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STUDY QUESTION: Is birth weight for gestational age associated with infertility in adulthood among men and women?

SUMMARY ANSWER: Being born small for gestational age (SGA) was associated with infertility in adulthood among men.

WHAT IS KNOWN ALREADY: Fetal growth restriction may affect fertility, but results from previous studies have been inconsistent.

STUDY DESIGN, SIZE, DURATION: In this population-based cohort study, we used data from a Danish birth cohort, including 5594 men
and 5342 women born between 1984 and 1987. Information on infertility was obtained from Danish health registers during the period from
the participants’ 18th birthday and up until 31 December 2017.

PARTICIPANTS/MATERIALS, SETTING, METHODS: Participants were men and women born in two Danish municipalities, Aalborg
and Odense. Information on birth weight and gestational age was obtained from birth records, and information on infertility diagnoses and
fertility treatment was retrieved from the Danish National Patient Registry (NPR) and the Danish In Vitro Fertilisation (IVF) registry. Information
on potential maternal confounders was obtained from questionnaires during pregnancy and was included in adjusted analyses. Logistic regression
analysis was used to estimate crude and adjusted odds ratios (ORs) with 95% confidence intervals (CIs) for infertility according to birth weight
for gestational age.

MAIN RESULTS AND THE ROLE OF CHANCE: Men born SGA had a 55% higher risk of being diagnosed with or treated for infertility
compared to men born appropriate for gestational age (AGA) (adjusted OR = 1.55, 95% CI: 1.09–2.21). The association attenuated after
exclusion of men born with hypospadias or cryptorchidism (OR = 1.37, 95% CI: 0.93–2.01). No association was found between women’s
birth weight for gestational age and risk of infertility (adjusted OR = 1.00, 95% CI: 0.73–1.37).

LIMITATIONS, REASONS FOR CAUTION: Estimation of gestational age is associated with some uncertainty and might have caused
non-differential misclassification. The study design implicitly assumed similar distribution of reproductive and health-seeking behaviour across
the groups that were compared.

WIDER IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS: Men born SGA had a higher risk of infertility. Genital malformations may account for part
of the observed association, but this must be explored further.

STUDY FUNDING/COMPETING INTEREST(S): This study was supported by Health, Aarhus University. No competing interests are
declared.
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Introduction
About 12.5% of all couples are affected by infertility, defined by unsuc-
cessfully attempting pregnancy for a year or longer (Mascarenhas et al.,
2012). There are numerous causes of infertility, but in one-third of the
cases, a specific cause cannot be identified despite thorough clinical
examination (Lindsay & Vitrikas, 2015). In recent years, it has been
shown that fetal growth restriction may be associated with impaired
development of the gonads and disturbed sex-hormone patterns in
adolescence. A meta-analysis by Main et al. concluded that fetal growth
restriction is associated with an approximately 2-to-3-fold increased
risk of hypospadias (ventral displacement of the urethral meatus),
cryptorchidism (undescended testis) and testicular cancer (Main et al.,
2006). Another meta-analysis by Ibáñez et al. showed that boys born
small for gestational age (SGA) were at higher risk of having high levels
of follicle-stimulating hormone (FSH), low levels of inhibin B and a
small testicular volume during adolescence compared to boys born
appropriate for gestational age (AGA) (Ibáñez & de Zegher, 2006). The
same meta-analysis concluded that age at pubertal onset and menarche
was advanced by 5–10 months in girls born SGA relative to girls born
AGA. Additionally, fetal growth restriction may also be associated with
higher FSH levels and smaller internal genitalia (uterus and ovaries)
in adolescence (Ibáñez & de Zegher, 2006). Whether these possible
reproductive consequences continue into adulthood and increase the
risk of infertility in individuals born SGA has been sparsely investigated.
Only a few studies have investigated the possible association between
birth weight for gestational age and infertility, and these have reported
conflicting findings (Ekholm et al., 2005; Meas et al., 2010; deKeyser
et al., 2012; Vikström et al., 2014; Liffner et al., 2017).

The objective of this study was to examine the association between
birth weight for gestational age and infertility in adulthood among men
and women in a Danish cohort.

Materials and Methods

Study population
The study population included singleton children, born of mothers
included in the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ cohort, established from April
1984 to April 1987 in two cities (Aalborg and Odense) in Denmark
(Olsen et al., 1989). A total of 11 980 pregnant women participated
and completed a questionnaire that was handed out by their midwives
at approximately gestational week 36 (participation rate: 87%) (Olsen
et al., 1989). We excluded individuals with missing information on sex,
gestational age and birth weight, individuals born in the 44th gestational
week or later and individuals with birth weights incompatible with
the ostensible gestational age, using birth weight z-scores. We further
excluded individuals who died during follow-up.

Exposure
Data on birth weight and gestational age was obtained from the birth
records. In about half of our participants, gestational age was measured
using ultrasound, and in the other half, it was based on the date of onset
of the last menstrual period. The exposure of interest was categorised
into the following groups based on sex and gestational age according
to the sex and gestational age specific reference growth curve by
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Kramer et al., (2001): SGA (defined as those born with a birth weight
below the 10th percentile), AGA (defined as those born with a birth
weight between the 10th percentile and the 90th percentile) and large
for gestational age (LGA) (defined as those born with a birth weight
above the 90th percentile). The 10th and 90th percentiles were used
as cut-off values based on the World Health Organization’s (WHO)
recommendations (WHO Expert Committee, 1995).

