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Abstract

Introduction: Pregnant women are frequently excluded from clinical trials. Yet, inclusion of pregnant
women is of interest in vaccinology including during health crisis. Promotion of clinical trials by
midwives may facilitate the decision making of pregnant women. Attitudes of midwives about

participation in a vaccine clinical trial have been little explored.

Methods: We conducted an anonymous survey from the 11th of September to the 11th of
November 2020. Primary endpoint was the willingness to encourage pregnant women to participate

in a hypothetical respiratory syncytial virus (RSV) vaccine clinical trial.

Results: Among 398 midwives who answered the questionnaire, 113 (28.3 %) were likely to
encourage pregnant women to participate in the vaccine clinical trial, this proportion ranged from 25
% in senior midwives to 34.5 % among the students. After adjustment on age, parenthood, previous
vaccine hesitancy attitudes, and the 5 components of the 5C model, the only predictor of the
promotion of the clinical trial was the training score with an adjusted odds ratio of 1.09 (1.01-1.18,
p=0.027) for a one-point increase. Vaccine hesitancy and psychological antecedents of vaccinations

were not associated with a lower promotion of pregnant women trial participation among midwives.

Conclusion: Few respondents were likely to encourage pregnant women to participate in a vaccine
clinical trial. Midwives who considered having a good training about vaccines were more prone to

encourage pregnant women to participate in a RSV vaccine clinical trial.

Keywords: pregnancy; vaccine, clinical trial; promotion, midwives

Problem or Issue: Recruitment of pregnant women in vaccine clinical trial is challenging
What is Already Known: Pregnant women are more prone to accept participation in a clinical trial if
the proposal is made by a midwife.

What this Paper Adds: Evaluation of attitudes and their determinants of midwives about vaccine

clinical trial participation of pregnant women.
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Introduction

Pregnant women are frequently excluded from clinical trials [1]. Even, they may benefit from the
study interventions, pregnant women are usually not eligible for clinical trials enrollment, due to
potential harms for them and the fetus [2]. Consequently, most of them are exposed to medications

not evaluated if administered during the pregnancy [3].

Vaccines are no exception and are rarely evaluated in pregnant women [1]. Immunization of
pregnant women have been shown of high interest [4]. First, vaccine preventable diseases like
seasonal influenza and COVID-19 are associated with an increased morbidity in pregnant women [4—
6]. Secondly, it is necessary to develop vaccines against pathogens causing congenital and perinatal
infections [7]. Then, mothers may also represent the potential source of severe infections in
newborns, as Respiratory Syncytial Virus (RSV) infections and pertussis. Mother immunization may
lead to reduce the risk of infection in newborns by reducing pathogens carriage in mothers, and by

passive transfer of antibodies [4].

Since few years, physicians and scientists call for inclusion of pregnant women in clinical trials,
particularly in the context of the Zika virus epidemic and COVID-19 pandemic [2,8]. Intentions to take
part in a vaccine clinical trial in pregnant women were little explored in general, safety concerns for
the baby were shown to be the primary barrier to participation [9]. It has been shown that a
healthcare provider recommendation may encourage pregnant women to take part in a vaccine
clinical trial [10]. Midwives recommend routine immunization in women during pregnancy or in the
post-partum period. Their attitude toward the participation of pregnant women in vaccine clinical
trial is under explored. Our aims were to determine attitudes of midwives and midwifery students
toward participation of pregnant women in a vaccine clinical trial, and to identify factors associated

with the recommendation to participate.
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Participants, Ethics and Methods

We conducted an anonymous online survey (Lime Survey®) between the 11" of September and the
11" of November 2020. A web-link was sent by e-mail to midwives by professional organizations and
by schools to midwifery students in the Auvergne-Rhéne-Alpes area (France). This study was

approved by the institutional review board IRBN1192020/CHUSTE.

The questionnaire collected among midwifes and midwifery students : (1) demographical
characteristics, (2) vaccine hesitancy, (3) psychological antecedents of vaccinations (5C-model ) [11],
(4) attitudes toward routine vaccination during pregnancy, (5) perceptions about vaccines training (6)
attitudes toward a hypothetical vaccine clinical trial evaluating efficacy and safety of a vaccine
against RSV infections in pregnant women. A hypothetical scenario was proposed: “The research
team in vaccinology of our region is conducting a clinical trial of a RSV vaccine during pregnancy, they
asked you to promote the study to your patients, will you accept to promote the clinical trial?” We
focused on a RSV vaccine clinical trial because RSV is an infection with vaccines currently in
development for maternofetal immunization. We evaluated participants’ self-reported vaccine
hesitancy according to the WHO definition using three previously adapted questions: “Have you ever
refused a vaccine for yourself or a child because you considered it as useless or dangerous?” “Have
you ever postponed a vaccine recommended by a physician because of doubts about it?” “Have you
ever had a vaccine for a child or yourself despite doubts about its efficacy” [14]. If a participant
answered yes to one of these proposals, he or she was considered to be “vaccine hesitant”. For the
5C Scale, we used the long version adapted in French and computed mean score for confidence,
complacency, constraints, calculation and collective responsibility [11]. To evaluate perceptions of
training about vaccines, we used 4 items with a 5-point Lickert scale “you are sufficiently trained

