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ABSTRACT
Purpose: to investigate the prevalence of exclusive breastfeeding up to 6 months old in 
full-term newborns at a public hospital and the main factors associated with early weaning, 
during the pandemic caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome. 
Methods: an observational, cross-sectional study with 98 mothers of full-term babies, 
conducted from January to August 2021, during the COVID-19 pandemic. The participants 
answered two structured questionnaires. One was applied immediately after childbirth, with 
questions on identification and socioeconomic data, obstetric-gynecological background, 
and current pregnancy and childbirth. The second questionnaire, applied 6 months after 
childbirth, had questions about the child’s feeding status. Statistical tests were used to 
associate the prevalence of exclusive breastfeeding up to 6 months old and other variables, 
at the 5% significance level. 
Results: 16.3% of the babies were exclusively breastfeeding until the sixth month, during 
the COVID-19 pandemic, in the public hospital where the study was carried out. Exclusive 
breastfeeding up to 6 months old was not associated with the study variables. 
Conclusion: the prevalence of exclusive breastfeeding until the sixth month in full-term 
babies, in a public hospital, during the COVID-19 pandemic, was 16.3%. None of the 
variables analyzed was associated with early weaning.
Keywords: Breast Feeding; Weaning; Rooming-in Care; Infant, Newborn; Maternal and 
Child Health
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INTRODUCTION
Breastfeeding is the most effective way to meet the 

newborns’ nutritional, immunological, and psycho-
logical needs, making it a strong strategy for reducing 
infant morbidity and mortality1,2. Breastfeeding brings 
numerous benefits to infants, preventing respiratory 
infections1, diminishing the risk of leukemia2, diabetes2, 
and obesity2, providing adequate nutrition, devel-
oping the stomatognathic system3, preventing dental 
malocclusions4, and strengthening the mother-baby 
emotional bond5. There are also several benefits for the 
mother, such as protection against breast6 and ovarian 
cancer7 and less financial expenses with formulas, 
bottles, and so forth8. Environmental benefits are also 
mentioned, given that manufacturing infant formulas 
produces waste, consumes much energy, and releases 
carbon dioxide into the atmosphere8.

The number of children on exclusive breastfeeding 
(EBF) until 6 months old in Brazil and worldwide is 
far below what is recommended by the World Health 
Organization (WHO)9. Victora et al.10 analyzed global 
data and found a 47% prevalence of EBF in low-income 
countries, 39% in low/middle-income countries, and 
37% in middle/high-income countries. Despite being 
a natural process, breastfeeding is influenced by 
biological, socioeconomic, cultural, and demographic 
factors11. Moderate to strong evidence supports that 
EBF at 6 months is affected by the mother’s profes-
sional status, knowledge and beliefs about breast-
feeding, type of delivery, self-efficacy, intention to 
breastfeed, and so on12. Knowing the factors that can 
lead to early weaning in different situations is important 
so that they can be avoided.

Divergent opinions during the 2020-2023 pandemic 
caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome 
(SARS-CoV-2) compromised professional practices 
to encourage breastfeeding. Although no evidence 
indicated that SARS-CoV-2 was transmitted through 
breast milk and disregarding the importance of the 
immunomodulatory capacity of breast milk, some 
institutions recommended separating mothers from 
their babies temporarily if the puerperal woman had 
suspected or confirmed COVID-19 to reduce the risk 
of transmission13. This separation soon after birth, a 
crucial moment for establishing breastfeeding, can 
compromise Its continuity13.

Moreover, health professionals were reassigned to 
other roles, and various families were left unattended 
or referred to professionals without the necessary 
experience and professional background to provide 

breastfeeding guidance. Breastfeeding projects had 
secondary importance during the pandemic, which 
may have influenced the prevalence of EBF due to 
the lack of professional support14. Moreover, social 
distancing imposed as a preventive measure reduced 
the mother’s family support network14.

Many speech-language-hearing pathologists were 
reassigned to work in emergency units, given their 
important role in treating oropharyngeal dysphagia in 
severe cases of COVID-1915. Therefore, guidance and 
intervention for establishing and maintaining breast-
feeding, commonly carried out by such pathologists at 
maternity hospitals, outpatient clinics, and community 
health centers, were canceled.

Vaccination substantially reduced the transmission 
of the virus, the number of serious cases of the disease, 
and deaths16 and established the end of the COVID-19 
pandemic. However, understanding the practices 
adopted during the pandemic and their consequences 
can help plan actions and change behaviors.

Therefore, this study aimed to investigate the preva-
lence of EBF at 6 months of life in full-term babies, in 
a public hospital, and the main factors associated with 
early weaning during the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic.

METHODS
This is an observational, cross-sectional study with 

two-time measurements and a quantitative approach. 
It was approved by the Research Ethics Committee 
of the Odilon Behrens Metropolitan Hospital, Brazil, 
under evaluation report number 4.480.984 (CAAE 
40528220.3.0000.5129). All participants signed an 
informed consent form.

The sample of 98 participants was recruited by 
convenience, with a mean age of 27 years, standard 
deviation (SD) of 6 years (minimum of 18 years and 
maximum of 42 years), mothers of full-term babies 
admitted to the rooming-in ward of the Odilon Behrens 
Metropolitan Hospital, which has 31 beds. The research 
was carried out from January to August 2021 – i.e., 
during the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic, which lasted from 
March 2020 to May 2023.