Outcome
We defined infertility as having received an infertility diagnosis and/or
a fertility treatment. The information was obtained from the Dan-
ish National Patient Registry (NPR), which was established in 1977
(Schmidt et al., 2015). The register holds information on inpatient
contacts to hospitals in Denmark since 1977 and outpatient medical
contacts since 1995, including the date of admission and discharge
as well as diagnostic codes and type of diagnosis (main, additional,
referral, emergency). We obtained information on infertility diagnoses
during the period from the participants’ 18th birthday and up until
31 December 2016. We used the following International Classification
of Diseases, Tenth Revision (ICD-10) diagnoses for female infertil-
ity: N97 (female infertility), N970 (anovulation), N971 (tubal origin),
N972 (uterine origin), N973 (cervical origin), N978 (other origin),
N978A (secondary female infertility), N978B (ovary origin), N978B1
(after retraction of cryopreserved ovarian tissue), N978C (multiple
reasons), N978D (primary female sterility), N978E (pituitary origin),
N978F (hypothalamus origin) and N979 (unspecified). We used the
following ICD-10 diagnoses for male infertility: N46 (male infertil-
ity), N469 (male infertility unspecified), N469A (aspermia), N469B
(azoospermia), N469C (oligospermia), N469D (oligo-teratospermia)
and N469W (other reason). We obtained information on fertility
treatments from the Danish In Vitro Fertilisation (IVF) registry from
the participants’ 18th birthday and up until 31 December 2017. The
registry contains personal identification numbers on women and their
partners (if they have one), information on fertility treatments con-
ducted at public and private fertility clinics in Denmark and the cause of
treatment, if known (Health Data Board, 2018). Men were defined as
infertile if they had a female partner, who was treated for infertility on
indication of a male factor according to the IVF registry (i.e. assuming
that only the man was infertile). On the same terms, women were
defined as infertile if they were treated for infertility on indication of
a female factor according to the IVF registry (i.e. assuming that only
the woman was infertile). If there was missing information concerning
a couple’s fertility status in the registry or if a couple was treated for
infertility due to both male and female factors, both the man and the
woman were defined as infertile.

Potential confounders and restriction
variables
Potential confounders were selected based on the available literature
of associations between gestational age at birth, and their potential
effect on fertility. From the questionnaires, we had information on
factors related to maternal lifestyle, health and sociodemographic
status. The following potential confounders were included in the
adjusted analyses: maternal age in years (continuous), the level
of employment of both parents based on the highest ranking of
occupational status between the mother and father at the time of
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pregnancy (lowest, medium or highest), parental cohabitation status
(do not live together or do live together), maternal smoking during
pregnancy (non-smoker, stopped smoking before 3rd trimester, <10
cigarettes per day or ≥10 cigarettes per day), maternal weekly
alcohol consumption during pregnancy (<1 drink, 1–4 drink(s) or
≥4 drinks) and maternal pre-pregnancy body mass index (BMI)
(underweight (<18.5 kg/m2), normal weight (≥18.5–<25.0 kg/m2)
or overweight/obese (≥25.0 kg/m2)) and maternal parity (0 children
or ≥1 child).

Information on the two genital malformations, cryptorchidism and
hypospadias, was obtained from the NPR from the participants date
of birth and until 31 December 2016. This identified male participants
diagnosed with any diagnosis of hypospadias (ICD-8 codes; 75220,
75221, 75222, 75228, 75229 or ICD-10 codes; Q54, Q540, Q540A,
Q541, Q542, Q543, Q548, Q549) or cryptorchidism (ICD-8 codes;
75210, 75211, 75219 or ICD-10 codes; Q53, Q531, Q531A, Q532,
Q532A, Q539).

Statistical analyses
Missing information
Some participants were lost to follow-up due to death (n = 139,
1.2%). An analysis was conducted to identify if there were systematic
differences according to birth weight for gestational age between
participants (n = 10 936) and participants lost to follow-up (n = 139).
Furthermore, many of the participants’ mothers (n = 1324) did not
fill in questions about ‘maternal pre-pregnancy BMI’ and ‘parental
cohabitation status’, restricting the number of observations in the
adjusted analyses. Two non-response analyses were performed to
identify if there were systematic differences according to birth weight
for gestational age and infertility between participants whose mothers
did not answer questions about maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and
parental cohabitation status in the baseline questionnaire (n = 1324)
and those who did (n = 9612).

Data analyses
Multiple logistic regression models were performed, and crude and
adjusted odds ratios (ORs) with 95% confidence intervals (CIs) were
estimated for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age
using the AGA group as the reference category. All analyses were
stratified by sex. Since the data contained siblings (n = 260, 2.4%), we
applied robust standard errors when calculating the CIs.

Since fetal growth restriction is associated with an increased risk of
hypospadias and cryptorchidism and these two genital malformations
may increase the risk of infertility in adulthood, we performed a sub-
analysis, excluding boys with the genital malformations. Because of the
well-known association between maternal smoking during pregnancy
and semen quality in the sons, and the higher proportion of smoking
mothers in the SGA groups, we performed a sub-analysis excluding
men of smoking mothers. We also performed sensitivity analyses to
check the robustness of the main analytical approach: first, we changed
the analyses by using a different definition of SGA, AGA and LGA: SGA
(birth weight below the fifth percentile), AGA (birth weight between
5th and 95th percentiles) and LGA (birth weight above the 95th
percentile). Second, we performed the analyses with the growth curve
by Marsál et al. (1996) as reference using the 10th and 90th percentiles
as cut-off values. Third, we restricted the analyses to include cases with
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an infertility diagnosis only (i.e. excluded cases with missing information
about the cause of their performance in the IVF registry (n = 78)), as
we assumed that the likelihood of participants actually being infertile
was higher if they were registered with an infertility diagnosis. This
analysis was also performed excluding men with hypospadias and
cryptorchidism.

