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IN THIS REPORT a comparison of the classification of vesidence
stated onthe death certificate with residence as stated onthe matching
census record for selected geographic regions by demographic variables
is presented.

The classification of residence information on the death certificates
corresponds closely to the residence on the census vecovds for the de-
cedents whose recovds were matched. An inverse velationship exists
between the size of the geographic area and the degree of difference be-
tween census assignments and those by the National Center for Heallh
Statistics (NCHS) with differences approaching zevo as the size of the
area increases, NCHS somewhat overstates the numbers of deaths for
individual urban places and understates those for rural aveas. Towns,
townships, boroughs in Connecticut, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania,
tervitorial annexations between 1950 and 1960, and urban fringe areas
presented problems to NCHS in properly allocating theresidence of the
decedents, The poorest age agreement between the census records and
the death certificates was for the nonwhile group at ages 85-99 years in
the geographic divisions comprising the South Region. Theaverage pro-
portion of vecovds unmatched was 50 percent higher for the nonwkhite
group than for the white, Both the differences by race between census
and NCHS recovds and the match status were most favovable for the
white population and the’Japanese when compared with other racial and
ethnic groups. Differences by sex weve negligible,

SYMBOLS
Category not applicable--~---==---cvccncu- .

Quantity zero----=--cerec—cconncvmenae

Net difference rate not computed if census
frequency is the same as NCHS frequency-

Net difference rate not computed if either
census frequency or NCHS frequency or
both are zero---=cemccecrcmc e cee

Quantity more than O but less than 0.05-~---~ 0.0




COMPARISON OF THE
CLASSIFICATION OF PLACE OF RESIDENCE ON
DEATH CERTIFICATES AND MATCHING
CENSUS RECORDS

Mary A. McCarthy, Division of Vital Stalistics

INTRODUCTION

The chief purpose of the 1960 Comparison
Study is to measure differences for selected
characteristics as reported on the death certifi-
cates and on the questionnaires for those dece-
dents enumerated in the Eighteenth Decennial
Census of the United States. A secondary objec-
tive is to assess the accuracy of the annual death
rate on the basis of the results of this study.

This comparison study involves a sample of
deaths occurring during the 4-month period May-
August, 1960, The design of the sample, number
of records, procedure for matching, and related
information are noted in the Technical Appendix,

The present study is a byproduct of the Uni-
versity of Chicago Mortality Study, Social and
Economic Differentials in Mortality: United
States, 1960, which is now providing nationwide
statistics on mortality differentials collected in
the 1960 census by social and economic charac-
teristics,1:?

This report evaluates the comparability of
classification of residence as reported on the
death certificate and on the 1960 census sched-
ules, The report primarily evaluates coding dif-
ferences between the Bureau of the Census and
the National Center for Health S:atistics (NCHS).
The standard certificate of death (1956 Revision)

contained the following item for eliciting resi-
dence information:

2. USUAL RESIDENCE (Whers dossssod lised. I/ /e
8. STATE b. COUNTY

¢. CITY, TOWH, OR LOCATION

d. STREET ADDRESS

€. IS5 RESIDENCE 'NSIDE CITY LIMITS?

ves[1  wo[J

J. 1S RESIDENCE ON A FARM?

ves(J wo[d

In order to develop uniform national statistics,
NCHS issues standard certificates which serve
as models for the States. With respecttothe death
certificate, the usual residence istheplace where
the deceased resided at the time of death. How-
ever, in the case of persons residing in long-
term institutions, assignment is made to the place
where the deceased lived prior to admission, if
it is given.

In the 1960 Census of Population each indi-
vidual enumerated was counted as an inhabitant
of his usual place of abode which, for the most
part, was the place where the individual lived
most of the time. Differences exist between cen-
sus and vital statistics in determining the usual
residence for certain numerically small groups
such as inmates of long-term institutions and
residents of foreign countries temporarily living
in the United States,



The residence data shown in this reportwere
grouped into six major categories:

(1) Urban places of 25,000 population or more
in 1960

(2) Population-size groups of areas

(3) Metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,
urban and rural areas

(4) Standard metropolitan statistical areas

(5) Geographic divisions

(6) Geographic regions

(For definitions of these geographic areas, see
the Technical Appendix.)

MAJOR FINDINGS

The classification of residence information
on the death certificates corresponds closely to
the place of residence as stated on the census
records for the decedents whose records were
matched. The proportion of unmatched records
was high—23 percent.

Considerable improvement in the quality of
the residence data has taken place since 1950,
This observation is based on a comparison of the
results of this study with those for a matched
record study involving births for 1950.

An inverse relationship exists between the
size of the geographic area and the degreeof dif-
ference found between census assignments and
those by NCHS. Differences diminish as the pop-
ulation size of the area increases, Compared with
census assignments, NCHS somewhat overstates
the numbers of deaths for individual urbanplaces
and understates those for rural areas. A com-
parison of NCHS annual data with figures tabulated
by selected State offices of vital statistics shows
the same pattern.