The inclusion criteria were being 18 years or older; 
having a full-term newborn (greater than or equal to 
37 weeks); breastfeeding the child admitted to the 
rooming-in ward in January and February 2021; having 
the desire to breastfeed; and answering the question-
naire, which was applied 6 months after the first contact.

Mothers of newborns who had severe congenital 
heart or lung diseases and genetic syndromes were 
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excluded, as they had a higher risk of incoordination 
during sucking, swallowing, and breathing functions, 
and structural changes that could interfere with 
breastfeeding. Mothers with diseases or therapeutic 
procedures that contraindicated or could interfere with 
breastfeeding were also excluded.

The participants answered two structured question-
naires prepared by the researchers. The first one was 
applied immediately after delivery (within 48 hours), 
while still in the hospital, in January and February 2021, 
and the second questionnaire was applied 6 months 
after delivery (in July and August 2021). Data on clinical 
history and time of delivery were consulted in the 
newborns’ medical records.

The first questionnaire had three parts: I) 
Identification and socioeconomic data (with questions 
about color/race, profession, family income, number 
of people living in the house, and maternal age); II) 
Obstetric-gynecological history (including the number 
of children and breastfeeding of previous children); and 
III) Data on pregnancy and childbirth (with questions 
about prenatal care, type of delivery, pregnancy 
planning, breastfeeding in the first hour after birth, the 
guidance received during prenatal and postpartum 
care – professional who provided guidance, how the 
guidance was given, and its content –, ​feeding upon 
hospital discharge, use of artificial nipples, breast-
feeding complaints, and maternal opinion about the 
sufficiency of her milk for the child).

The second questionnaire was administered by 
telephone 6 months after childbirth. It had a single part 
with yes/no questions about the current situation of the 
mother and infant (type of feeding, age at weaning, 
age at which mixed breastfeeding began, age at which 
solid foods were introduced, reason for discontinuing 
EBF, and desire to resume breastfeeding if it had been 
interrupted).

The response variable of this study was the preva-
lence of EBF at 6 months old. The following explanatory 
variables were used: identification and socioeconomic 
data, obstetric-gynecological history, pregnancy and 
childbirth data, and guidance content. The data were 
recorded in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and then 
analyzed using measures of central tendency (mean 
and median) and dispersion (SD) for continuous 
variables, and frequency distribution for categorical 
variables. The chi-square test, Fisher’s exact test, 
multiple comparisons chi-square test, and t-test were 
used to associate the variables, at the 5% significance 
level and 95% confidence interval.

RESULTS

The mean age of mothers on EBF was 27.5 years 
(SD = 5.8) and that of mothers not on EBF was 27.1 
years (SD = 6.0), with no association between maternal 
age and EBF at 6 months (p = 0.806, t-test).

The interviewees’ socioeconomic profile indicated 
that they were predominantly self-declared multiracial. 
The number of responses in each work-related option 
was similar (self-employed, working in a company, and 
working at home). The predominant family income was 
around one minimum wage. On average, four people 
lived in their households (SD = 1.3). No association 
was found between EBF at 6 months and socioeco-
nomic data (Table 1).

Regarding obstetric-gynecological history, most 
mothers had only one child and did not exclusively 
breastfeed their previous child(ren) until 6 months 
old, despite reports of no breastfeeding problems 
and having enjoyed the breastfeeding experience. No 
statistically significant association was found between 
EBF in the sixth month and obstetric-gynecological 
history (Table 1). 
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during prenatal care and immediately after childbirth, 
but not during consultations after hospital discharge. 
In addition, most were discharged from the hospital 
on EBF, not using artificial nipples, and without breast-
feeding complaints during hospitalization. EBF in the 
sixth month was not statistically significantly associated 
with pregnancy and childbirth data (Table 2).

As for pregnancy and childbirth data, most mothers 
reported planned pregnancy, vaginal birth, breast-
feeding within the first hour after birth, and prenatal care 
– 2.0% had one to four consultations, 13.3% had four to 
six consultations, 11.2% had seven to eight consulta-
tions, and 72.4% had more than eight prenatal consul-
tations. Most mothers reported receiving guidance 

Table 1. Association analysis between the response variable (exclusive breastfeeding in the sixth month) and the explanatory variables 
related to socioeconomic data and obstetric-gynecological history

Socioeconomic data and obstetric-gynecological history
EBF in the 6th month

Total p-value
Yes No

Color/Race

Black 5 17 22

0.603**

East Asian 1 2 3
White 2 9 11
Multiracial 8 54 62
Total 16 82 98

Occupation

Self-employed 3 29 32

0.431**Works in a company 7 29 36
Works at home 6 24 30
Total 16 82 98

Family income

Up to 1 minimum wage 6 38 44

0.316**

2 to 3 minimum wages 6 35 41
More than 3 minimum 
wages

4 9 13

Total 16 82 98

Number of children

1 11 35 46

0.552**

2 3 28 31
3 2 15 17
More than 3 0 4 4
Total 16 82 98

Were the other children on EBF?
Yes 4 41 45

0.102***No 0 7 7
Total* 4 44 52

Were there complications in previous 
breastfeeding?