Data were analysed in STATA version 15.1 (StataCorp, College
Station, TX, USA).

Ethical approvals
The study was approved by the Danish Data Protection Agency (record
number 2015-57-0002) and Aarhus University (record number 2016-
051-000001, internal registration 749).

Results

Characteristics of the study population
A total of 11 144 live-born singletons were born in the ‘Healthy
Habits for Two’ birth cohort between 1984 and 1987. We excluded
individuals with missing values on sex (n = 2), gestational age and
birth weight (n = 56), individuals born ≥gestational week 44 (n = 7),
individuals with extreme birth weight z scores (n = 4) and individuals
who died during follow-up (n = 139). The final study population cohort
consisted of 10 936 individuals followed until 31 December 2017 (98%
of the original birth cohort). Among these, 5342 were women (49%)
and 5594 were men (51%) (Fig. 1). The mean age of the participants
was 32 years at the end of follow-up.

A total of 553 (10.4%) women and 586 (10.5%) men were born
SGA, 4315 (80.8%) women and 4515 (80.7%) men were born AGA
and 474 (8.9%) women and 493 (8.8%) men were born LGA. Among
both men and women, the exposure groups were relatively similar with
respect to maternal age, level of parental employment and maternal
cohabitation status (Table I). Mothers for the SGA groups had the
highest level of cigarette and alcohol consumption and the lowest pre-
pregnancy BMI and were more often first-time mothers (Table I).

Missing information
Among women, there were no differences between participants and
participants lost to follow-up in relation to birth weight for ges-
tational age. For men, a higher proportion was born SGA among
participants lost to follow-up compared with participants (26 vs. 10%)
(Supplementary Table SI). The two non-response analyses showed no
systematic differences in any of the investigated variables between
participating and non-participating mothers (Supplementary Table SII).

Birth weight for gestational age and
infertility
Among the women, 533 (10.0%) were categorised as infertile during
follow-up. Causes of female infertility were N979 (unspecified)
(60.3%), N978 (other origin) (12.1%), N970 (anovulation) (8.0%),
N978D (primary female sterility) (6.5%), N97 (female infertility)
(5.8%), N978A (secondary female infertility) (2.7%), N978B (ovary
origin) (2.7%), N971 (tubal origin) (1.7%) and N972 (uterine origin)
(0.2%). Among the men, 332 (5.9%) were categorised as infertile

https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
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Figure 1 Flow chart of the study population.

during follow-up. Causes of male infertility were N469 (male
infertility unspecified) (89.7%), N469C (oligospermia) (6.9%), N469B
(azoospermia) (2.6%) and N469D (oligo-teratospermia) (0.9%). The
mean age at infertility diagnosis or treatment was 27.5 years for men
and 27.4 years for women.

Table II presents ORs of infertility according to birth weight for
gestational age for each sex. Results were very similar in the unadjusted
and adjusted analyses. For women, no association was found between
SGA and infertility (adjusted OR = 1.00, 95% CI: 0.73–1.37). Men
born SGA had 55% higher odds of being infertile (adjusted OR = 1.55,
95% CI: 1.09–2.21) compared with men born AGA. No associa-
tion was found between LGA and infertility, either among men or
women.

In the first sub-analysis, we excluded men with hypospadias
or cryptorchidism (n = 180, 3.2%). The risk of being infertile
was attenuated but still tended to be higher for men born SGA
compared to men born AGA (adjusted OR = 1.37, 95% CI: 0.93–2.01)
(Supplementary Table SIII). In the second sub-analysis, we excluded
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men whose mothers smoked during pregnancy. The risk of being
infertile was higher among men born SGA compared to men born AGA
(adjusted OR = 1.78, 95% CI: 1.05–3.00) (Supplementary Table SIV),
and even more so.

In sensitivity analyses, we first defined SGA and LGA as the
5th and 95th percentile (Supplementary Table SV), respectively,
and second, we used the growth curve by Marsál et al. (1996)
(Supplementary Table SVI). Using these definitions did not change
our results markedly. Men born SGA had 67% higher odds of being
infertile (adjusted OR = 1.67, 95% CI: 1.09–2.55) compared with
men born AGA when using the 5th and 95th percentiles as cut-off
values (Supplementary Table SV). Finally, we restricted the analyses to
include cases with an infertility diagnosis only, and the risk of infertility
changed from a 55% higher risk of being infertile (adjusted OR = 1.55,
95% CI: 1.09–2.21) to an 88% higher risk (adjusted OR = 1.88, 95%
CI: 1.30–2.70) among men born SGA (Supplementary Table SVII).
The results remained unchanged among women. The restricted
analysis was also performed excluding men with hypospadias or

https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
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Table I Descriptive characteristics according to birth weight for gestational age among men and women from the
‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987.

Women (n = 5342) Men (n = 5594)
.................................................... ....................................................