Towns, townships, and boroughs in Connecti-
cut, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania; urban fringe
areas; and territorial annexations made between
1950 and 1960 presented the greatest problems
to NCHS in properly allocating the residence of
decedents.

The poorest age agreement between the
census records and the death certificates wasfor
the nonwhite group at ages 85-99 years in the
geographic divisions comprising the South Region.

For three-fifths of the 729 urban places of
25,000 population or more in 1960, either no

matched deaths for nonwhite persons were re-
ported or fewer than 10 deaths were reported,
thereby obscuring the comparison of differences
by color,

The average proportion of records unmatched
was 50 percent higher for nonwhite than for white
persons, Both the net difference rates by race
and the match status were more favorable for the
white and Japanese groups than for other racial
and ethnic groups, Differences by sex were
negligible,

A followback survey involving almost 10,000
dacedents showed that the distribution of matched
and unmatched records by nine population-size
groups of geographic areas was not different.
However, this general finding cannot be extended
to the more detailed residence data used in this
report,

The findings of this study on the annualdeath
rate are limited by the fact that a sample of
deaths is taken only for the summer months, and
data are for a single year. Other limiting factors
are covered in the Technical Appendix. The re-
sults of this study generally indicate that the
annual death rate for an individual urban place
is slightly overstated.

URBAN PLACES

A frequency distribution of net difference
rates for 729 urban areas with a population of
25,000 or more in 1960 is shown in table 1, Net
difference rates were computed by subtracting
the number of deaths matched at the usual place
of residence according to census assignments
from those by NCHS assignments, dividing by the
census figure, and multiplying by 100. A negative
rate indicates more assignments by census than
by NCHS, The group "'matchedat usual residence"
represents those decedents who died at the place
where they had usually resided and had been
enumerated in the 1960 Census of Population, Net
difference rates based on 100 frequencies or more
(according to census designations) are shown
separately from those based on fewer than 100
deaths, The reason for this separation is that the
variance would be greater for rates based on
small frequencies, This latter group has a wider
range of rates—from 0 to 94.9—compared with



the range of 0 to 49.9 for the group in which the
rates are based on 100 deaths or more,

The median net difference rate for the 729
areas fallsat 3,0 percent, Based on 100 deaths or
more, the median is 2.9, and for small frequen-
cies, 3.2, The size of the difference varies in-
versely with the size of the urban area. For
areas of under 100,000 population, differences of
understatement by NCHS exceed those of over-
statement.

As indicated in table 1, most of the differ-
ences are positive, This finding is consistent
with that of other independent sources used for
comparison, In a previous matched-record study
involving births for 1950, the results were the
same as those of this study--an overstatement of
events in the urban areas by NCHS compared with

census records,?
Net difference rates for deaths in 1960 and

births in 1950 for 221 selected urban areas were
reviewed, The basis for the selection of the 221
areas was the number of births included in the
1950 study, namely, 100 events according toeither
the census record or the birth record. For 66.5
percent of the areas the difference was positive
for births and deaths (more assignments by NCHS
than by census), The direction of the differences
for births and deaths for the balance of the areas
was as follows:

Percent of
Divection of difference total
Both negative -=-~cec-cmmcmaaaa oo 7.2
One positive and one negative------- 16.3
Zero net difference for either births
or deaths c-mmccmmmc e e e 10.0

The negative differences were not concentrated
in any one State but were scattered among 32 of
the 42 States and the District of Columbia, shown
in table 2, This pattern was also typical of the
other types of differences shown above.

The magnitude of the difference was substan-
tially less for deaths than it was for births (table
2). Two factors contributed to this difference.
First, the addition of the residence checkbox item
on whether the place of residence was inside or
outside the city limits on the standard certifi-
cates in 1956 aided in properly allocating the

residence of persons living near cities, but out-
side the corporate limits, Certificates of births
and deaths for the majority of States contain this
checkbox item, The second factor involves the
mobility of persons using hospitals, There is
more likelihood of movement for the utilization
of hospitals for births than for deaths.

A comparison was made between the annual
number of deaths by place of residence as tabu-
lated by NCHS and those tabulated by the various
State offices of vital statistics., For most regis-
tration areas, NCHS figures were larger than the
State tabulated data,

Three-fifths of the States or registration
areas had State assigned residence codes on the
microfilm copies of the death certificates re-
ceived by NCHS for 1960. It is not known if these
codes were assigned on the basis of census
tracts, street maps, or if the codes were as-
signed only on the basis of the information entered
in the residence section of the certificate, NCHS
used the State codes in determining its own geo-
graphic codes for only four States and for selected
local areas and counties in 11 other States.