Yes 2 14 16
0.095***No 2 30 32

Total* 4 44 48

Was the breastfeeding experience 
pleasant?

Yes 4 36 40
0.130***No 0 8 8

Total* 4 44 48

Caption: EBF = exclusive breastfeeding
* Including only multiparous mothers; ** Multiple comparisons chi-square test; *** Fisher’s exact test.
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guidance at the hospital immediately after delivery. At 
that time, guidance was provided by the nursing team, 
also in individual care, mainly addressing latch-on and 
positioning at the breast. Few mothers (13%) reported 
feeling that their milk was not enough for their child.

Most interviewed mothers on breastfeeding (Table 
3) reported not receiving guidance during prenatal 
care. At that time, guidance was provided mainly by 
the physician during in-person visits at the reference 
public maternal health center; breast care was the 
most discussed topic. Most mothers reported receiving 

Table 2. Association analysis between the response variable (exclusive breastfeeding until the sixth month) and the explanatory variables 
related to pregnancy, delivery, and postpartum data

Research moment Variables researched
EBF in the 6th month

Total Valor de p
Yes No

Pregnancy

Planned pregnancy
Yes  7 27 34

0.410***No  9 55 64
Total 16 82 98

Prenatal care
Yes 16 81 97

0.657No 0 1 1
Total 16 82 98

Prenatal guidance
Yes 3 18 21

0.775**No 13 64 77
Total 16 82 98

Delivery

Type of delivery
Cesarean 10 34 44

0.122***Vaginal 6 48 54
Total 16 82 98

Breastfeeding within the first 
hour after delivery

Yes 9 58 67
0.255***No 7 24 31

Total 16 82 98

Immediate 
postpartum period 
(at the maternity 
hospital)

Guidance immediately after 
childbirth

Yes 15 74 89
0.792**No 1 8 9

Total 16 81 98

EBF (at the maternity)
Yes 15 73 88

0.567**No 1 9 10
Total 16 82 98

Use of artificial nipples at the 
maternity

Yes 1 6 7
0.680**No 15 76 91

Total 16 82 98

Maternal complaints at the 
maternity

No complaint 9 50 59

0.089*

Sore nipples 4 6 10
Breastfeeding pain 2 7 9
Cracked nipples 0 2 2
Sore nipples and 

breastfeeding pain
0 16 16

Breastfeeding pain and 
cracked nipples

1 1 2

Total 16 82 98

After hospital 
discharge

Breastfeeding guidance 
received in follow-up visits 

after hospital discharge

Yes 8 23 31
0.084***No 8 59 67

Total 16 82 98

Caption: EBF = exclusive breastfeeding
* Multiple comparisons chi-square test, ** Fisher’s exact test, *** chi-square test
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The study investigated the association between 
information mothers received before and after childbirth 

and EBF at 6 months old (Table 4), but no significant 
association was found between the variables.

Table 3. Information on breastfeeding guidance received during prenatal care and immediately after childbirth

Variables researched on breastfeeding guidance
Prenatal Immediate postnatal 

period
n % n %

Received breastfeeding 
guidance

Yes 21 21.4 89 90.8
No 77 78.6 9 9.2

Setting where guidance was 
provided

Community health center 18 18.4 - -
Private clinic 3 3.1 - -

Professional who provided 
guidance

Physician 17 81.0 36 40.4
Nurse 8 38.1 59 66.3
Speech-language-hearing pathologist 0 0 5 5.6
Licensed practical nurse 0 0 14 15.7
Others 0 0 13 14.6

How guidance was provided

Individual care 18 85.7 73 82.0
Group care 0 0 1 1.1
Spontaneous conversation 2 9.5 6 6.7
Booklets 1 4.8 4 4.5
Individual care and booklets 0 0 5 5.6

Guidance content

Latching and positioning the baby at the breast 8 38.1 83 93.3
Use of pacifiers and bottles 0 0 3 3.4
Benefits of breastfeeding 2 9.5 6 6.7
Ideal EBF time 0 0 4 4.5
Breast care 9 42.9 18 20.2
Other information 5 23.8 12 13.5

Captions: EBF = exclusive breastfeeding; n = absolute frequency; % = relative frequency

Table 4. Association analysis between guidance content and exclusive breastfeeding in the sixth month

Guidance content EBF in the 
6th month

Prenatal Postnatal
Yes No Total p-value Yes No Total Valor de p

Latching and positioning 
the baby at the breast

Yes 2 1 3
0.531++

14 1 15
1.000++No 6 12 18 69 5 74

Total 8 13 21 83 6 89

Benefits of breastfeeding
Yes 0 3 3

1.000++

0 15 15
0.584++No 2 16 18 6 68 74

Total 2 19 21 6 83 89

Breast care
Yes 0 3 3

0.229++

4 11 15
0.493++No 9 9 18 14 60 74

Total 9 12 21 18 71 89

Other information
Yes 1 2 3

1.000++

2 13 15
1.000++No 4 14 18 10 64 74

Total 5 16 21 12 77 89

Use of pacifiers and bottles
Yes 0 3 3

-
1 14 15

0.429++No 0 18 18 2 72 74
Total 0 21 21 3 86 89

Ideal EBF time
Yes 0 3 3

-
1 14 15

0.529++No 0 18 18 3 71 74
Total 0 21 21 4 85 89

Caption: EBF = exclusive breastfeeding
++ Fisher’s exact test, +++ chi-square test
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Table 5 presents the characteristics of EBF at 6 
months, with data collected in the second question-
naire. The data showed that the minority of mothers 
maintained EBF until the infant’s sixth month of life, and 
the fewest were on mixed breastfeeding. Most infants 

had started mixed breastfeeding at 3 months, weaned 
at 4 months, and introduced solid foods at 5 months. 
The main reason for early weaning was described as 
“low milk production”, and the mothers generally had 
no desire to resume breastfeeding.