SGA
(n = 553,
10.4%)

AGA
(n = 4315,

80.8%)

LGA
(n = 474,

8.9%)

SGA
(n = 586,
10.5%)

AGA
(n = 4515,

80.7%)

LGA
(n = 493,

8.8%)
.....................................................................................................................................................................................
Maternal age at gestational week 36 (mean, SD)

Years 26.8 (4.8) 27.1 (4.6) 28.3 (4.8) 26.6 (4.5) 27.2 (4.6) 27.9 (4.7)

Parental level of employment (combined, highest level of employment) (n, %)

Lowest 168 (30.4) 1142 (26.5) 119 (25.1) 165 (28.2) 1187 (26.3) 145 (29.4)

Medium 274 (49.6) 2402 (55.7) 267 (56.3) 330 (56.3) 2475 (54.8) 267 (54.2)

Highest 111 (20.1) 771 (17.9) 88 (18.6) 91 (15.5) 853 (18.9) 81 (16.4)

Parental cohabitation status during pregnancy (n, %)

Do not live together 16 (3.1) 127 (3.1) 10 (2.2) 22 (4.1) 135 (3.2) 8 (1.7)

Do live together 506 (97.0) 3942 (96.9) 444 (97.8) 513 (95.9) 4147 (96.9) 463 (98.3)

Maternal smoking during pregnancy (n, %)

Non-smoker 195 (35.3) 2388 (55.7) 341 (72.6) 195 (33.6) 2572 (57.5) 346 (70.5)

Stopped smoking before the 3rd trimester 19 (3.4) 229 (5.3) 39 (8.3) 19 (3.3) 236 (5.3) 29 (5.9)

<10 cigarettes per day 133 (24.1) 779 (18.2) 51 (10.6) 159 (27.4) 833 (18.6) 67 (13.7)

≥10 cigarettes per day 205 (37.1) 893 (20.8) 39 (8.3) 208 (35.8) 831 (18.6) 49 (10.0)

Maternal pre-pregnancy BMI (kg/m2)

<18.5 kg/m2 74 (14.2) 423 (10.5) 16 (3.7) 85 (15.6) 362 (8.6) 18 (4.0)

≥18.5 kg/m2 and < 25 kg/m2 405 (77.7) 3109 (77.1) 328 (75.2) 411 (75.3) 3331 (79.4) 336 (74.2)

≥25 kg/m2 42 (8.1) 500 (12.4) 92 (21.1) 50 (9.2) 500 (11.9) 99 (21.9)

Maternal weekly alcohol consumption during pregnancy (n, %)

<1 drink 204 (37.0) 1495 (34.7) 178 (37.6) 193 (33.0) 1614 (35.8) 174 (35.3)

1–4 drink(s) 292 (52.9) 2468 (57.2) 258 (54.6) 338 (57.8) 2564 (56.8) 296 (60.0)

≥4 drinks 56 (10.1) 351 (8.1) 37 (7.8) 54 (9.2) 336 (7.4) 23 (4.7)

Maternal parity (n, %)

0 children 311 (56.2) 2095 (48.6) 164 (34.6) 344 (58.7) 2180 (48.3) 176 (35.7)

≥1 child 242 (43.8) 2220 (51.5) 310 (65.4) 242 (41.3) 2335 (51.7) 317 (64.3)

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age
Missing: maternal age (n = 8), parental cohabitation status (n = 603), maternal smoking (n = 81), maternal pre-pregnancy BMI (n = 755) and maternal alcohol consumption (n = 5)

cryptorchidism. The risk remained higher among men born SGA com-
pared with men born AGA (adjusted OR = 1.67, 95% CI: 1.12–2.48)
(Supplementary Table SVIII).

Discussion
In this cohort study, we investigated the association between birth
weight for gestational age and infertility in adulthood among men
and women. Being born SGA was associated with a higher risk of
infertility among men compared to men born AGA. The association
was attenuated when excluding those born with malformations in the
genital organs. For women, no association was found between SGA
and infertility.

Previous studies on this subject are sparse and show conflicting
results. Consistent with our results, a Swedish population-based reg-
istry study by deKeyser et al. reported a 9% lower reproductive rate
(the rate of having a live born child) for men born SGA, while no asso-
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ciation was observed among women (deKeyser et al., 2012). However,
their analyses were not adjusted for potential behavioural, nutritional
and environmental confounders. In contrast, Ekholm et al. found an
increased rate of reproduction among 25–27-year-old women born
SGA, an association that had disappeared entirely by the time the
women reached 31–33 years of age (Ekholm et al., 2005). It is well-
known that SGA is associated with certain maternal lifestyle factors,
including high levels of smoking and alcohol consumption. It could be
speculated that girls born SGA grow up in an environment that could
be associated with an increased probability of giving birth at an early
age. The higher reproductive rate for the young SGA women may
therefore be due to confounding. A case–control study performed by
Liffner et al. found no difference in the use of assisted reproductive
technology (ART) among men born SGA, AGA or LGA (Liffner et al.,
2017). However, in a sensitivity analysis, they found that men becoming
fathers by intracytoplasmic sperm injection (ICSI) had a doubled risk
of having been born SGA compared with men who became fathers

https://academic.oup.com/humrep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/humrep/dez232#supplementary-data
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Table II Odds ratios for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age among men and women from the
‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987.

Women
.....................................................................................................................................................................................