The findings of the 1960 Comparison Study
show the same pattern of difference when com-
paring NCHS figures with either those of the State
or the Bureau of the Census,

The primary reasons for the differences
between census and NCHS figures are to be found
in the enumeration process and vital registra-
tion-—the former giving greater support to the
accuracy of the census figures, Inthe 1960 Census
of Population, geographic locations can be fixed
with a high degree of precision by the use of
street maps and similiar aids, The situation is
very different with respect to the vital record,
however, In assigning residence codes, NCHS is,
for the most part, dependent on the information
entered in the section of the vital record per-
taining to usual residence, Due to the great
number of vital records which NCHS must code,
it is not feasible to verify alladdresses by means
of a census tract or street guide,

Few extreme differences between census and
NCHS assignments were observed, Only 14 of the
729 areas had net difference rates of 50 percent
or more, With the exception of Boise City, Idaho,
the remaining 13 areas had fewer than 100 deaths
matched at the usual place of residence as re-



ported by either census or NCHS designations.
The average number of such records for the
combined 14 areas was below 50.

Not all of the excess differences can be ex-
plained. Generally, the areas with these extreme
differences in code assignments between census
and NCHS fell into three groups, First, towns,
townships, and boroughs were difficult to identify
and code for vital statistics purposes., Almost
three-fourths of the areas with large net dif-
ference rates were towns or townships in Con-
necticut, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, In each
of these areas, the numbers of assignments were
understated byNCHS when compared with census
numbers, For example, the first area listed in
Pennsylvania was Bristol Township--an area
of 59,298 population which was classified as ur-
ban by special rule. In the same county— Bucks
County--there was also the incorporated area
of Bristol borough (population of 12,364) which
NCHS also classified as utban., Duplication of
place names within a county and double entries
of place names on certificates resulted in prob-
lems in correctly classifying geographic areas,

The second factor relating to extreme dif-
ferences may be the number of annexations be-
tween the two decennial census periods., For
example, Hayward, California, had over a 400-
percent increase in population, primarily due to
annexations between 1950 and 1960. Frequently,
the place names of the annexedareasare reported
as the decedent's residence and thus may be im-
properly classified, Several of the areas with
substantial net differences had large annexations
between 1950 and 1960,

Finally, unincorporated areas which have
mailing addresses and/or place names similar
to that of an adjacent urban place present a
coding problem, One such example is Boise City,
ldaho, which is surrounded by unincorporated
areas with place names similar to Boise City
such as South Boise,

The numbers of deaths matched at the usual
place of residence were tabulated by color for
the 729 urban places having 25,000 population or
more in 1960, Comparisons of net difference
rates for the white and nonwhite decedents were
limited by the small frequencies for the nonwhite
group, Almost one-third of the 729 areas had no
matched deaths assigned according to either the

census record or death record for the nonwhite
group (table 3). Another 4 percent of the areas
had no frequency according to either census as-
signments or those by NCHS and with only one or
two deaths in the alternative cell, Consequently,
no net difference rate could be computed., An
additional one-third of the areas had frequencies
of fewer than 10, Net difference rates for white
individuals were lower than those for the nonwhite
group for most areas. As the number of matched
deaths increased, the net difference rates for the
nonwhite group approached those for the white.

The urban places with at least 50 nonwhite
deaths or more assigned by both census and NCHS
were concentrated in the South Region (table 4),
In this region the match status for both color
groups was least favorable, About one-fourth of
the records in the South were not matched and
thus obscured the analysis of white-nonwhite dif-
ferences,

The proportions of records which were un-
matched for the nonwhite group were higher than
those for the white in 324 of the 729 areas, How-
ever, for three-fourths of the 324 areas there
were fewer than 20 unmatched deaths, The un-
matched proportion was higher for white than
nonwhite persons in only 92 of the 729 areas. The
balance (43 percent) had no matched and/or un-
matched deaths,

It can be concluded that no judgment can be
made about the white-nonwhite differences for the
unmatched group for urban areas of 25,000 popu-
lation or more throughout the country because of
the small frequencies for nonwhite deaths except
in the South Region,

POPULATION-SIZE GROUPS

Table 5 shows the numbers of deaths matched
at the usual place of residence for urban places
grouped by population size as of 1960, As indi-
cated previously, for the less definitive popula-
tion-size groups in table 1, the magnitude of the
net difference rates varies inversely with the
size of the area, This inverse relationship is
more evident from data shown in table 1, than
from data shown in table S. For all-urban areas
of 100,000 population or over and for ruralareas,
the net difference rates are positive, indicating
more assignments according to the death record



than by the census record. For all other urban
places, the direction of the difference is negative,

The group, urban areas of 2,500-10,000
population, had the largest net difference rate
(-9.0) compared with other population-size
groups. There are slightly over 3,000 such areas
and the problem of properly identifying the resi-
dence of decedents of such areas has increased
so extensively since 1960 that starting with data-
year 1964 NCHS no longer separately identifies
such places, The reason for this change was
primarily due to the fact that mailing addresses
rather than the actual residence of the decedents
were often entered on the death record.

