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Risk of caesarean section after induced labour: do
hospitals make a difference?
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Abstract

Background: There is a well-known relationship between induced labour and caesarean rates. However, it remains
unknown whether this relationship reflects the impact of more complex obstetric conditions or the variability in
obstetric practices. We sought to quantify the independent role of the hospital as a variable that can influence the
occurrence of caesarean section after induced labour.

Methods: As part of the Portuguese Generation XXI birth cohort, we evaluated 2041 consecutive women who
underwent singleton pregnancies with labour induction, at five public level III obstetric units (April 2005-August
2006). The indications for induction were classified according to the guidelines of the American and the Royal
Colleges of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists. Poisson regression models were adjusted to estimate the association
between the hospital and surgical delivery after induction. Crude and adjusted prevalence ratios (PR) and a 95%
confidence interval (95% CI) were computed.

Results: The proportion of women who were induced without formal clinical indications varied among hospitals
from 20.3% to 45.5% (p < 0.001). After adjusting for confounders, the risk of undergoing a caesarean section after
induced labour remained significantly different between the hospitals, for the cases in which there was no evident
indication for induction [the highest PR reaching 1.86 (95% CI, 1.23–2.82)] and also when at least one such
indication was present [1.53 (95% CI, 1.12–2.10)]. This pattern was also observed among the primiparous cephalic
term induced women [the highest PR reaching 2.06 (95% CI, 1.23–2.82) when there was no evident indication for
induction and 1.61 (95% CI, 1.11–2.34) when at least one such indication was present].

Conclusions: Caesarean section after induced labour varied significantly across hospitals where similar outcomes
were expected. The effect was more evident when the induction was not based on the unequivocal presence of
commonly accepted indications.
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Background
The past few decades have witnessed a worldwide in-
crease in caesarean rates [1]. This increase has resulted
from evidence-based recommendations on how to han-
dle certain conditions, such as anomalous foetal position
[2], major placental abruption [3], placenta praevia [4]
and prolapsed cord [5]; however it is mainly the conse-
quence of a growing number of women presenting at
labour with uterine scars [6], delivering at advanced
ages [7], or demanding surgical delivery [8]. Still, the
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increased frequency of obstetric interventions, such as
induction of labour, appears to have contributed to the
current trends in caesarean rates [9].
The increased risk of caesarean section after induced

labour is well documented [10-19], but such obstetric
intervention is considered justified when the benefits of
prompt delivery outweigh the consequences of a caesar-
ean section. Conditions such as post-term pregnancy,
hypertensive disorders, intrauterine growth restriction
and diabetes are commonly accepted indications for in-
duction [20-22]. However, there is evidence for an in-
crease in the frequency of labour induction without any
such agreed upon indication [23,24]. This situation
might lead to unnecessary caesarean deliveries and,
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consequently to a high risk of adverse outcomes for the
mother [25-28] and the child [29-31]. In the absence of
a well-established clinical indication, the contribution of
labour induction to caesarean rates among low-risk nul-
liparous women can approach 20% [17]. Additionally,
labour induction in itself increases in-hospital pre-
delivery and labour time and costs [10,12] beyond those
that are related to surgery [32].
Labour induction rates present a wide country vari-

ation [33], but variability is also present among obstetric
units in the same geographic region [15,34,35] or practi-
tioners within the same hospital [13,34]. This variability
is the result of differences in the case mix, obstetric pro-
tocols or the judgment of the individual physician re-
garding the appropriateness of obstetric interventions
[13]. Differences that are not justified by the case mix
reveal modifiable attitudes in clinical practice that might
result in health gains. Comparing hospitals with similar
funding resources, obstetric care levels and neonatal
support is a particularly interesting approach to address
this issue.
With the present investigation, we sought to identify

how these factors affected the occurrence of caesarean
section after induced labour by studying five Portuguese
public hospitals that offered the highest levels of obstet-
ric and neonatal care (level III) free of charge to child-
bearing women and their offspring.