Birth weight
for gestational
age

Unadjusted model (N = 5342) Adjusted model∗ (N = 4675)
......................................................................... .........................................................................
Total Infertile, (n, %) OR 95% CI Total Infertile, (n, %) OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 553 57 (10.3) 1.04 0.77–1.39 489 50 (10.2) 1.00 0.73–1.37

AGA 4315 431 (10.0) 1.00 Reference 3773 372 (9.9) 1.00 Reference

LGA 474 45 (9.5) 0.95 0.68–1.30 413 38 (9.2) 0.96 0.68–1.37

Men
.....................................................................................................................................................................................

Birth weight
for gestational
age

Unadjusted model (N = 5594) Adjusted model∗ (N = 4852)
......................................................................... .........................................................................
Total Infertile, (n, %) OR 95% CI Total Infertile, (n, %) OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 586 48 (8.2) 1.48 1.07–2.04 492 41 (8.3) 1.55 1.09–2.21

AGA 4515 257 (5.7) 1.00 Reference 3929 224 (5.7) 1.00 Reference

LGA 493 27 (5.5) 0.96 0.64–1.44 431 23 (5.3) 0.90 0.57–1.41

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age; OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence
interval
∗Adjusted for maternal age, parental level of employment, parental cohabitation status, maternal smoking and alcohol consumption, maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and maternal parity

by conventional IVF treatment. A case–control study performed by
Vikström et al. found that infertile women with a known female infertil-
ity factor were almost three times more likely to have been born SGA
compared with women with unexplained infertility (Vikström et al.,
2014). The category with an unexplained cause of infertility makes
interpretation of their results difficult, since this category may contain
individuals where the cause of infertility has yet to be discovered. A
study performed by Meas et al. showed no association between birth
weight for gestational age and time to pregnancy (TTP) in adulthood
among women nor men, but the sample size was relatively small
(N = 1282), which increases the risk of type 2 error (Meas et al., 2010).
Results from a follow-up study performed by Ramlau-Hansen et al.,
including male participants from the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth
cohort, did not indicate an effect of birth weight on semen quality
or level of reproductive hormones in adult life (Ramlau-Hansen et al.,
2010). However, the exposure contrast was restricted and they had
limited power to detect small associations. Taken together, comparison
across the existing literature is challenging due to methodological
variations and solid conclusions cannot be made.

The potential mechanisms underlying the association observed
among men in our study remain unresolved. Suggestions of a biological
cause may be considered regarding research that shows a link
between fetal growth restriction and development of hypospadias
and cryptorchidism (Main et al., 2006; Jensen et al., 2012), two factors
associated with impaired testicular function (Miller et al. 2001; Virtanen
et al. 2007; Örtqvist et al. 2017). This is consistent with our results
as exclusion of men born with hypospadias and cryptorchidism
attenuated the risk of infertility among men born SGA compared
with the main results, indicating that the genital malformations may
be intermediate factors in the observed association. It could also be
speculated that cryptorchidism, hypospadias and reduced infertility
have common origins in fetal life.
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Our study has strengths as well as limitations. A major strength in our
study was the high participation rate (87%) among the pregnant women
included in the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ cohort and the availability of
data from the Danish national registers, which resulted in a high follow-
up rate in our birth cohort (98%). This reduces the risk of selection bias
and optimises the representativeness. We found a higher proportion of
men born SGA among those lost to follow-up. If non-participants have
a higher risk of infertility compared with participants, the association
between SGA and infertility among men may be underestimated.

Generally, the quality and completeness of the NPR and the IVF
registry are considered high (Andersen et al., 1999; Schmidt et al.,
2015). To our knowledge, no validation studies have been performed
regarding registration of infertility diagnoses and infertility treatments
in the two registers; registrations may be prone to some degree of
measurement errors, which may have led to non-differential misclas-
sification. Another strength in our study is the availability of detailed
information on potential confounders from questionnaire data, such
as maternal smoking, alcohol, pre-pregnancy BMI and cohabitation
status. These factors had a small impact of the crude OR estimate,
and the association between SGA and infertility among men would
have been underestimated if not adjusting for these variables. Future
studies on this subject may therefore take these confounders into
account. However, there were a large number of missing registrations
on maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and cohabitation status due to no
reply to the baseline questionnaire among the participants’ mothers.
The missing information was, however, not related to our exposure or
outcome of interest.

The mean age at birth of the first child in Denmark was roughly
29 years for women and 31 years for men in 2017 (Statistical Denmark,
2018). The participants were between 30 and 33 years of age at the
end of our study period. We consider the cohort appropriate to study
infertility; however, we acknowledge that they had not reached the end
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of their reproductive lives, and thus it will be of interest to follow-up
the cohort in additional 10 years’ time. Furthermore, in the SGA group,
a large proportion of mothers had a high level of cigarette and alcohol
consumption. It could be speculated that boys born SGA grow up in an
environment that could be associated with an increased probability of
having a child in an early age. In our study, however, the mean age of
infertility diagnosis or treatment was the same among men born SGA,
AGA and LGA. Further, in a sub-analysis excluding smoking mothers,
we found that men born SGA had a 78% higher risk of infertility
compared to men born AGA. Despite a reduction in power, the
tendency of the association is the same as in the total male population.

A limitation was the different measurement methods used to esti-
mate the participants’ gestational age. Using the date of onset of
the last menstrual period as measurement method has been shown
to overestimate the proportion of infants with post-term gestational
ages and underestimate those born preterm compared with early
ultrasound measurements (Kramer et al., 1988; Mongelli et al., 1996).
However, this did not seem to be an issue in our study as the pro-
portion of participants born preterm, term or post-term was similar,
regardless of the measurement method used. Despite this, estimation
of gestational age will always be associated with some uncertainty,
which increases the risk of non-differentiated misclassification and an
underestimation of the estimated associations.