The proportions of records which were not
matched at the usual place of residence were
similar for the various population-size groups
with the exception of that for rural areas, The
proportion for this latrer group was 26 percent
and the range for the other eight groups was
from 20 to 22 percent, Lack of a well defined
place of residence on the vital record undoubtedly
contributed to the high proportion of unmatched
records for rural areas,

Data for white and nonwhite individuals are
also included in table 5. The net difference rates
by population-size groups follow the same pattern
for each color group as for the total population,
For most of the population-size groups in table
5, the net difference rates for the white group
were higher than those for the nonwhite, How-
ever, the proportion of the records which were
not matched at the usual place of residence was
about S0 percent greater for nonwhite than for
white persons. For urban places of a combined
population of 25,000 or more, the unmatched
proportion was 19 percent for the white and 30
for the nonwhite group,

Underenumeration in 1960 Census
of Population

There appears to be an association between
the net undercount in the 1960 Census of Popu-
lation for geographic areas grouped by population
size and the proportion of records unmatched in
the 1960 Comparison Study. Various methods
were used in estimating the coverage errors in
the 1960 census, One method was an estimate of
housing unit coverage errors noted in Waksberg's

paper.? 'The data relate only to field enumeration
errors and not to errors resulting from FOSDIC
Processing (Film Optical Sensing Device for In-
put to Computer), The highest ner undercounts
were reported for urban places of 500,000 popu-
lation or more and for areas of under 10,000
population. Likewise the proportion of records
unmatched in the 1960 Comparison Study showed
somewhat the same distribution—low proportions
of unmatched records for groups of urban places
of 10,000 to 250,000 population and high propor-
tions for areas above and below these population
groups.

Followback Survey

One method of evaluating the character of
the unmatched group was to followback by an in-
dependent survey on a sample of matched and
unmatched decedents. This was done for 9,475
decedents of the 340,033 included in the compar-
ison study., A survey questionnaire was mailed
to the 9,475 informants whose names were entered
on the death certificates, On the basis of the
questionnaires returned and after personal inter-
view followups, there was over 90-percent re-
sponse,

The only residence data included in both the
survey and the 1960 Comparison Study were those
for population-size groups of areas, Table 6
shows the number and percent distribution of
deaths by population-size groups of areas included
in both the survey and the comparison study. The
distributions were almost identical, thereby indi-
cating that the survey was representative of the
major study., The number of records matched in
both the survey and the comparison study are
shown in table 7, With the exception of the cate-
gory 25,000 to 50,000, the distributions of matched
events followed closely those of total events
shown in table 6, The large difference for this
category was the result of processing errors, It
is probable that an additional 300 records in the
survey in the group ''25,000 or more, but not
further defined" should be properly classified to
the size of areas, 25,000-50,000.

Table 8 shows data for the unmatched group,
The number of decedents for which there was a
response in the followback survey is shown
separately from that for which a response was



not received, Since this latter group included only
221 records, it is not feasible tomake a judgment
about the differences between this distribution
and that representing a response in the survey,

The percentage distribution by population-
size group of the unmatched decedents for which
there was a response in the survey differed only
slightly from the matched groups (table 7), There-
fore, it is probable that the matched and unmatched
decedents were from the same '"population.” To
be conclusive, it would be necessary to have a
distribution of deaths matched in the survey only
and coded according to the responses in the survey,
This was not done, however,

METROPOLITAN AND
NONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES
FOR URBAN AND RURAL AREAS

Net difference rates and the proportion of
records unmatched for the combined groups of
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties are
presented in table 9, The two groups of counties
are further classified by urban and rural areas
for color-sex groups.

Metropolitan counties had smaller net dif-
ference rates and lower proportions of unmatched
records than nonmetropolitan counties. For the
latter group of counties there were more assign-
ments according to the census record, whereas
for metropolitan counties there were more assign-
ments according to the death record. Consistent
with the findings noted in the previous section,
NCHS classified more deaths to urban areas than
to rural. The rural areas of both types of counties
have higher proportions of unmatched records
than urban areas. This may be related to the fact
that rural areas generally have less definitive
mailing addresses than urban areas, Conse-
quently, matching the census and death records
for individuals who had resided in these areas
was not as successful as in urban areas,

The difference between census assignments
and those by NCHS was greatest for rural areas
in metropolitan counties (table 10). Likewise, the
proportion of records not matched--27.4—was
considerably higher for this geographic compo-
nent than for the others shown in the table. The
rural section of metropolitan counties is unique
for several reasons, First, the rural component

of metropolitan counties as defined for vital sta-
tistics includes the "urban fringe," thatis, places
surrounding large metropolitan areas, This defi-
nition differs from that used by the Eighteenth
Decennial Census insofar as the Bureau of the
Census classifies these fringe areas as urban,
This difference is necessitated by the fact that
census can set up one-time boundaries for un-
incorporated areas for its decennial enumerations,
whereas NCHS must depend upon established
political delineations for a 10-year period, A
rapid growth of new fringe areas took place be-
tween the two census periods-—1950 and 1960,
Such areas frequently had mailing addresses of
the adjacent incorporated urban places, andthese
addresses were reported as the usual place of
residence. Consequently, there were difficulties
in matching,