about vaccination”, “you feel comfortable when you answer patients’ question about vaccines”, “you

have access to tools to recommend vaccines to pregnant women.”, “Continuous education about
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vaccines is useful.” We computed a 20-point training score recoding Lickert: “totally agree=5, Slightly

agree =4, do not know=3, Slightly disagree=2, Totally disagree=1"

We ran ordinal regression models to examine predictive demographic factors and attitudes of
respondents’ willingness to recommend participation in the clinical trial of their pregnant patients.
To identify suitable candidate variables for regression models, we first conducted univariate analysis
using a chi-squared test. Variables with a p value< 0.2 in univariate analyses were then included in a

multivariable regression model. Data were analyzed using SPSS version 24.0.

Results

Questionnaire was sent to 2.618 midwives, and to 537 midwifery students. Three hundred ninety-
eight answers were received; the global response rate was 12.6 %, ranging from 9.8 % in midwives
and 26.4 % in students. Demographic characteristics are depicted in Table 1. Previous attitudes of
vaccine hesitancy were identified in 149 (37.4%) of the responders. Mean and standard deviations
for confidence, complacency, constraints, calculation, and collective responsibility scores were 3.8

(0.76), 1.49 (0.62), 1.35 (0.55), 3.8 (0.92), 4.7 (0.52) respectively.

Among the 398 responders, 113 (28.4 %) were likely to encourage participation of pregnant women
in the trial. Factors associated with the promotion of the clinical trial are presented in Table 2.
Midwifery students (34.5 %) were more prone than midwives (25 %) to encourage participation in
the clinical trial in univariate analysis. After adjustment on age, parenthood, previous vaccine
hesitancy attitudes, and the components of the 5C model, the only predictor of the promotion of the
vaccine clinical trial was the training score. One-point increase in the training score was associated
with an adjusted odds ratio for the promotion of the clinical trial in pregnant women of 1.09 (1.01-
1.18, p=0.027) for a one-point increase. No 5C psychological antecedents of vaccinations were
associated with the promotion of a vaccine clinical trial toward pregnant women by midwives and

midwifery students.
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Discussion

Participation of pregnant women in clinical trials is crucial to evaluate safety of efficacy of vaccines in
this population. The attitudes of pregnant women toward participation in a vaccine clinical trial were
little studied. While a great majority of pregnant women considered that is necessary to obtain
safety data during pregnancy for medications, only a minority would consider participation in a
clinical trial [9]. The role of midwives to encourage pregnant women participation in a clinical trial is
key. For pregnant women, the best method of being asked for participation in a vaccine clinical trial
was reported to be face-to-face discussion with their midwife, showing the crucial role of midwifes to
promote participation in vaccine trials [12]. We reported here for the first time, the attitudes of
midwives about pregnant women participation in a vaccine clinical trial in France. In our study carried
out in Auvergne Rhéne-Alpes region in France (the second most populated region in France with
around 3.000 midwives and midwifery students ), few midwives (28.4 %) were likely to promote the
participation of pregnant women in a hypothetical RSV vaccine clinical trial. In a study carried out in
England, this proportion was lower than 68 % of midwives encouraging pregnant women to
participate in a RSV vaccine clinical trial [12]. Midwives familiar with RSV infections were more likely
to encourage participation in the vaccine clinical trial, data not explored in our work [12]. Wilcox et
al. also evaluated the attitudes of obstetricians, and 92 % of them were likely to encourage pregnant
women participation in a RSV vaccine clinical trial [12]. However, in contrast with Wilcox et al., we
investigated the impact of midwives’ vaccine hesitancy and/or psychological antecedents of
vaccination on their attitudes toward participation of pregnant women in a vaccine clinical trial.
Vaccine hesitancy of healthcare worker may impact their attitudes toward vaccine clinical trials
participation of their patients [13]. In spite of a great proportion of midwives or midwifery students
with previous attitudes of vaccine hesitancy, we did not observe any impact in multivariable analysis
of vaccine hesitancy or of the psychological antecedents of vaccinations (onfidence, complacency,
constraints, calculation and collective responsibility) on the attitude of promotion of a vaccine clinical

trial to pregnant women. To our knowledge, our study is the first study using the 5C scale adapted in
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French. The validation of the 5C scale adapted in French (after translation and back translation) was

undergoing during the study period [11].