In our study, men and women were classified as infertile, if they
either had a diagnosis of infertility or were part of a couple that had
received fertility treatment. As there are other reasons for seeking
fertility treatment than a couple’s inability to achieve a pregnancy
(e.g. sexual dysfunction, being lesbian or single (only relevant for
women)), we may have misclassified some men and women in our
main analyses. Therefore, we performed a restriction analysis where
we excluded infertile cases with missing information on the cause of
their performance in the IVF registry. The increased risk of infertility
changed from 55 to 88% among men born SGA. It is expected that the
OR estimate from this analysis will more accurately reflect the true risk
of infertility.

Our findings add to the growing literature that being born SGA may
impact future fertility, at least among boys. The results are reassuring
for girls born SGA, although we cannot exclude that misclassification
could have led to bias toward the null. Many children are born SGA, so
if SGA is causally linked to infertility, this has public health relevance. It
is therefore important to focus on the underlying mechanisms that can
explain the possible association between SGA and infertility as it allows
a more targeted prevention strategy.

Conclusions
We found that being born SGA was associated with a higher risk of
infertility among men. Two genital malformations, hypospadias and
cryptorchidism, may account for a part of the association observed. For
women, no association was found between birth weight for gestational
age and infertility.

Authors’ roles
All authors contributed to the conception and design of the study. J.O.,
B.H., J.P.B. and C.R.H. contributed to the acquisition of data. A.T. and

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

J.L. performed the statistical analyses and A.T. drafted the manuscript.
All authors revised the paper critically and approved the final version
of the manuscript.

Supplementary data
Supplementary data are available at Human Reproduction online.

Funding
This study was supported by Health, Aarhus University.

Conflict of interest
None declared.

References
Andersen AN, Westergaard HB, Olsen J. The Danish in vitro fertilisa-

tion (IVF) register. Dan Med Bull 1999;46:357–360.
deKeyser N, Josefsson A, Bladh M, Carstensen J, Finnström O, Sydsjö

G. Premature birth and low birthweight are associated with a lower
rate of reproduction in adulthood: a Swedish population-based
registry study. Hum Reprod 2012;27:1170–1178.

Ekholm K, Carstensen J, Finnström O, Sydsjö G. The probability
of giving birth among women who were born preterm or with
impaired fetal growth: a Swedish population-based registry study. Am
J Epidemiol 2005;161:725–733.

Health Data Board (2018) IVF registry (assisted reproduction). [online]
URL https://sundhedsdatastyrelsen.dk/da/registre-og-services/
om-de-nationale-sundhedsregistre/graviditet-foedsler-og-boern/
ivf-registeret

Ibáñez L, de Zegher F. Puberty after prenatal growth restraint. Horm
Res 2006;65 Suppl 3:112–115.

Jensen MS, Wilcox AJ, Olsen J, Bonde JP, Thulstrup AM, Ramlau-
Hansen CH, Henriksen TB. Cryptorchidism and hypospadias in
a cohort of 934,538 Danish boys: the role of birth weight, ges-
tational age, body dimensions, and fetal growth. Am J Epidemiol
2012;175:917–925.

Kramer MS, McLean FH, Boyd ME, Usher RH. The validity of ges-
tational age estimation by menstrual dating in term, preterm, and
postterm gestations. JAMA 1988;260:3306–3308.

Kramer MS, Platt RW, Wen SW, Joseph KS, Allen A, Abrahamow-
icz M, Blondel B, Bréart G, Fetal/Infant Health Study Group of
the Canadian Perinatal Surveillance System. A new and improved
population-based Canadian reference for birth weight for gestational
age. Pediatrics 2001;108:E35.

Liffner S, Hammar M, Bladh M, Nedstrand E, Martinez HR, Syd-
sjö G. Men becoming fathers by intracytoplasmic sperm injection
were more often born small for gestational age. Asian J Androl
2017;19:103–106.

Lindsay TJ, Vitrikas KR. Evaluation and treatment of infertility. Am Fam
Physician 2015;91:308–314.

Main KM, Jensen RB, Asklund C, Høi-Hansen CE, Skakkebaek NE.
Low birth weight and male reproductive function. Horm Res 2006;65
Suppl 3:116–122.

https://sundhedsdatastyrelsen.dk/da/registre-og-services/om-de-nationale-sundhedsregistre/graviditet-foedsler-og-boern/ivf-registeret
https://sundhedsdatastyrelsen.dk/da/registre-og-services/om-de-nationale-sundhedsregistre/graviditet-foedsler-og-boern/ivf-registeret
https://sundhedsdatastyrelsen.dk/da/registre-og-services/om-de-nationale-sundhedsregistre/graviditet-foedsler-og-boern/ivf-registeret


8 Thorsted et al.

Marsál K, Persson PH, Larsen T, Lilja H, Selbing A, Sultan B. Intrauterine
growth curves based on ultrasonically estimated foetal weights. Acta
Paediatrica Oslo Norway 1996;1992 85:843–848.

Mascarenhas MN, Flaxman SR, Boerma T, Vanderpoel S, Stevens
GA. National, regional, and global trends in infertility prevalence
since 1990: a systematic analysis of 277 health surveys. PLoS Med
2012;9:e1001356.