The second factor to adversely affect the
match status was migration, As used here, mi-
gration pertains to those persons 3 years of age
and over who moved from one county to another
between April 1, 1955, and April 1, 1960, The
proportion of persons who moved to different
counties in this quinquennial period was 21,1
percent for the urban fringe of metropolitanareas
and only 14.0 percent for the central cities of
metropolitan counties,’

The social and economic characteristics of
the rural parts of metropolitan areas are very
different from those for rural areas in nonmet-
ropolitan counties,5 From one point of view, the
rural section of metropolitan areas is more ur-
ban in character than the rural section of non-
metropolitan areas,

In regard to the net difference rates and the
proportions unmatched, the differential between
the white and the nonwhite groups is pronounced-—
both measures are higher for nonwhite than for
white persons. The contrast betweenthe direction
of the net difference rates is noteworthy. These
rates for rural areas are negative for the white
group and positive for the nonwhite, The individual
geographic areas which comprise the rural total
are not separately identified in coding geographic
information on the death certificates, This detail
would be necessary to attempt to explain the dif-
ferences in the rates for the white and nonwhite
groups. Rural data were reviewed for the four
geographic regions and the differences observed



in the North Central Region contributed most to
the high positive net difference rate for the non-
white group.

Nonwhite
Region metropolitan-rural
net difference vate
Totalemeecaaaenn 10.3
Northeaste-=-cecemeao 25.9
North Central ~======- 57.6
Southecmemmm e 8.0

West memcmcmma e - -13.6

(Death record is base of rate and minus sign
indicates more assignments by the death record
than by the census record.)

STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREAS

Table 11 shows a comparison of net differ-
cnce rates for 25 standard metropolitan statistical
arcas (SMSA's) which were randomly selected,
and the urban components of these same SMSA's,
Here the urban components are limited to those
places of 25,000 population or more in 1960
since deaths for urban places below 25,000 popu-
lation were not separately tabulated. All subse-
quent references to these components will be
limited to urban areas of 25,000 population or
more,

Data presented in this table show that the net
difference rates are, for the most part, lower for
the SMSA than for selected urban areas whichare
a part of that SMSA. The SMBA is a county or
group of contiguous counties and therefore in-
cludes urban and rural areas. As noted in table
9, NCHS data generally show an overstatement
of events for urban places and an understate-
ment for rural areas, As a result, the net
difference rate is low—the result of compensat-
ing differences,

The SMSA's with the highest proportion of
unmatched records were located in the South
Region with the West having the next highest
proportion, This is not only true for the 25 SMSA's
in table 11 but for all 201 SMSA's (MSEA's in
New England) and for other residence data inthis

report, Both the South and the West Regions have
a higher proportion of nonwhite persons than
either the Northeast or North Central Regions,
For this color group the unmatched proportion
is less favorable than that for the white group.
Another factor is that migration is higher in the
West and South; therefore it is likely that the
unmatched proportion would be higher in these
two regions than in the Northeast or the North
Central Regions.

The largest of the SMSA's in table 11--
Chicago, Illinois—had 22 urban components of
25,000 population or more. The net difference
rates for these areas ranged from O for several
components to 91,4 for Oak Lawn, Illinois, but
the average was only 5.9 percent and the net dif-
ference rate for the SMSA, 0.2 percent.

The number of matched deaths for SMSA's
was tabulated separately for two groups: Matched
at usual place of residence (UPOR) and matched
but not at the usual place of residence. This
latter group was numerically small and repre-
sents those matched at the place of death (POD),
The number and percentage breakdown of the
number of records by match status are as follows:

Number Peycent
Total--—-—woceeaee- 532,948 100.0
Matched -~ --wemmmecem e 420,292 - 78.9
15]270) ; U 388,754 72.9
=0)  J R — 31,538 5.9
Unmatched----cmumemea- 112,656 21.1

The group matched at the place of death (POD)
is different insofar as any comparison of residence
coding by census and NCHS is not applicable. One
factor which accounts for a match at the place of
death rather than at the usual place of residence
is the difference between the enumezation process
and the vital registration system, Persons resid-
ing in long-term institutions were enumerated in
the census at these institutions prior to their
death, but the death record asks for the usual
place of residence prior to admission to the in-
stitution, Therefore, the two geographic codes
assigned are not the same,

The net difference rate for the total matched
group was 0.3 and for the two subgroups, UPOR
and POD, the rates were 0.0 and 4.1 (table 12),



The highest rates for the total group were ob-
served for the three SMSA's of Columbia, South
Carolina; Pueblo, Colorado; and Tuscaloosa,
Alabama, The high difference rates for the total
group were the result of matching at the place of
death, The distribution of net difference ratesby
type of match is as follows:

Total UPOR POD

Columbia, S.C --~--- -22.3 -1.7 -77.5
Pueblo, Colo---=-~-~ -30.3 -2.1 -85.7

Tuscaloosa, Ala----- -37.4 - -92.5

In comparing the net difference rates by
color only 57 SMSA's were considered, Theareas
were those to which 100 or more nonwhite deaths
were assigned (table 13). Although the net differ-
ence rates for the white group were higher for
slightly over half of the 57 areas, the proportion
unmatched was considerably higher for the non-
white group (table 14), The frequency distribution
of the proportion unmatched (using census as base)
for the white and nonwhite groups is presented
below:

Pyoportion unmatched Number of SMSA's
White Nonwhite
Totalememeemmeen-- 57 57
10.0-19.9 ccmmcmmmece 20 1
20.0-29.9 - mmeem e 28 26
30.0-39.9 ~cmcmcemcemm 9 28
40.0-49.9 - e mcmem - 2

Those areas for which the net difference rates
for the nonwhite group did exceed those for the
white were located for the most part in the South
Region, where the match status was least favor-
able,

One purpose of the 1960 Comparison Study
was to evaluate the effect of the findings of this
study on the annual death rate, The annual death
rates for SMSA's in 1960 are published in Vital
Statistics of the United States, 1960, Vol, Ui, Part
B. The method involves the following assumptions.
First, the assignment of deaths to any SMSA

made by census is presumably the ''correct"
figure rather than the NCHS figure for the May-
August study period, As indicated previously, the
difference between the enumeration process and
vital registration gives greater support to the
accuracy of the coding of geographic locations by
the Bureau of the Census, The second agsumption
is that the population enumerated as of April 1,
1960, for an SMSA is "correct," Measures of
misstatement of residence or underenumeration
for individual SMSA's as of April 1 have not
been published by the Bureau of the Census,

The annual rate could be adjusted on the
basis of the findings of this study, An upper and
lower range of the annual rate could be computed
as indicated below,

The upper range is derived as follows:

(1) Increase or decrease the annual number of
deaths by the percent difference between cen-
sus and NCHS assignments for the study
period for the SMSA, If the census figure is
lower than the NCHS figure, the annual num-
ber of deaths would be reduced; if the NCHS
figure is lower, the annual figure would be
increased,

(2) Compute the upper range of the annual ad-
justed rate using the frequency derived in
step 1,

In computing the upper range of the annual ad-
justed rate, all unmatched deaths are assumed to
be correctly assigned to the SMSA, In computing
the lower range of the annual adjusted rate, all
unmatched deaths are assumed to be incorrectly
assigned to the SMSA, Therefore, the range of the
annual adjusted rate is determined by the un-
matched deaths,

The lower range of the annual adjusted rate
is computed as follows:

(1) Follow step 1 for the upper range,

(2) Reduce the annual number of deaths by the
proportion that unmatched deaths are of total
deaths for the study period. The figure for
total deaths is the sum of the matched and
unmatched deaths,

(3) Compute the lower range of the annual ad-
justed rate using the frequency derived in
step 2.



It is probable that the true adjusted rate is closer
to the upper range since it is most likely that the
majority of unmatched deaths are correctly as-
signed,

The formulas for computing the adjusted
rates and their application for one SMSA are
shown in the Technical Appendix.

AGE BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION

Net difference rates vary slightly among the
nine geographic divisions for the total population.
In five of the divisions, the highest net difference
rates—all negative—were reported for the age
group 25-34 years. (Negative indicates more as-
signments by census than by NCHS to an age
group,) For the three divisions comprising the
South Region, maximum positive net differences
were observed for the interval 55-64 years, The
highest net difference rate (-5.5) in the Middle
Atlantic divisiol was reportedat ages 35-44years
(table 15), Division data discussed here and re-
gion data discussed in the following section are
according to census designations, These sections
differ from those appearing previously insofar
as they are a comparison of age and race, re-
spectively, rather thana comparison of residence.
A detailed analysis of age for the United States
has been covered in a report in Vital and Health
Statistics, Series 2, No, 29.°

There was only a slight difference by sex,
but a pronounced difference by color when data
were compared by age for the divisions, Net dif-
ference rates for nonwhite males and females
were considerably higher than those for white
males and females, The highest rates were re-
ported for nonwhite individuals below 25 years of
age, However, the rates are based on extremely
small frequencies-—generally about 10 deaths—
for all divisions except those in the South Region,

In addition to net difference rates, the per-
cent agreement between census and NCHS assign-
ments was also computed. This measure was
derived by dividing the number of matched records
classified by a given age group by both census
and NCHS (the common cell) by the number of
matched records classified tothat same age group
by census, As was noted for net difference rates,
extensive variability was observed for the percent
agreements for the nine divisicas by 10-year age

groups. Generally, the poorest agreement oc-
curred at 85-99 years—the age group for which
the annual age-specific death rate is maximal,
The New England Division was an exception tothe
pattern; the percent agreement was poorest at
the younger ages rather than the older ages. The
observations made for the net difference rates by
color and sex are applicable tothe percent agree-
ments, Nonwhite differences between census and
NCHS assignments were more extreme than those
for white decedents and these differences were
greatest in the divisions comprising the South
Region,