Table 5. Characteristics of exclusive breastfeeding in the sixth month

Variables on the infant's feeding status at 6 months n %

EBF
Yes 16 16.3
No 82 83.7

Type of feeding for babies who were 
not on EBF

Mixed breastfeeding 31 37.8
Infant formula 35 42.7
Baby food 55 67.1

Introducing other foods
Yes 58 59.2
No 40 40.8

Age at which baby food was 
introduced

3 months or earlier 3 5.2
4 months 14 24.1
5 months 41 70.7

Age at which mixed breastfeeding 
began

First 15 days 12 18.8
First month 8 12.5
Second month 8 12.5
Third month 17 26.6
Fourth month 9 14.1
Fifth month 10 15.6

Age at which the infant was weaned

First 15 days 3 8.3
First month 5 13.9
Second month 4 11.1
Third month 10 27.8
Fourth month 11 30.6
Fifth month 3 8.3

Reason reported by the mother for 
discontinuing EBF before 6 months

Replaced with industrialized products 0 0
Little milk production 23 28.4
The infant did not latch on 1 1.2
Health issues 0 0
Mother’s choice 2 2.5
Return to work 17 21.0
Belief that her milk was weak 9 11.1
Sore nipples 3 3.7
Beliefs, culture, and lifestyle (breast ptosis) 0 0
Other reasons 28 34.6

Mother’s desire to resume 
breastfeeding

Yes 4 9.1
No 40 90.9

Captions: EBF = exclusive breastfeeding; n = absolute frequency; % = relative frequency
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DISCUSSION
The 16% prevalence of EBF obtained in this study 

is lower than that reported in the literature, ranging 
from 37% to 47% worldwide before the pandemic10. 
No pre-pandemic data for comparison purposes 
were found from the hospital where the research was 
conducted. However, the prevalence of EBF in this 
research was lower than that reported for the city of 
Belo Horizonte in 2008 (37.9%)17 and 2020 (33%)18, 
suggesting a decrease in the EBF rate during the 
period investigated.

The present study did not indicate an association 
between EBF at 6 months old and the study variables 
related to socioeconomic factors, obstetric-gyneco-
logical history, pregnancy, delivery, or breastfeeding 
information the mother received before and after 
childbirth. The lack of association between EBF at 6 
months old and the study variables suggests that other 
variables not addressed in this study may have led to 
discontinuing breastfeeding during the pandemic and 
social isolation.

A study19 showed that some women experienced 
anxiety and stress responses while pregnant during 
the COVID-19 pandemic, due to fear of contagion 
and limited support networks. Depression negatively 
impacted the bond between mother and baby, reducing 
attachment between them, possibly having a negative 
effect on breastfeeding19. 

This study did not investigate whether the mothers 
had contracted COVID-19, which may have led some 
participants to stop breastfeeding at some point during 
the postpartum period. The nursing mothers’ reduced 
support network due to social isolation may have also 
influenced them. In this context, it is plausible to think of 
work overload with professional and domestic tasks as 
a factor influencing weaning.

Only 21.4% of mothers reported having received 
prenatal guidance on breastfeeding. A study before 
the pandemic found that 42.3% of mothers received 
guidance during prenatal care in the same city20. The 
SARS-CoV-2 pandemic may have impacted breast-
feeding care and guidance in hospitals, as various 
professionals who worked in health promotion, 
including speech-language-hearing pathologists, had 
redirected roles, canceling breastfeeding guidance 
groups – hence, when guidance was provided, it was 
done individually or online14. 

Moreover, most mothers reported not receiving 
information during post-discharge visits. Social 
isolation and the interruption of non-mandatory 

activities influenced elective outpatient care and health 
education programs, possibly hindering adequate 
mother-baby follow-up at crucial moments for correctly 
establishing breastfeeding21. A survey of 1,219 breast-
feeding women in the United Kingdom during the 
pandemic found that 27% of them reported difficulty 
in obtaining postpartum support due to the barrier 
imposed by confinement, resulting in early weaning for 
some of them14. Furthermore, misleading information 
about maternal and child health and COVID-19 was 
disseminated due to a lack of knowledge about the 
virus transmission mechanisms, negatively affecting 
breastfeeding management and procedures during this 
period14.

All these barriers imposed by the pandemic possibly 
resulted in the low rates of prenatal and postnatal 
maternal guidance found in this study. Nevertheless, 
not receiving breastfeeding guidance in any of the 
periods investigated was not associated with being 
on EBF in the sixth month. Hence, it is inferred that 
guidance as an isolated strategy, without proper 
mother-baby follow-up and support network, does not 
seem to have the desired effect on maintaining breast-
feeding until the sixth month. A systematic literature 
review identified that long-term, intensive interventions 
with information, guidance, and support for mothers 
lengthened breastfeeding most effectively, whether 
through health education groups, home visits, or 
individual counseling. On the other hand, strategies 
without face-to-face interaction, such as telephone calls 
and printed material, had no effect22. Therefore, it is 
believed that the way in which health teams provided 
guidance may not have effectively encouraged breast-
feeding during the period in question.