Methods
The Portuguese health care system provides prenatal,
obstetric, neonatal and pediatric services free of charge
for all childbearing women (citizen or foreign-born) and
their children. There is also a market supply of private
health care services. Although almost 40% of Portuguese
pregnant women choose to have prenatal care under pri-
vate physicians, 90% of them deliver in public hospitals.
Still the majority of these deliveries take place in obstet-
ric units level III that offer the highest level of obstetric
and neonatal care.
The participants of the present study were recruited in

five public hospitals level III, while assembling a birth
cohort in Porto Metropolitan Area, in the north of
Portugal (Generation XXI). Between April 2005 and
August 2006, 70% of all pregnant women delivered at
Table 1 Labour onset by hospital

Hospital 1 2

n = 1984 n = 1404

Labour Onset

Spontaneous 1223 (61.6) 1063 (75.7)

Induced 455 (22.9) 237 (16.9)

Caesarean before labour 235 (11.8) 93 (6.6)

Not classifiable 71 (3.6) 11 (0.8)
those five public hospitals were invited as participants
on the basis of “first come first served” and only 8% of
those invited refused to participate. This approach
allowed a representative sample. The final sample
comprised 8495 women who delivered live infants
(>24 weeks); there were 8351 singleton pregnancies.
Information on patient social and demographic charac-
teristics, obstetric and gynaecological history, lifestyles
and current pregnancy events was obtained using a
structured questionnaire. Individual interviews were
performed 24 to 72 hours after delivery by trained inter-
viewers. Information on pregnancy complications, deliv-
ery circumstances and data on newborn characteristics
were abstracted from patient medical records.
This study included only the 2041 women (24.4%)

who delivered a singleton live infant after induced labour
(Table 1). The mode of delivery was divided by vaginal
or caesarean section deliveries. The covariates consid-
ered were maternal age (continuous variable), education
level (> = 6, 7–9, 10–12 and >12 years of schooling),
woman´s country of origin (Portuguese, European other
than Portuguese, African, South American and Other),
parity and previous caesarean section (primiparous, mul-
tiparous with no previous caesarean section and multip-
arous with previous caesarean section) body mass index
(BMI, <25.0, 25.0–29.9 and > =30 Kg/m2), type of ante-
natal care (only public services or at least one visit at
private services), foetal presentation (cephalic or non-
cephalic presentation), gestational age (<37, 37, 38, 39,
40 and > =41 weeks), epidural anaesthesia (yes or no)
and the diagnosis of at least one indication for labour
induction. Following the American College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynaecologists (ACOG), Royal College of
Obstetricians and Gynaecologists (RCOG) and local
guidelines [20-22], we assumed the following main indi-
cations for labour induction: the presence of premature
rupture of membranes (PROM), post-term pregnancy
(> = 41 weeks), diabetes (gestational or pre-gestational),
hypertension (chronic or gestational), maternal diseases
that could demand prompt delivery (chronic pulmonary,
renal, or hepatic diseases, gestational pyelonephritis,
gestational cholestasis, and antiphospholipid syndrome),
foetal growth restriction, macrosomia, amniotic
fluid disorders, and isoimmunisation. Foetal growth
3 4 5

n = 884 n = 2040 n = 2039

362 (41.0) 1303 (63.9) 1257 (61.6)

369 (41.7) 468 (22.9) 512 (25.1)

119 (13.5) 235 (11.5) 221 (10.8)

34 (3.8) 34 (1.7) 49 (2.4)
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restriction and macrosomia were proxied as small or
large by gestational age, respectively, using the curves
from a population-based study [36]. Based on the infor-
mation retrieved from medical charts, we considered
three groups of women according to the number of
these indications (none, one and two or more indica-
tions). Because few women were in the latter group
(n = 385), further analysis considered only two groups
(none or at least one indication).
Poisson regression models were fitted to estimate the

individual level association between hospital and the
caesarean section after induction [37]. Adjusted preva-
lence ratio (PR) values with 95% confidence intervals
(95% CI) were computed. A baseline model was fitted
containing the hospital as independent variable and
using hospital with the lower caesarean prevalence as
reference. All covariates were individually checked using
manual forward addition and backward deletion and
kept on final model if they changed the PRs of caesarean
section after labour induction by hospital at least 10%.
Interaction between the independent variables was also
tested and stratified analyses were performed accord-
ingly. In order to strength the analysis we also
performed such analyses in a standard group: the prim-
iparous term cephalic pregnant women. We presented
also the proportion of women with diagnosis of failed in-
duction and/or poor progression in labour.
Statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS

Statistics (version 19.0) and the level of significance was
set at p < 0.05.
The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of

the University of Porto Medical School/Hospital S. João
and written informed consent was obtained from each
participant.