With few exceptions, the proportions of rec-
ords unmatched for males and females and for
white and nonwhite persons were highest for the
age groups 15-24 and 25-34 years in the nine
geographic divisions, For the most part, the
exceptions to this pattern were for the interval
1-4 years of age and the proportions were based
on small frequencies,

With respect to the characteristics of age
and race, there were two phases in the 1960
Comparison Study. The difference between the
two phases of the study relates to the two-stage
enumeration in the 1960 Census of Population,
All matched records in stage I represent dece-
dents who were in the 100-percent enumeration.
Stage II includes those decedents who were
matched in stage I and who also were included in
the 25-percent sample of households., With re-
spect to this study and the impact on vital rates,
the important distinction is that in stage II, not
stated and not valid codes for the majority of
items were allocated. The method of allocationis
described in the various publications relating to
the 1960 Census of Population found in the bibli-
ography, It is data from stage II which are used
in computing selected vital rates.

All data by age previously discussed have
been derived from stage I, Table 16 shows four
series of net difference rates for white males
for the South Atlantic Division—stage I with and
without the "not stated and not valid" codes and
stage II with and without the allocations of the
'not stated and not valid" codes, Stage I illus-
trates better than stage II the "true' comparison
between data derived from the census record and
those from the death record. The fact that the
effect of the allocations on most age groups was



to increase the disparity between age reporting
on the census recoxd and the death record has
an impact on the analysis of mortality data,

RACE BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

Detailed data for race for the United States
and four regions are presented in tables 17 and
18. The net difference rates for each of the re-
gions were less than 1 percent for the white
group. The direction of the difference wasalways
positive, that is, more assignments were madeto
the white group by NCHS than by census (census
record used as base), Two factors may contribute
slightly to the direction of these differences.
First, the number of '"race not stated and not
valid" assignments according to census tabula-
tions was 3,214, compared with 22 "race not
valid'' assignments according to NCHS tabulations,
Therefore, the figures for the white and for the
nonwhite category by census designations are be-
low those by NCHS designations for the United
States and each region. Second, the death records
for which the race was not stated were assigned
to "'white" in the initial coding operation in NCHS,
The number of "not stated" entries is not known,
but presumably the figure is small,

Not only are the net difference rates gener-
ally lowest for the white group but the proportions
of unmatched deaths are lowest, The latter factor
gives greater validity to the net difference rates
for the white population,

The net difference rates for the Negro race
were higher than those for the white and were
generally positive; the rates were less than 2
percent for the United States and each region.
However, the proportion of records unmatched
was approximately 30 percent for the Negrorace—
almost 50 percent above that for the white,

The net difference rates for the Indian group
were negative for each region and lowest in the
West where the majority of the Indian reserva-
tions are located, Self-enumeration of race, which
was introduced in the 1960 Census of Population,
may contribute to the excess of census records
over death records which were coded as Indian.
The annual death rate for the Indian group was
8.6 per 1,000 population in the United States for
1960 compared with 13,0 in 1950. The self-
enumeration procedure in the 1960 census and
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changes in classification by census of persons
of mixed stock of Indian and other races contrib-
uted to a sharp increase in the Indian population
between the two census years, This artifact ob-
served in the anual death rates is consistent with
the findings of this study.

With the exception of those for the West, the
regional net difference rates for Chinese, Japa-
nese, and Filipino are based on such small fre-
quencies as to render the rates statistically
unreliable, The net difference rate for the Japa-
nese in the West was -0,6 which was the lowest
of any net difference rate for any racial category
for the United States or any of the four regions,
The match status for this racial group—18 per-
cent—is superior to that of the other racial
categories in the West Region or in the United
States as a whole, The net difference rate for the
Chinese is 0.9—the same as that for the white
group in this region, The proportion unmatched
is about the same for the two categories—22
for the white group and 23 for the Chinese. The
net difference rates for the '‘other nonwhite"
group showed the greatest divergence between
census assignments and those by NCHS, Likewise
the proportion unmatched is highest—approxi-
mately 50 percent (census record used as a base),
If the death record is used as a base, the equiva-
lent proportion is below 30 percent because the
denominator of the proportion would be substan-
tially larger. It is difficult to explain the large
difference between census assignments and those
by NCHS for this group becauseitis an "all other"
category, Differences may exist in interpretation
between census and NCHS as to what should be
included in this "all other™ group,

Regional differences for each sex group were
examined only for the white and nonwhite cate-
gories since the frequencies for the racial groups
were very small, Net difference rates for females
were lower than those for males for each region
except the West,

In stage II of the 1960 Comparison Study
there were 87,905 matched records, Of this
number 1,145 or 1,3 percent had no entry for
race (‘mot valid" included), After the 1,145 rec-
ords were assigned a code for race, the assign-
ments were compared with the codes for race on
the death records for those 1,145 decedents, There
was only 20 percent agreement, The effect on the



comparison study was to bring into closer agree-
ment the assignments of codes by census and
NCHS to the white category. The reverse effect
occurred with respect to most of the nonwhite
racial groups. A comparison of the net differ-
ence rates for stages I and Il by race for the
United States is shown below, (Census record is
used as base and minus sign indicates more as-
signments by census than by NCHS.)