During the hospital stay, 60.2% of mothers reported 
not having any breastfeeding complaints, whereas sore 
nipples were the most prevalent complaint among those 
who reported them. This finding corroborates the liter-
ature. Rosa and Delgado23 found up to 45% of breast-
feeding complaints in a university hospital’s rooming-in 
ward, of which sore nipples were the most frequent. 
Cunha et al.24 found that 35.5% of postpartum women 
in a teaching hospital’s rooming-in ward had some type 
of nipple trauma. Although most women did not report 
any complaints during hospitalization, many difficulties 
can occur after going home. For this reason, it is good 
practice to continue providing guidance on breast-
feeding after childbirth, in childcare visits and breast 
milk banks. The reduction or interruption of postnatal 
professional support groups due to the pandemic or 
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even the nursing mothers’ fear of going to health facil-
ities to resolve such complaints may have contributed 
to early weaning. It is important to emphasize that all 
mothers who reported sore nipples and breastfeeding 
pain immediately after childbirth discontinued EBF 
before their babies were 6 months old. Sore nipples 
are an important cause of early weaning, as they lead 
to breastfeeding pain and discomfort25. Since it is 
generally associated with incorrect latch-on, a health 
professional’s attention to nipple trauma is crucial to 
avoid early weaning26.

The guidance content was not associated with 
EBF at 6 months. However, the most discussed topic 
was breast care (during prenatal care) and the baby’s 
latch and positioning at the breast (during immediate 
postnatal care) – which does not appear to have 
changed from before the pandemic. A study carried out 
in a public hospital in Belo Horizonte19 found that the 
most frequently discussed topics at all times during the 
guidance for pregnant and nursing women included 
latching on, the benefits of breastfeeding, breast care, 
and the ideal EBF time. Another study27, conducted 
in the public health network of Maringá, PR, Brazil, 
identified that the most frequent guidance received in 
the maternity ward immediately after childbirth referred 
to correct positioning and latching. A study before the 
pandemic also indicated the prevalence of individual 
counseling strategies, more women receiving guidance 
immediately after childbirth than in prenatal care, and 
the role of physicians and nurses as the professionals 
most present in the guidance19.

Even though they are aware of the benefits of 
breastfeeding, women often do not know how to effec-
tively handle breastfeeding when their baby is born. 
Therefore, they must receive appropriate guidance from 
health professionals19. The Primary Healthcare Booklet 
no. 23, issued by the Brazilian Ministry of Health in 
201528, recommends that information be provided 
during prenatal care about the pregnant woman’s plans 
to feed the child, previous experiences, breastfeeding 
myths and beliefs, the importance of breastfeeding, 
the advantages and disadvantages of infant formulas, 
the importance of breastfeeding immediately after 
birth, rooming-in, appropriate techniques (positioning 
and latch) to prevent breastfeeding complications, 
possible breastfeeding difficulties, and ways to prevent 
them. The literature indicates that educational actions 
are important both during prenatal care and in the 
immediate and late postnatal period19,29, functioning 
differently at each stage, influencing the maternal 

prenatal decision to breastfeed, and helping resolve 
postnatal problems.

No association was found between early weaning 
and the use of artificial nipples such as pacifiers, baby 
bottles, or nipple shields in the maternity ward. A study 
indicates that feeding in baby bottles during hospital-
ization under speech-language-hearing supervision did 
not interfere with acceptance of the mother’s breast30. 
However, that study approached premature newborns, 
so its conclusions cannot be generalized to the sample 
of the present research. The literature points to pacifiers 
and bottles as risk factors for early weaning31,32. Only 
7.1% of babies in the present study were discharged 
from the hospital using some type of artificial nipple. 
A 2019 study showed that the prevalence of bottle 
and pacifier use among children under 6 months old 
was 52.1% in Brazil, and the prevalence of pacifier 
use among children under 2 years old was 43.9%, 
while in Southeast Brazil it was 46.9%33. The hospital 
where the research was conducted is not certified as a 
Baby-Friendly Hospital, but it does not allow mothers 
to provide pacifiers or bottles during their stay in the 
rooming-in ward, which may explain the few mothers 
who offered these utensils to their children.

The main reasons reported by mothers for discon-
tinuing breastfeeding early were “low milk production” 
and “return to work”. Incorrect latching, with the 
baby’s mouth not properly attached to the mother’s 
breast, makes it difficult to extract breast milk; conse-
quently, the breast empties, resulting in decreased 
milk production34. However, mothers often believe that 
their milk is insufficient or weak, which is not true. In 
both cases, professional guidance would be essential 
to improve the latch and/or demystify misconceptions. 
Returning to work also contributes to early weaning35. 
In this research, at the time of data collection, many 
companies had already resumed their activities (despite 
the pandemic) or had employees work from home 
to reduce exposure to contaminated environments. 
Although many women could continue practicing EBF 
while working from home, the reduced support network 
may have made this opportunity difficult during the 
pandemic, possibly impacting breastfeeding and the 
introduction of infant formulas in the baby’s diet. The 
breastfeeding process may have also been impacted 
by mental health issues in mothers exposed to tension, 
distress, anxiety, and fear of contracting the virus36, 
besides the work overload.