Results
As shown in Table 1, in the five hospitals, the proportion
of women that underwent induction of labour ranged
between 16.9% and 41.7% (p < 0.001).
Table 2 presents the demographical and clinical char-

acteristics of the women who underwent labour induc-
tion (n = 2041). The hospitals presented significantly
different distributions of women regarding maternal age
(p < 0.001), educational level (p < 0.001), BMI (p = 0.010),
type of antenatal care (p < 0.01), foetal presentation
(p = 0.002) and gestational age (p < 0.001). The propor-
tion of women with no clinical indications for induced
labour varied from 20.3% to 45.5% (p < 0.001). The over-
all prevalence of caesarean section was 41.6%, and this
prevalence varied significantly across the hospitals
(between 32.5% and 48.4%, p < 0.001).
The main indications to proceed with surgical delivery

were failed induction and/or poor progress of labour
and foetal distress (87% of all caesarean deliveries after
labour induction). Considering all women undergoing
induced labour, the rates of failed induction and/or poor
progress of labour were 21% and 27% for the women
with no indications and those with at least one indica-
tion for induction, respectively. These proportions were
significantly different across the hospitals and ranged be-
tween 13% and 28% (p = 0.007) in the former group of
women and between 17% and 34% (p < 0.001) in the lat-
ter group. Rates of foetal distress demanding surgical de-
livery were 10% either among women undergoing
induction without any indication or those with indicated
induction. Such rate ranged across hospitals between 6%
and 15% (p = 0.02) in the elective induction group and
between 6% and 13% (p = 0.164) in the indicated induc-
tion group.
Table 3 shows the association between surgical deliv-

ery after induced labour and the hospital. There was a
significant interaction between the hospital and the indi-
cation for induced labour (p < 0.01). We conducted a
stratified analysis according to the presence of any indi-
cation for induced labour and controlled for parity and
previous caesarean section and foetal presentation.
Stronger differences between hospitals were observed
among women who were induced without any indica-
tion. Compared to the hospital considered as reference,
two hospitals presented significantly higher caesarean
rates, the highest PR reaching 1.86 (95% CI, 1.33 – 2.62)
among women without any indication for induced
labour and 1.53 (95% CI, 1.12 – 2.10) among women
undergoing indicated induction. The analyses restricted
to primiparous, cephalic term pregnant group (n=1225)
showed a similar pattern (Table 4). In this group none of
the covariates modified the PRs of caesarean section after
labour induction by hospital. The highest PR reached
2.06 (95% CI, 1.29 – 3.31) among women without any in-
dication for induced labour and 1.61 (95% CI, 1.11– 2.34)
among those undergoing indicated labour induction.

Discussion
The present study shows that public level III hospitals
that have similar standards of care and provide free uni-
versal care to pregnant women presented different risk
of caesarean delivery after induction. These differences
were particularly evident in the absence of the foetal or
maternal conditions that are usually considered indica-
tions for induced labour and remained after adjusting
for multiple potential confounders.
Although a positive correlation between induction

rates and caesarean rates at the hospital level has been
reported [35], to the best of our knowledge no studies
have addressed the differences between obstetric units
for the risk of surgical delivery after induction, taking
into account the potential differences in their case
mixes.



Table 2 Demographic, clinical and health care characteristics of induced women by hospital

Hospital 1 2 3 4 5
p-valuen = 455 n = 237 n = 369 n = 468 n = 512

n (%) or mean ± standard deviation

Maternal age (years) 29.4 ± 5.86 30.5 ± 5.44 30.3 ± 4.98 29.6 ± 4.81 28.9 ± 5.59 <0.001

Education level (years)

= < 6 162 (35.6) 68 (28.7) 77 (20.9) 101 (21.6) 147 (28.7)

<0.001
7 – 9 114 (25.1) 51 (21.5) 86 (23.3) 97 (20.7) 181 (35.4)

10 – 12 83 (18.2) 49 (20.7) 100 (27.1) 125 (26.7) 103 (20.1)

> 12 92 (20.2) 68 (28.7) 106 (28.7) 143 (30.6) 78 (15.2)

no information (%) 0.9 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.5

Country of origin

Native Portuguese 423 (93.0) 227 (95.8) 353 (95.7) 444 (94.9) 483 (94.3)

0.801

European non-Portuguese 7 (1.5) 1 (0.4) 3 (0.8) 6 (1.3) 6 (1.2)

African 4 (0.9) 3 (1.3) 3 (0.8) 4 (0.9) 6 (1.2)

South American 8 (1.8) 2 (1.8) 6 (1.6) 10 (2.1) 8 (1.6)

Other 13 (2.9) 4 (1.7) 4 (1.1) 4 (0.9) 9 (1.8)

Parity and previous caesarean

Primiparous 275 (60.4) 142 (59.9) 243 (65.9) 316 (67.5) 329 (64.3)

0.142Multiparous no previous caesarean 137 (30.1) 74 (31.2) 90 (24.4) 105 (22.4) 126 (24.6)

Multiparous previous caesarean 43 (9.5) 21 (8.9) 36 (9.8) 47 (10.1) 57 (11.1)

Body mass index (Kg/m2)

<25.0 195 (42.9) 147 (62.0) 263 (71.3) 304 (65.0) 306 (59.8)