Meas T, Deghmoun S, Lévy-Marchal C, Bouyer J. Fertility is not
altered in young adults born small for gestational age. Hum Reprod
2010;25:2354–2359.

Miller KD, Coughlin MT, Lee PA. Fertility after unilateral cryp-
torchidism. Paternity, time to conception, pretreatment testicu-
lar location and size, hormone and sperm parameters. Horm Res
2001;55:249–253.

Mongelli M, Wilcox M, Gardosi J. Estimating the date of confinement:
ultrasonographic biometry versus certain menstrual dates. Am J
Obstet Gynecol 1996;174:278–281.

Olsen J, Frische G, Poulsen AO, Kirchheiner H. Changing smoking,
drinking, and eating behaviour among pregnant women in Denmark.
Evaluation of a health campaign in a local region. Scand J Soc Med
1989;17:277–280.

Örtqvist L, Fossum M, Andersson M, Nordenström A, Frisén L,
Holmdahl G, Nordenskjöld A. Sexuality and fertility in men with
hypospadias; improved outcome. Andrology 2017;5:286–293.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Ramlau-Hansen CH, Hansen M, Jensen CR, Olsen J, Bonde
JP, Thulstrup AM. Semen quality and reproductive hormones
according to birthweight and body mass index in childhood
and adult life: two decades of follow-up. Fertil Steril 2010;94:
610–618.

Schmidt M, Schmidt SAJ, Sandegaard JL, Ehrenstein V, Pedersen L,
Sørensen HT. The Danish National Patient Registry: a review
of content, data quality, and research potential. Clin Epidemiol
2015;7:449–490.

Statistical Denmark (2018) AVERAGE AGE OF WOMEN
GIVEN BIRTH AND NEW FATHERS. [online] URL: https://
www.statistikbanken.dk/statbank5a/SelectVarVal/Define.asp?
Maintable=FOD11&PLanguage=0

Vikström J, Hammar M, Josefsson A, Bladh M, Sydsjö G.
Birth characteristics in a clinical sample of women seeking
infertility treatment: a case-control study. BMJ Open 2014;4:
e004197.

Virtanen HE, Cortes D, Rajpert-De Meyts E, Ritzén
EM, Nordenskjöld A, Skakkebaek NE, Toppari J.
Development and descent of the testis in relation to
cryptorchidism. Acta Paediatrica Oslo Norway 2007;1992 96:
622–627.

WHO Expert Committee. Physical Status: The Use and Interpretation of
Anthropometry. Geneva, 1995.

https://www.statistikbanken.dk/statbank5a/SelectVarVal/Define.asp?
https://www.statistikbanken.dk/statbank5a/SelectVarVal/Define.asp?


Human Reproduction, Vol.00, No.00, pp. 1–1, 2019
Advance Access Publication on doi:10.1093/humrep/dez232

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

Supplementary Table SI Birth weight for gestational age for participants lost to follow-up due to death among men
and women from the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, 1984–1987.

Women (N=5,389)
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for gestational age Participants (n=5,342) Participants lost to follow-up (n=47)
.....................................................................................................................................................................................

SGA (n, %) 553 (10.4) 4 (8.5)

AGA (n, %) 4,315 (80.8) 38 (80.9)

LGA (n, %) 474 (8.9) 5 (10.6)

....................................................................................................................................................................................
Men (N=5,686)
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for gestational age Participants (n=5,594) Participants lost to follow-up (n=92)
....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA (n, %) 586 (10.5) 24 (26.0)

AGA (n, %) 4,515 (80.7) 57 (62.0)

LGA (n, %) 493 (8.8) 11 (12.0)

Abbreviations: n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age;
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SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

Supplementary Table SII Overview of non-participating mothers due to missing registrations on maternal BMI and
cohabitation status according to birth weight for gestational age and infertility among men and women from the ‘Healthy
Habits for Two’ birth cohort, 1984–1987

Women (N=5,342)
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for gestational age Participating mothers (n=4,707) Non-participating mothers (n=635)
.....................................................................................................................................................................................

SGA (n, %) 491 (10.4) 62 (9.8)

AGA (n, %) 3,798 (80.7) 517 (81.4)

LGA (n, %) 418 (8.9) 56 (8.8)

Infertility

Yes (n, %) 466 (9.9) 67 (10.6)

No (n, %) 4,241 (90.1) 568 (89.5)

....................................................................................................................................................................................
Men (N=5,594)
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for gestational age Participating mothers (n=4,905) Non-participating mothers (n=689)
....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA (n, %) 500 (10.2) 86 (12.5)

AGA (n, %) 3,973 (81.0) 542 (78.7)

LGA (n, %) 432 (8.8) 61 (8.6)

Infertility

Yes (n, %) 290 (5.9) 42 (6.1)

No (n, %) 4,615 (94.1) 647 (93.9)

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age
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SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

Supplementary Table SIII Odds ratios for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age among men from
the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987, excluding men with hypospadias or cryptorchidism.

Men
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,414) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,692)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 558 40 (7.2) 1.28 0.91-1.82 466 34 (7.3) 1.37 0.93-2.01

AGA 4,379 248 (5.7) 1.00 Reference 3,811 215 (5.6) 1.00 Reference

LGA 477 25 (5.3) 0.92 0.60-1.41 415 21 (5.0) 0.85 0.53-1.36

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age; OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence
interval
∗Adjusted for maternal age, parental level of employment, parental cohabitation status, maternal smoking and alcohol consumption, maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and maternal parity
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SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

SupplementaryTable SIV Odds ratios for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age among men from the
‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987, excluding men whose mothers smoked during pregnancy.