The survey of the National Study of Infant Feeding 
and Nutrition (ENANI, in Portuguese), commissioned 
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by the Brazilian Ministry of Health in 2019 (the 
pre-pandemic year), showed that the prevalence of 
EBF among children under 4 months old was 60.0% 
in Brazil, being higher in the Southeast (63.5%) and 
lower in the Northeast (55.8%). Also, the prevalence of 
EBF among children under 6 months old was 45.7% in 
Brazil, being more frequent in the South (53.1%) and 
less frequent in the Northeast (38.0%); in the Southeast, 
it was 50.0%. The prevalence of mixed breastfeeding 
among children under 6 months old in Brazil was 
19.8%, being higher in the Northeast (26.8%) and lower 
in the Southeast (14.7%). The comparison of these 
data with those of the present research suggests a 
decrease in the EBF rate after the pandemic. However, 
the population of this research is restricted to a specific 
public hospital in a single city. Therefore, these findings 
cannot be generalized33.

Breastfeeding data from the 2019-ENANI reveal 
significant progress from previous years but are still 
below the goals proposed by the WHO for 2030 – i.e., 
that at least 70% of children under 6 months old are on 
EBF. The 45.8% prevalence of EBF at 6 months in the 
2019-ENANI was higher than that found in the present 
study, carried out during the pandemic33.

This study has limitations, including the memory 
bias of mothers, who may not have accurately remem-
bered the information they were asked about, and 
the short data collection period. Carrying it out during 
the pandemic makes the research more scientifically 
relevant, given the specificity of the moment and the 
lack of research on the subject during this period.

CONCLUSION

The prevalence of EBF at 6 months in full-term 
babies, in a public hospital, during the COVID-19 
pandemic, was 16.3%. None of the variables analyzed 
was associated with early weaning.

REFERENCES
1.	 Hossain S, Mihrshahi S. Exclusive breastfeeding and childhood 

morbidity: A narrative review. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 
2022;19(22):14804. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192214804 
PMID: 36429518.

2.	 Prentice AM. Breastfeeding in the modern world. Ann Nutr Metab. 
2022;78(Suppl 2):29-38. https://doi.org/10.1159/000524354 
PMID: 35679837.

3.	 Cassimiro IGV, Souza PG, Rodrigues MC, Carneiro GKM. The 
importance of natural breastfeeding for the stomatognathic system. 
Rev UNINGÁ. 2019;56(S5):54-66.  https://doi.org/10.46311/2318-
0579.56.eUJ2678

4.	 Abate A, Cavagnetto D, Fama A, Maspero C, Farronato G. 
Relationship between breastfeeding and malocclusion: A systematic 
review of the literature. Nutrients. 2020;12(12):3688. https://doi.
org/10.3390/nu12123688 PMID: 33265907.

5.	 Ondrušová S. Breastfeeding and bonding: A surprising role of 
breastfeeding difficulties. Breastfeed Med. 2023;18(7):514-21. 
https://doi.org/10.1089/bfm.2023.0021 PMID: 37219989.

6.	 Qiu R, Zhong Y, Hu M, Wu B. Breastfeeding and reduced risk 
of breast cancer: A systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Comput Math Methods Med. 2022;2022:8500910. https://doi.
org/10.1155/2022/8500910 PMID: 35126640.

7.	 Tanha K, Mottaghi A, Nojomi M, Moradi M, Rajabzadeh R, Lotfi S 
et al. Investigation on factors associated with ovarian cancer: An 
umbrella review of systematic review and meta-analyses. J Ovarian 
Res. 2021;14(1):153. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13048-021-
00911-z PMID: 34758846. 

8.	 Mohapatra I, Samantaray SR. Breastfeeding and environmental 
consciousness: A narrative review of environmental 
implications and potential contributions to reduce waste and  
energy consumption. Cureus. 2023;15(9):e45878. https://doi.
org/10.7759/cureus.45878 PMID: 37885540.

9.	 Venancio SI. Panorama do aleitamento materno no mundo e no 
Brasil. In: Venancio SI, Toma TS, editors. Promoção, proteção e 
apoio ao aleitamento materno: evidências científicas e experiências 
de implementação.  São Paulo: Instituto de Saúde, 2019. p. 55-74.

10.	Victora CG, Bahl R, Barros AJD, França GVA, Horton S, Krasevec J 
et al. Breastfeeding in the 21st century: Epidemiology, mechanisms, 
and lifelong effect. Lancet. 2016;387(10017):475-90. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)01024-7 PMID: 26869575.

11.	Oliveira MGOA, Lira PIC, Batista Filho M, Lima MC. Factors 
associated with breastfeeding in two municipalities with 
low human development index in Northeast Brazil. Rev  
Bras Epidemiol. 2013;16(1):178-89. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S1415-790X2013000100017 PMID: 23681334.

12.	Wu Q, Tang N, Wacharasin C. Factors influencing exclusive 
breastfeeding for 6 months postpartum: A systematic review. Int 
J Nurs Knowl. 2022;33(4):290-303. https://doi.org/10.1111/2047-
3095.12360 PMID: 35088945.