0.01025.0 – 29.9 90 (19.8) 58 (24.5) 65 (17.6) 101 (21.6) 130 (25.4)

> = 30 44 (9.7) 26 (11.0) 28 (7.6) 48 (10.3) 53 (10.4)

no information (%) 27.7 2.5 3.5 3.2 4.5

Antenatal care

Only public services 328 (72.1) 146 (61.6) 184 (49.9) 209 (44.7) 321 (62.7)
<0.001

At least one visit at private services 121 (26.6) 74 (31.2) 183 (49.6) 255 (54.5) 137 (26.8)

no information (%) 1.3 7.2 0.5 0.9 10.5

Indications for induction*

None 133 (29.2) 48 (20.3) 154 (41.7) 198 (42.3) 233 (45.5)

<0.001One 199 (43.7) 124 (52.3) 161 (43.6) 188 (40.2) 185 (36.2)

Two or more 120 (26.4) 59 (24.9) 49 (13.3) 74 (15.8) 83 (16.2)

no information (%) 0.7 2.5 1.4 1.7 2.1

Foetal presentation

Cephalic 439 (96.5) 225 (94.9) 351 (95.1) 463 (98.9) 499 (97.5)
0.002

Non-cephalic 6 (1.3) 7 (3.0) 16 (4.3) 4 (0.9) 7 (1.4)

no information (%) 2.2 2.1 0.5 0.2 1.2

Gestational age (weeks)

<0.001

<37 9 (2.0) 9 (3.8) 26 (7.0) 30 (6.4) 13 (2.5)

37 27 (5.9) 14 (5.9) 49 (13.3) 29 (6.2) 23 (4.5)

38 70 (15.4) 36 (15.2) 109 (29.5) 84 (17.9) 46 (9.0)

39 114 (25.1) 54 (22.8) 109 (29.5) 100 (21.4) 94 (18.4)

40 140 (30.8) 48 (20.3) 68 (18.4) 116 (24.8) 300 (58.6)

> = 41 95 (20.9) 76 (32.1) 8 (2.2) 109 (23.3) 36 (7.0)
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Table 2 Demographic, clinical and health care characteristics of induced women by hospital (Continued)

Epidural

Yes 352 (77.4) 194 (81.9) 279 (75.6) 355 (75.9) 375 (73.2)
0.043

No 65 (14.3) 20 (8.4) 41 (11.1) 63 (13.5) 82 (16.0)

no information (%) 8.4 9.7 13.3 10.7 10.7

Mode of delivery

Caesarean 161 (35.4) 77 (32.5) 150 (40.7) 214 (45.7) 248 (48.4)
<0.001

Vaginal 294 (64.6) 160 (67.5) 219 (59.3) 254 (54.3) 264 (51.6)

* Conditions considered and counted were the usual major indications as explained in the Methods Section.
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It is well recognised that labour induction increases
the risk of surgical delivery [10-19], but it is unclear
whether such risk is avoidable. Major indications for
labour induction, such as chronic or gestational hyper-
tension [16,38] and diabetes [16,38-40] are themselves
risk factors for caesarean section among women with
spontaneous labour onset. These conditions also in-
crease the likelihood of caesarean section when labour is
induced, and the same is true for foetal growth restric-
tion [41]. Furthermore, pregnancy duration beyond forty
weeks increases the risk of longer labour, dystocia and
foetal distress and, consequently, the risk of caesarean
section as well [42]. Still, as maternal age [7] and BMI
[43] increase, the likelihood of caesarean delivery also in-
creases. This means that variation of case-mix across
settings will lead to different caesarean rates. In our
sample, there were differences across hospitals regarding
conditions that are either indications for induction of
labour or risk factors for caesarean section. Nonetheless,
when we accounted for these factors, the risk of surgical
delivery after induced labour remained different between
the hospitals.
Our findings suggested disparities across hospitals at

different levels of the management of induced labour,
namely regarding the decision to proceed with surgical
delivery. Failed induction (e.g., the inability to achieve
the active phase of labour) is a reason pointed to per-
form a caesarean section [13,14], but there are no
Table 3 Hospital differences in the risk of caesarean section a
(n = 2041)

With no indication for induction

% Caesarean PR* (95% CI)

Hospital

1 21.8 Reference

2 41.7 1.49 (0.83 – 2.70)

3 34.4 1.35 (0.86 – 2.13)

4 39.4 1.63 (1.06 – 2.49)

