301 Copper Vaginal NR 
5/296 (1.6%) 
[calculated, NR 
in publication] 

NR NR 

Singh 2016 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall  80  NR Vaginal NR 

Total: 17.5% 

6–8 weeks 

Complete 
expulsion: 6/80 
(7.5%) 

Partial expulsion: 
8/80 (10%) 

NR NR 

Sodje, 2016 
Prospective 
observational 

Nigeria Overall 374  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks 
24/374 (6.4%) 

NR NR 

Vishwakarma, 
2020 

Non-
randomized 
intervention 

India Overall 1,029 Copper Cesarean NR 
At 6 weeks: 
23/1,029 (2.2%) 

13/1,209 (1.2%) NR 

Wasim, 2018 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Pakistan Overall 3,012  Copper Both NR NR 
Expulsion: 75 
(6%) 

NR 

Weerasekera 
2018 

Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Sri Lanka   Overall 184,433  NR Both NR 4–6 weeks NR NR 
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Spontaneous 
expulsion: 
68/2,328 (2.9%) 

Yadav, 2020 Retrospective India Overall 20,418 Copper Both NR 264/3,753 (7.0%) NR NR 

Yadav, 2016 Cross-sectional India Overall 28,688  Copper Both NR 
At 6 weeks: 
792/28,688 
(2.8%) 

NR NR 

Zaman, 2020 
Non-
randomized 
intervention 

Pakistan Overall 140 Copper NR NR NR 7/122 (5.7%) NR 

Key: CD – cesarean delivery; h – hour; IUD – intrauterine device; min – minute; mos – months; NR – not reported; PPIUD – postpartum intrauterine device; RCT – randomized 
controlled trial; VD – vaginal delivery. 
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