13.	Tacla MT, Rossetto EG, Perdigão GM, Zani EM, Silva IV. Reflexões 
sobre o aleitamento materno em tempos de pandemia por 
COVID-19. Rev Soc Bras Enferm Ped. 2020;20(Especial COVID-
19):60-76. http://dx.doi.org/10.31508/1676-3793202000000127

14.	Brown A, Shenker N. Experiences of breastfeeding during 
COVID-19: Lessons for future practical and emotional support. 
Matern Child Nutr. 2021;17(1):e13088. https://doi.org/10.1111/
mcn.13088 PMID: 32969184. 

15.	Leiva AS, Reyes DP. Role of the speech therapist in the treatment 
of dysphagia in users with clinical discharge for COVID-19: A 
literature review. Int J Med Surg Sci. 2020;7(3):1-10. https://doi.
org/10.32457/ijmss.v7i3.547

16.	Banho CA, Sacchetto L, Campos GRF, Bittar C, Possebon 
FS, Ullmann LS et al. Impact of SARS-CoV-2 Gamma lineage 
introduction and COVID-19 vaccination on the epidemiological 
landscape of a Brazilian city. Commun Med. 2022; 2:41. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s43856-022-00108-5 PMID: 35603276.

17.	Venancio SI, Escuder MM, Saldiva SR, Giugliani ER. Breastfeeding 
practice in the Brazilian capital cities and the Federal District: 
Current status and advances. J Pediatr (Rio J). 2010;86(4):317-24. 
https://doi.org/10.2223/JPED.2016 PMID: 20711546.

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192214804
https://doi.org/10.1159/000524354
https://doi.org/10.46311/2318-0579.56.eUJ2678
https://doi.org/10.46311/2318-0579.56.eUJ2678
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu12123688
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu12123688
https://doi.org/10.1089/bfm.2023.0021
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/8500910
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/8500910
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13048-021-00911-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13048-021-00911-z
https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.45878
https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.45878
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)01024-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)01024-7
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1415-790X2013000100017
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1415-790X2013000100017
https://doi.org/10.1111/2047-3095.12360
https://doi.org/10.1111/2047-3095.12360
http://dx.doi.org/10.31508/1676-3793202000000127
https://doi.org/10.1111/mcn.13088
https://doi.org/10.1111/mcn.13088
https://doi.org/10.32457/ijmss.v7i3.547
https://doi.org/10.32457/ijmss.v7i3.547
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43856-022-00108-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43856-022-00108-5
https://doi.org/10.2223/JPED.2016


DOI: 10.1590/1982-0216/20242660624 | Rev. CEFAC. 2024;26(6):e0624

Breastfeeding during the pandemic | 11/11

18.	Barbosa KIP, Conceição SIO. Maternal sociodemographic 
factors associated with exclusive breastfeeding. Rev Cuid. 
2020;11(1):e811. https://doi.org/10.15649/cuidarte.811

19.	Aguiar BPD. Repercussões da pandemia no vínculo mãe-filho 
e no aleitamento materno durante o primeiro semestre de vida 
[Dissertation]. São Paulo (SP): Universidade de São Paulo; 2023. 

20.	Madruga TFL, Millions FA, Furlan RMMM, Friche AAL, Motta 
AR. Characterization of the breastfeeding guidelines received 
by pregnant and postpartum women in the city of Belo 
Horizonte. Distúrb. Comunic. 2020;32(4):615-25. https://doi.
org/10.23925/2176-2724.2020v32i4p615-625

21.	Silva IPP, Lopes IM D. Breastfeeding in the context of the COVID-19 
pandemic at a baby friendly hospital in Northeast Brazil. Res, Soc 
Dev. 2022;11(16);e50111637976. https://doi.org/10.33448/
rsd-v11i16.37976

22.	Oliveira M, Camacho LA, Tedstone AE. Extending breastfeeding 
duration through primary care: A systematic review of prenatal and 
postnatal interventions. J Hum Lact. 2001;17(4):326-43. https://
doi.org/10.1177/089033440101700407 PMID: 11847902.

23.	Rosa JBS, Delgado SE. Postpartum women’s knowledge 
about breastfeeding and introduction of other foods. 
Rev Bras Promoç Saúde. 2017;30(4):1-9. http://dx.doi.
org/10.5020/18061230.2017.6199

24.	Cunha AMS, Martins VE, Lourdes ML, Paschoini MC, Parreira 
BDM, Ruiz MT. Prevalence of nipple traumas and related 
factors among post-partum women assisted in a teaching 
hospital. Esc Anna Nery. 2019;23(4):e20190024. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1590/2177-9465- ean-2019-0024

25.	Penha JS, Rabêlo PPC, Soares LBDC, Simas WLA, Oliveira BLCAD, 
Pinheiro FS. Breast pain in breastfeeding mothers: Prevalence and 
associated factors. Rev Cuid. 2021;12(2):e1325. http://dx.doi.
org/10.15649/cuidarte.1325

26.	McClellan HL, Hepworth AR, Garbin CP, Rowan MK, Deacon J, 
Hartmann PE et al. Nipple pain during breastfeeding with or without 
visible trauma. J Hum Lact. 2012;28(4):511-21. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0890334412444464 PMID: 22689707.