5 46.8 1.86 (1.23 – 2.82)

p < 0.001 p = 0.035

* adjusted for foetal presentation and parity and previous caesarean.
‡ adjusted for parity and previous caesarean.
standardised criteria to diagnose it [44]. Instead, the
definition of failed induction diverges across settings, re-
garding either the cervical status that marks the transi-
tion from the latent to the active phase of labour or the
time-interval to consider that such transition failed,
which variation is particularly evident, ranging between
8 and 48 hours [44,45]. The numbers of caesarean sec-
tions caused by failed labour will differ according to the
definitions that are adopted in practice. Furthermore, in-
duction has the potential to modify the normal progres-
sion of labour by increasing the duration among either
primiparous [46,47] or multiparous women [15,46] who
have an unfavourable cervical status at baseline. In such
circumstances, it is difficult to define normal labour and
to diagnose abnormally slow progression of labour that
demands surgical delivery. This difficulty adds more
variability to clinical judgement regarding the decision
to proceed with surgical delivery after induction. In our
sample, one fourth of the women with induced labour
had a diagnosis of failed induction and/or poor progress
in labour. Nonetheless, the proportion of such diagnosis
was different across hospitals and was higher in the
hospitals presenting also higher caesarean rates after
induction.
Higher labour induction rates have been associated

with increased caesarean section rates [35], most likely
reflecting no appropriate selection criteria. This situation
is particularly important in cases which there are no
fter labour induction among all induced women

With at least one indication for induction

% Caesarean PR‡ (95% CI)

41.4 1.29 (0.94 – 1.76)

30.6 Reference

44.8 1.37 (0.99 – 1.91)

51.1 1.50 (1.10 – 2.05)

50.4 1.53 (1.12 – 2.10)

p < 0.001 p = 0.065



Table 4 Hospital differences in the risk of caesarean section after induction among primiparous cephalic term induced
women (n=1225)

With no indication for induction With at least one indication for induction

% Caesarean PR (95% CI) % Caesarean PR (95% CI)

Hospital

1 26.8 reference 45.9 1.32 (0.90 – 1.94)

2 31.8 1.19 (0.51 – 2.78) 34.9 reference

3 38.8 1.45 (0.86 – 2.62) 44.9 1.29 (0.85– 1.95)

4 42.7 1.59 (0.97 – 2.62) 55.9 1.60 (1.10 – 2.34)

5 54.9 2.06 (1.29 – 3.31) 55.7 1.61 (1.11 – 2.34)

p = 0.001 p = 0.022 p = 0.003 p = 0.077

Teixeira et al. BMC Research Notes 2013, 6:214 Page 6 of 8
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1756-0500/6/214
clear indication for prompt delivery. According to the
obstetric guidelines, when no clear indication for induc-
tion is identified, the selection of women undergoing in-
duction of labour should be based on favourability of
cervix [20,22], and the use of cervical ripening agents
should be considered when cervix is not favourable [22].
As a determinant of successful induction, the Bishop
score has been commonly used to evaluate cervical sta-
tus before induction, but there is a wide variation across
settings regarding the cut-off point of this score to de-
fine a favourable cervix [45]. Different proportions of
women undergoing induction with lower values for this
score will determine the different caesarean rates. In the
current study, there was not enough detailed informa-
tion about cervical status at admission in the files to cal-
culate a Bishop score. Although this issue prevented us
from drawing conclusions concerning the appropriate-
ness of practices, we observed striking differences across
the five hospitals regarding the proportion of patients
who underwent induction with any of the expected
pregnancy or foetal characteristics that were considered
indications. Indeed, this proportion was higher in the
hospitals that had higher caesarean rates after induction.
As the labour induction rates increased among the
women with no clear indication for this procedure also
the chances of selecting a woman with an unfavourable
cervix who was at the greater risk of surgical delivery
also increased [35]. Thus, our results suggested differ-
ences between hospitals regarding the selection criteria
of women undergoing labour induction.
Our study suggested an institutional level risk of surgi-

cal delivery after induction, which emphasised the im-
portance of local adherence to clinical protocols and
policies regarding the selection of women and the man-
agement of induced labour. It has been previously
reported that a physician effect exists in the risk of cae-
sarean section after induction; this effect highlights the
influence of individual clinical experience and practice
in such risks [13]. Our findings could be the result of
different hospitals having different number of physicians
who are more prone to induce or deliver by caesarean.
However, we are not dealing with private practices or an
organisation based on individual doctors (our legal sys-
tem demands the presence of at least two different doc-
tors any time in the delivery room, and in large hospitals
the number of obstetricians in charge often surpasses
three); therefore such an explanation is implausible.
The main strength of this study is the large set of

maternal, foetal and pregnancy characteristics evaluated
that are both risk factors for surgical delivery and indica-
tions for labour induction. Thus, taking into account
the variation in case-mix, we attempted to determine
whether this variation was responsible for the differential
caesarean rates that were observed between hospitals.
Our study was limited by the absence of information