Men
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=3,113) Adjusted model∗ (N=2,772)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 195 19 (9.7) 1.67 1.01-2.76 174 18 (10.3) 1.78 1.05-3.00

AGA 2,572 156 (6.1) 1.00 Reference 2,290 135 (5.9) 1.00 Reference

LGA 346 21 (6.1) 1.00 0.63-1.60 308 17 (5.5) 0.96 0.56-1.65

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age; OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence
interval
∗Adjusted for maternal age, parental level of employment, parental cohabitation status, maternal smoking and alcohol consumption, maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and maternal parity
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SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

Supplementary Table SV Odds ratios for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age among men and
women from the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987, where SGA, AGA and LGA were defined
using the 5 and 95 percentile.

Women
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,342) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,675)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 278 27 (9.7) 0.97 0.64-1.45 244 22 (9.0) 0.86 0.54-1.35

AGA 4,809 482 (10.0) 1.00 Reference 4,203 416 (9.9) 1.00 Reference

LGA 255 24 (9.4) 0.93 0.61-1.43 228 22 (9.7) 1.01 0.64-1.60

....................................................................................................................................................................................
Men
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,594) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,852)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 378 31 (8.2) 1.46 0.99-2.15 316 28 (8.9) 1.67 1.09-2.55

AGA 4,891 282 (5.8) 1.00 Reference 4,249 243 (5.7) 1.00 Reference

LGA 325 19 (5.9) 1.01 0.63-1.64 287 17 (5.9) 1.00 0.60-1.67

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age; OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence
interval

∗Adjusted for maternal age, parental level of employment, parental cohabitation status, maternal smoking and alcohol consumption, maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and maternal parity



Human Reproduction, Vol.00, No.00, pp. 1–1, 2019
Advance Access Publication on doi:10.1093/humrep/dez232

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

Supplementary Table SVI Odds ratios for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age among men and
women from the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987, based on the growth curve by Marsál et
al., (1996).

Women
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,342) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,675)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 758 77 (10.2) 1.02 0.79-1.32 661 65 (9.8) 0.95 0.72-1.27

AGA 4,153 415 (10.0) 1.00 Reference 3,645 362 (9.9) 1.00 Reference

LGA 431 41 (9.5) 0.95 0.68-1.33 369 33 (8.9) 0.92 0.63-1.34

....................................................................................................................................................................................
Men
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,594) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,852)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 680 53 (7.8) 1.38 1.02-1.88 579 46 (7.9) 1.46 1.04-2.05

AGA 4,335 250 (5.8) 1.00 Reference 3,764 217 (5.8) 1.00 Reference

LGA 579 29 (5.0) 0.86 0.58-1.28 509 25 (4.9) 0.83 0.54-1.28

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age; OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence
interval
∗Adjusted for maternal age, parental level of employment, parental cohabitation status, maternal smoking and alcohol consumption, maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and maternal parity
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SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

Supplementary Table SVII Odds ratios for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age among men and
women from the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987, including infertile cases as only those with
an infertility diagnosis.

Women
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,342) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,675)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 553 53 (9.6) 1.01 0.75-1.38 489 46 (9.4) 0.96 0.69-1.32

AGA 4,315 407 (9.4) 1.00 Reference 3,773 352 (9.3) 1.00 Reference

LGA 474 42 (8.9) 0.93 0.67-1.30 413 36 (8.7) 0.98 0.68-1.40

....................................................................................................................................................................................
Men
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,594) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,852)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 586 46 (7.9) 1.72 1.23-2.39 492 39 (7.9) 1.88 1.30-2.70

AGA 4,515 213 (4.7) 1.00 Reference 3,929 181 (4.6) 1.00 Reference

LGA 493 26 (5.3) 1.12 0.74-1.70 431 22 (5.1) 1.05 0.66-1.69

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age; OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence
interval
∗Adjusted for maternal age, parental level of employment, parental cohabitation status, maternal smoking and alcohol consumption, maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and maternal parity



Human Reproduction, Vol.00, No.00, pp. 1–1, 2019
Advance Access Publication on doi:10.1093/humrep/dez232

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

SupplementaryTable SVIII Odds ratios for infertility according to birth weight for gestational age among men without
hypospadias or cryptorchidism from the ‘Healthy Habits for Two’ birth cohort, Denmark, 1984–1987, including infertile
cases as only those with an infertility diagnosis.

Men
....................................................................................................................................................................................
Birth weight for
gestational age

Unadjusted model (N=5,414) Adjusted model∗ (N=4,692)
. ............................................................... .......................................................................

Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI Total Infertile,
(n, %)

OR 95% CI

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
SGA 558 38 (6.8) 1.49 1.04-2.14 466 32 (6.8) 1.67 1.12-2.48

AGA 4,379 204 (4.7) 1.00 Reference 3,811 172 (4.5) 1.00 Reference

LGA 477 24 (5.0) 1.08 0.70-1.67 415 20 (4.8) 1.00 0.61-1.64

Abbreviations: BMI, body mass index; n, number; SGA, small for gestational age; AGA, appropriate for gestational age; LGA, large for gestational age; OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence
interval
∗Adjusted for maternal age, parental level of employment, parental cohabitation status, maternal smoking and alcohol consumption, maternal pre-pregnancy BMI and maternal parity
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