27.	Barbieri MC, Bercini LO, Brondani KJM, Ferrari RAP, 
Tacla MTGM, Sant’anna FL. Breastfeeding: Guidance 
received in prenatal care, delivery and postpartum care. 
Semina Ciênc Biol Saúde. 2015;36(1):17-24. https://doi.
org/10.5433/1679-0367.2014v35n2p17

28.	Brasil. Ministério da Saúde. Secretaria de Atenção à Saúde. 
Departamento de Atenção Básica [Webpage on the internet]. 
2015. Saúde da criança: nutrição infantil: aleitamento materno 
e alimentação complementar. Caderno de Atenção Básica, 23. 
Available at: https://portaldeboaspraticas.iff.fiocruz.br/wp-content/
uploads/2019/07/saude_crianca_aleitamento_materno_cab23.pdf 
Accessed May 22, 2024.   

29.	Balogun OO, O’Sullivan EJ, McFadden A, Ota E, Gavine A, Garner 
CD et al. Interventions for promoting the initiation of breastfeeding. 
Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. 2016;11(CD001688). 
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001688.pub3 PMID: 
27827515.

30.	Medeiros AMC, Bernardi AT. Feeding preterm infants: Breast, cup 
and bottle. Rev Soc Bras Fonoaudiol. 2011;16(1):73-9. https://doi.
org/10.1590/S1516-80342011000100014

31.	Boccolini CS, Carvalho ML, Oliveira MIC. Factors associated with 
exclusive breastfeeding in the first six months of life in Brazil: A 
systematic review. Rev Saude Publica. 2015;49:91. https://doi.
org/10.1590/S0034-8910.2015049005971 PMID: 26759970.

32.	Holanda ER, Silva IL. Factors associated with early 
weaning and spatial pattern of breastfeeding in territory 
in the Zona da Mata of Pernambuco, Brazil. Rev Bras 
Saude Mater Infant. 2022;22(4):813-22. https://doi.
org/10.1590/1806-930202200040005

33.	Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro [webpage on the internet]. 
Aleitamento materno: Prevalência e práticas de aleitamento materno 
em crianças brasileiras menores de 2 anos 4: ENANI 2019. Rio de 
Janeiro, RJ: UFRJ, 2021. 108 p. Available at: https://enani.nutricao.
ufrj.br/index.php/relatorios/. Accessed on: May 22, 2024.   

34.	Alex A, Bhandary E, McGuire KP. Anatomy and physiology of 
the breast during pregnancy and lactation. Adv Exp Med Biol. 
2020;1252:3-7. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-41596-9_1 
PMID: 32816256.

35.	Morrison AH, Gentry R, Anderson J. Mothers’ reasons 
for early breastfeeding cessation. MCN Am J Matern 
Child Nurs. 2019;44(6):325-30. https://doi.org/10.1097/
NMC.0000000000000566 PMID: 31633522.

36.	Silva CF, Bezerra ICDS, Soares AR, Leal ASLG, Faustino WDM, 
Reichert APDS. Implications of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
breastfeeding and health promotion: Perceptions of breastfeeding 
women. Ciên Saúde Col. 2023;28(8):2183-92. https://doi.
org/10.1590/1413-81232023288.05882023

Authors’ contributions: 

MSSS: Conceptualization; Data curation; Data analysis; Methodology; 
Writing – Original draft.

SRMG: Data curation; Data analysis; Supervision; Writing – Review & 
editing. 

MCBB: Writing – Review & editing.

RMMMF: Data analysis; Supervision; Writing – Review & editing.

Data sharing statement:

The authors may provide the table with the original data from this 
research, without identifying the participants, upon request via e-mail to 
the corresponding author.

https://doi.org/10.15649/cuidarte.811
https://doi.org/10.23925/2176-2724.2020v32i4p615-625
https://doi.org/10.23925/2176-2724.2020v32i4p615-625
https://doi.org/10.33448/rsd-v11i16.37976
https://doi.org/10.33448/rsd-v11i16.37976
https://doi.org/10.1177/089033440101700407
https://doi.org/10.1177/089033440101700407
http://dx.doi.org/10.5020/18061230.2017.6199
http://dx.doi.org/10.5020/18061230.2017.6199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/2177-9465-
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/2177-9465-
http://dx.doi.org/10.15649/cuidarte.1325
http://dx.doi.org/10.15649/cuidarte.1325
https://doi.org/10.1177/0890334412444464
https://doi.org/10.1177/0890334412444464
https://doi.org/10.5433/1679-0367.2014v35n2p17
https://doi.org/10.5433/1679-0367.2014v35n2p17
https://portaldeboaspraticas.iff.fiocruz.br/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/saude_crianca_aleitamento_materno_cab23.pdf
https://portaldeboaspraticas.iff.fiocruz.br/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/saude_crianca_aleitamento_materno_cab23.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD001688.pub3
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1516-80342011000100014
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1516-80342011000100014
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0034-8910.2015049005971
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0034-8910.2015049005971
https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-930202200040005
https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-930202200040005
https://enani.nutricao.ufrj.br/index.php/relatorios/
https://enani.nutricao.ufrj.br/index.php/relatorios/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-41596-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1097/NMC.0000000000000566
https://doi.org/10.1097/NMC.0000000000000566
https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-81232023288.05882023
https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-81232023288.05882023

	_Hlk162785167
	_Hlk162737170