on the Bishop score at admission. Furthermore, the indi-
cations for induction were not always specified in the
files. Although the proportion of such situations was
similar in the five hospitals, we performed an exhaustive
search of medical records for the presence or explicit ab-
sence of any foetal and pregnancy characteristics that
were commonly considered indications for labour induc-
tion [20-22]. The final proportion of induced women
with no indication for the procedure was calculated
based on all available information. The guidelines used
were provided by both ACOG and RCOG and covered
the time period between 1999 and 2009.
Although epidural anaesthesia has been associated

with an increased risk of caesarean section after induc-
tion [10,48], this factor cannot explain the differences
that were observed across our hospitals. In spite of the
hospital, the proportion of induced women receiving
epidural anaesthesia was approximately 90% among
those delivering vaginally and 85% if a caesarean section
was performed. Additionally, the placement of an epi-
dural catheter earlier in labour may increase the risk of
surgical delivery [10]. In our sample there is no informa-
tion about timing for epidural catheter placement, nor
are any published data available describing the local
practices. It is possible that differences could exist
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between hospitals regarding such obstetric practices but
the final effect of these differences on the observed vari-
ability is most likely negligible.

Conclusions
In conclusion, this study showed that the risk of caesar-
ean section after induction varied significantly according
to the hospital where the delivery occurred; these varia-
tions existed despite the differences in case mix, and the
effect was particularly evident when there was no indica-
tion for induction. These findings suggest that the risk
of surgical delivery after induction has an institutional
level, emphasising the importance of local adherence to
clinical protocols and policies to avoid unnecessary ob-
stetric interventions.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
CT and HB conceived the study. CT and SC contributed to the data
collection. HB was responsible for designing the cohort study. CT analysed
the data and wrote the first draft of the manuscript. All of the authors
contributed to the interpretation of results, commented on drafts and
approved the final version of the manuscript.

Acknowledgements
We are grateful to the families enrolled in the Generation XXI Project, the
team responsible by data collection and to the participating hospitals and
their staffs for their help and support.
This study was supported by a grant from Health Ministry of Portugal (through
Programa Operacional de Saúde - SAÚDE XXI, Quadro Comunitário de Apoio III
and Administração Regional de Saúde do Norte), the Calouste Gulbenkian
Foundation and the Portuguese Foundation for Science and Technology
through institutional and individual grant (SFRH/PROTEC/67591/2010).

Author details
1Institute of Public Health, University of Porto, Porto, Portugal. 2Polytechnic
Institute of Bragança, Bragança, Portugal. 3Department of Clinical
Epidemiology, Predictive Medicine and Public Health, University of Porto
Medical School, Porto, Portugal.

Received: 16 January 2013 Accepted: 24 April 2013
Published: 28 May 2013

References
1. OECD Health Data 2009: Statistics and Indicators for 30 Countries. OECD

Health Data 2009: Statistics and Indicators for 30 Countries. Available at
http://www.oecd.org/topic/0,3699,en_2649_37407_1_1_1_1_37407,00.html.
Accessed January 10, 2010.

2. RCOG: Setting Standards to Improve Women’s Heath. The Management of
Breech Pesentation. Guideline No 20b. December 2006. Available at:
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/GtG%20no%2020b%20Breech%
20presentation.pdf Accessed September 13, 2011.

3. Oyelese Y, Ananth CV: Placental abruption. Obstet Gynecol 2006,
108:1005–1016.

4. RCOG. Setting Standards to Improve Women’s Health: Placenta praevia,
placenta praevia accreta and vasa praevia: diagnosis and management.
Green Top Gideline No 27, January 2011. Available at: http://www.rcog.org.
uk/files/rcog-corp/GTG27PlacentaPraeviaJanuary2011.pdf Accessed
September 13, 2011.

5. RCOG. Setting Standards to Improve Women’s Health: Umbilical Cord
Prolapse. Green Top Guideline No 50, April 2008. Available at. http://www.
rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/uploaded-files/GT50UmbilicalCordProlapse2008.
pdf Accessed September 13, 2011.

6. Gregory KD, Fridman M, Korst L: Trends and patterns of vaginal birth after
cesarean availability in the United States. Semin Perinatol 2010, 34:237–243.
7. Bayrampour H, Heaman M: Advanced maternal age and the risk of
cesarean birth: a systematic review. Birth 2010, 37:219–226.

8. National Institutes of Health state-of-the-science conference statement:
Cesarean delivery on maternal request. Obstet Gynecol 2006, 107:1386–1397.