We observed here that specific training about vaccines was associated with attitude to recommend
participation in the hypothetical vaccine clinical trial. We can also suggest that specific training about
clinical research will empower midwives to approach pregnant women for participation in a clinical
trial. We previously observed that primary care physicians with an experience in clinical research
were more prone to participate in the decision making of their patients approached for participation
in a vaccine clinical trial [13]. To optimize recruitment and retention of pregnant women in a vaccine
clinical trial, specific training about the vaccine preventable disease, vaccines, and clinical research of

midwives might particularly be of interest and effective [14].

Our study suffers from several limitations. First, the promotion of a vaccine clinical trial was
one part of a survey about practices of vaccination in midwives, consequently, we did not evaluate
knowledge, attitudes and perception of midwives about clinical research. We previously observed
that knowledge about clinical research was crucial to help primary care physicians to encourage their
patient for clinical trial participation [13]. Knowledge, attitudes and perceptions of clinical research
need to be evaluated in midwives. Secondly, we only considered the promotion of a hypothetical RSV
vaccine, whereas, at this time France was facing the COVID-19 pandemic second wave. Due to the
emergency, it is possible that midwives will encourage participation of pregnant women in a COVID-
19 vaccine trial. It is uncertain that attitudes may not be associated with the different type of
vaccines or of diseases. Main concerns about participation in a vaccine clinical trial for pregnant
women focused on safety for the baby, a RSV vaccine will protect the baby if effective. As a COVID-19
vaccine administered to a pregnant woman will mainly protect the women from severe COVID-19, it
is uncertain that midwives will be more prone to promote pregnant participation in a COVID-19

vaccine clinical trial.
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In conclusion, few midwives were little prone to promote vaccine clinical trial participation of
pregnant women while their role is crucial. The main predictor of the attitude of promotion of
vaccine clinical trial is the knowledge and the training about vaccines in general. The improvement of
the training about clinical research, vaccines, vaccine preventable diseases, may probably increase

the proportion of midwives encouraging pregnant women to participate in a vaccine clinical trial.

Authors have no competing interest with this work.
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N=398 (%)
Female gender 396 (99.5)
Median age (Min-Max) 29 (19-68)
Have children 184 (46.2)
Students 142 (35.7)
Alternative medicine practice 39 (9.8)
Previous attitudes of Vaccine Hesitancy 149 (37.4)
5C model
Confidence score (mean + SD) 3.8(0.76)
Complacency score (mean * SD) 1.49 (0.62)
Constraints score (mean + SD) 1.35(0.55)
Calculation score (mean + SD) 3.8 (0.92)
Collective responsability score (mean + SD) 4.7 (0.52)
Promotion of a vaccine clinical trial in pregnant women 113 (28.4)
Training score (mean + SD) 13.4(3.1)

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the respondents (Min: Minimum, Max:Maximum, SD: standard deviation)
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Bivariate analysis Multivariable analysis
Promoting Not p aOR (95 % Cl) P
Vaccine promoting
clinical trial vaccine
(113) clinical trial
(285)
Female gender 112 (99.6) 284 (99.1° 0.5 NA NA
Mean age 31.0 (12.4) | 33.7(12.3) 0.053 | 1.0(0.97-1.04) |0.94
Have children 42 (37.2) 142 (49.8) 0.02 0.76 (0.34-1.71) | 0.51
Students 49 (43.4) 93 (32.6) 0.04 | 0.7(0.36-1.34) |0.28
Alternative medicine 8(7.1) 31(10.9) 0.25
practice
Previous attitudes of 29 (25.7) 120 (42.5) 0.002 | 0.6 (0.35-1.02) 0.06
Vaccine Hesitancy
5C model
Confidence score 4.0 (0.72) 3.73 (0.76) 0.002 | 1.22(0.83-1.79) |0.31
(mean £ SD)
Complacency score 1.4 (0.52) 1.52 (0.64) 0.08 1.05(0.67-1.64) | 0.84
(mean + SD)
Constraints score 1.27 (0.5) 1.37 (0.56) 0.13 0.77 (0.48-1.25) | 0.77
(mean £ SD)
Calculation score 3.63 (1) 3.87 (0.88) 0.017 | 0.86(0.67-1.11) | 0.25
(mean £ SD)
Collective 4.82 (0.38) | 4.69 (0.56) 0.024 | 1.16(0.65-2.05) | 0.62
responsability score
(mean £ SD)
Training score (mean | 14 (2.9) 13.1(3.1) 0.009 1.09(1.01-1.18) | 0.027
1 SD)

Table 2 : Factors associated with the promotion of a vaccine clinical trial against respiratory syncitial
virus in pregnant women (Min: Minimum, Max:Maximum, SD: standard deviation, aOR: adjusted
odds ratio, aOR are expressed with 95 % Confidence interval)
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