9. Simpson KR, Atterbury J: Trends and issues in labor induction in the
United States: implications for clinical practice. J Obstet Gynecol Neonatal
Nurs 2003, 32:767–779.

10. Seyb ST, Berka RJ, Socol ML, Dooley SL: Risk of cesarean delivery with
elective induction of labor at term in nulliparous women. Obstet Gynecol
1999, 94:600–607.

11. Yeast JD, Jones A, Poskin M: Induction of labor and the relationship to
cesarean delivery: A review of 7001 consecutive inductions. Am J Obstet
Gynecol 1999, 180(3 Pt 1):628–633.

12. Maslow AS, Sweeny AL: Elective induction of labor as a risk factor for
cesarean delivery among low-risk women at term. Obstet Gynecol 2000,
95(6 Pt 1):917–922.

13. Luthy DA, Malmgren JA, Zingheim RW: Cesarean delivery after elective
induction in nulliparous women: the physician effect. Am J Obstet
Gynecol 2004, 191:1511–1515.

14. Ben-Haroush A, Yogev Y, Bar J, Glickman H, Kaplan B, Hod M: Indicated
labor induction with vaginal prostaglandin E2 increases the risk of
cesarean section even in multiparous women with no previous cesarean
section. J Perinat Med 2004, 32:31–36.

15. Battista L, Chung JH, Lagrew DC, Wing DA: Complications of labor
induction among multiparous women in a community-based hospital
system. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2007, 197:e241–e247.

16. Coonrod DV, Drachman D, Hobson P, Manriquez M: Nulliparous term
singleton vertex cesarean delivery rates: institutional and individual level
predictors. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2008, 198:694.e1-11.

17. Ehrenthal DB, Jiang X, Strobino DM: Labor induction and the risk of a
cesarean delivery among nulliparous women at term. Obstet Gynecol
2010, 116:35–42.

18. Glantz JC: Term labor induction compared with expectant management.
Obstet Gynecol 2010, 115:70–76.

19. Thorsell M, Lyrenas S, Andolf E, Kaijser M: Induction of labor and the risk
for emergency cesarean section in nulliparous and multiparous women.
Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 2011, 90:1094–1099.

20. RCOG: Induction of Labour. Evidence-based Clinical Guideline. Number 9,
June 2001. Available at http://www.perinatal.sld.cu/docs/guiasclinicas/
inductionoflabour.pdf Accessed January 04, 2011.

21. ACOG Practice Bulletin No. 10: Induction of labor. 1999. Available at:
http://www.ownersguidepdf.com/download-manual-ebook/acog-bulletin-
10.pdf Accessed July 16, 2012.

22. ACOG Practice Bulletin No. 107: Induction of labor. Obstet Gynecol 2009,
114(2 Pt 1):386–397.

23. Moore LE, Rayburn WF: Elective induction of labor. Clin Obstet Gynecol
2006, 49:698–704.

24. Mealing NM, Roberts CL, Ford JB, Simpson JM, Morris JM: Trends in
induction of labour, 1998–2007: a population-based study. Aust N Z J
Obstet Gynaecol 2009, 49:599–605.

25. Liu S, Liston RM, Joseph KS, Heaman M, Sauve R, Kramer MS: Maternal
mortality and severe morbidity associated with low-risk planned cesarean
delivery versus planned vaginal delivery at term. CMAJ. 2007, 176:455–460.

26. van Dillen J, Zwart JJ, Schutte J, Bloemenkamp KW, van Roosmalen J:
Severe acute maternal morbidity and mode of delivery in the
Netherlands. Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 2010, 89:1460–1465.

27. Morris JM, Algert CS, Roberts CL: Incidence and risk factors for pulmonary
embolism in the postpartum period. J Thromb Haemost 2010, 8:998–1003.

28. Al-Zirqi I, Vangen S, Forsen L, Stray-Pedersen B: Prevalence and risk factors
of severe obstetric haemorrhage. BJOG 2008, 115:1265–1272.

29. Hansen AK, Wisborg K, Uldbjerg N, Henriksen TB: Risk of respiratory
morbidity in term infants delivered by elective caesarean section: cohort
study. BMJ 2008, 336:85–87.

30. Malloy MH: Impact of cesarean section on intermediate and late preterm
births: United States, 2000–2003. Birth 2009, 36:26–33.

31. De Luca R, Boulvain M, Irion O, Berner M, Pfister RE: Incidence of early
neonatal mortality and morbidity after late-preterm and term cesarean
delivery. Pediatrics 2009, 123:e1064–e1071.

32. Henderson J, McCandlish R, Kumiega L, Petrou S: Systematic review of
economic aspects of alternative modes of delivery. BJOG 2001,
108:149–157.

http://www.oecd.org/topic/0,3699,en_2649_37407_1_1_1_1_37407,00.html
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/GtG%20no%2020b%20Breech%20presentation.pdf
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/GtG%20no%2020b%20Breech%20presentation.pdf
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/GTG27PlacentaPraeviaJanuary2011.pdf
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/GTG27PlacentaPraeviaJanuary2011.pdf
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/uploaded-files/GT50UmbilicalCordProlapse2008.pdf
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/uploaded-files/GT50UmbilicalCordProlapse2008.pdf
http://www.rcog.org.uk/files/rcog-corp/uploaded-files/GT50UmbilicalCordProlapse2008.pdf
http://www.perinatal.sld.cu/docs/guiasclinicas/inductionoflabour.pdf
http://www.perinatal.sld.cu/docs/guiasclinicas/inductionoflabour.pdf
http://www.ownersguidepdf.com/download-manual-ebook/acog-bulletin-10.pdf
http://www.ownersguidepdf.com/download-manual-ebook/acog-bulletin-10.pdf


Teixeira et al. BMC Research Notes 2013, 6:214 Page 8 of 8
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1756-0500/6/214
33. EURO-PERISTAT project, with SCPE, EUROCAT, EURONEOSTAT: European
Perinatal Health Report 2008. Available at: http://www.europeristat.com
Accessed October 01, 2009.

34. Glantz JC: Labor induction rate variation in upstate New York: what is the
difference? Birth 2003, 30:168–174.

35. Main EK, Moore D, Farrell B, et al: Is there a useful cesarean birth
measure? Assessment of the nulliparous term singleton vertex cesarean
birth rate as a tool for obstetric quality improvement. Am J Obstet
Gynecol 2006, 194:1644–1651.

36. Kramer MS, Platt RW, Wen SW, et al: A new and improved population-
based Canadian reference for birth weight for gestational age.
Pediatrics 2001, 108:E35.

37. Barros AJ, Hirakata VN: Alternatives for logistic regression in cross-
sectional studies: an empirical comparison of models that directly
estimate the prevalence ratio. BMC Med Res Methodol 2003, 3:21.

38. Heffner LJ, Elkin E, Fretts RC: Impact of labor induction, gestational age,
and maternal age on cesarean delivery rates. Obstet Gynecol 2003,
102:287–293.

39. Kim C: Gestational diabetes: risks, management, and treatment options.
Int J Womens Health. 2010, 2:339–351.

40. Fadl HE, Ostlund IK, Magnuson AF, Hanson US: Maternal and neonatal
outcomes and time trends of gestational diabetes mellitus in Sweden
from 1991 to 2003. Diabet Med 2010, 27:436–441.

41. Laughon SK, Zhang J, Grewal J, Sundaram R, Beaver J, Reddy UM: Induction
of labor in a contemporary obstetric cohort. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2012,
206:486. e1-9.

42. Alexander JM, McIntire DD, Leveno KJ: Forty weeks and beyond: pregnancy
outcomes by week of gestation. Obstet Gynecol 2000, 96:291–294.

43. Poobalan AS, Aucott LS, Gurung T, Smith WC, Bhattacharya S: Obesity as an
independent risk factor for elective and emergency caesarean delivery
in nulliparous women–systematic review and meta-analysis of cohort
studies. Obes Rev 2009, 10:28–35.

44. Lin MG, Rouse DJ: What is a failed labor induction? Clin Obstet Gynecol
2006, 49:585–593.

45. Teixeira C, Lunet N, Rodrigues T, Barros H: The Bishop Score as a
determinant of labour induction success: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. Arch Gynecol Obstet 2012, 286:739–753.

46. Rinehart BK, Terrone DA, Hudson C, Isler CM, Larmon JE, Perry KG Jr: Lack of
utility of standard labor curves in the prediction of progression during
labor induction. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2000, 182:1520–1526.

47. Vahratian A, Zhang J, Troendle JF, Sciscione AC, Hoffman MK: Labor
progression and risk of cesarean delivery in electively induced
nulliparas. Obstet Gynecol 2005, 105:698–704.

48. Patel RR, Peters TJ, Murphy DJ: Prenatal risk factors for Caesarean section.
Analyses of the ALSPAC cohort of 12,944 women in England. Int J
Epidemiol 2005, 34:353–367.

doi:10.1186/1756-0500-6-214
Cite this article as: Teixeira et al.: Risk of caesarean section after induced
labour: do hospitals make a difference?. BMC Research Notes 2013 6:214.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

http://www.europeristat.com

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.440 793.440]
>> setpagedevice