Race Net difference rates for stages:
I I
White-—---a-nu 0.8 -0.4
Nonwhite------ 1.1 -1,2
Negro ------ 1.1 0.2
Indian -=-~-- -9.4 -11.2
Japanese --- -0.9 7.5
Chinese =~-- -4.,6 -25.0
Filipino ~--- -23.2 -33.3
Other ------ -125.4 21.9
Not stated and
not valid~--- -99.3

If the annual death rates for the two groups,
white and nonwhite, are evaluated in terms of the
findings noted above, the effects are negligible.,
However, rates for specified nonwhite racial
groups would be affected, For example, the net
difference rate for the Japanese according to
stage I is -0.9 and according to stage II, +7.5.
The latter net difference rate (+7.5) represents
fewer allocations of ''not stated" to the Japanese
than the findings of this study would warrant, The
effect would be to overstate the published annual
death rate for the Japanese from 5.1 per 1,000
population to 5.5,
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Table 1, Frequency distribution of size of net difference rates based on deaths matched at usual
place of residence, for urban areas of 25,000 population or more: United States, May-August 1960

[:ensus recorc useu as a base. Negative indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS]

Positive difference Negative difference
Areas of: Areas of:
Net difference rate
Total {5 000 | 50,000 [ 25,000 Total i 150,000 | 25,000
’ to to > to to
or more or more
100,000 50,000 100,000 | 50,000
Based on 100 deaths or more
Totaleeweemneccrncncanx 289 110 110 69 83 21 45 17
47 5 22 20 ves coe eoe voe
172 91 55 26 68 18 38 12
50 12 23 15 10 2 5 3
14 2 6 6 1 1 - -
3 - 1 2 1 - 1 -
2 - 2 - - - - -
- - - - 1 - 1 -
1 - 1 - 1 - - 1
- - - - 1 - - 1
Based on less than 100 deaths
243 - 21 222 114 - 16 98
84 - 7 77 ‘e o oo cee
89 - 8 81 61 - 0 51
32 - 3 29 21 - 1 20
12 - 1 11 12 - 3 9
3 - - 3 3 - - 3
12 - 1 11 3 - - 3
4 - - 4 3 - - 3
2 - - 2 1 - - 1
1 - - 1 - - - -
- - - - 2 - - 2
1 - 1 - - - - -
1 - - 1 2 - - 2
1 - - 1 1 - - 1
- - - - 1 - - 1
- - - - 3 - 2 1
- - - - 1 - - 1
1 - - 1 - - - -
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Table 2.

Net difference rates based on

events matched at usual place of residence

for 221 se-

lected urban areas of 25,000 population or more: United States, selected months, 1950 and 1960

[:ensus record used as base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. Includes only those areas for which at least 100 births
or more were assigned according to either the census record or the birth record in 1950]

Net difference rate

Net difference rate

Area Area
Deaths, Births, Deaths, Births,
1960 1950 1960 1950
Alabama: Georgia:
Birmingham-=~~-=mceecacua 2.1 5.0 Atlanta-~=s=oceococonnn 2.7 4.0
Gadsden-=-==-=ccmmcanmnao -2.7 -11.7 Augusta-=-==cmmccoccna~ 8.2 34.7
-0.6 4.9 Columbus~-~====ccccmmc= - 34,5
4,2 -7.4 Macon-=---c-smmmnmeeeo 17.5 53.3
Savannahe--===ccccceeco 0.9 9.1
-5.5 22,9 || Illinois:
4.6 271.0 Chicago-----~---=wc=o-ne 0.5 0.8
Decatur=----cwsencacecan- 9.3 4.3

Arkansas: East St. Louig~-m--=-=-- 5.6 8.1

Little Rock=s=mmencmaanan 8.1 10.3 Joliet--~-=-ecccmcccmnn 4.4 71.1
Peoriase-~rcccccccccans 0.7 1.8

California: Rockford----eececae—oo 2.5 2.3
Alameda---veomcmocconno 0.7 1.2 Springfield=-=-cccccnueo 8.0 -
Bakersfield 14.4 41.1
Berkeley 1.4 3.2 | Indiana:

Burbanke~--e«-=-=e-eeccocaoan 0.6 0.8 East Chicago - -
Compton===~memewm- 12,9 15,1 Evansville~====m-un -0.3 10.6
Fresno====vecceceax 4.1 18.9 Fort Wayne~--=w=-cc-c-- 1.5 9.6
Glendale - -1.7 Garys----m-cmmecmmccaacn 4.3 20,2
Long Beache~c-cccvcrcncao 0.5 1.6 Hammond--=---=-=ceeeae- -1.1 -15.0
Los Angelegw-==-m=c-ncaca- -0.1 3.1 Indianapolis---=-=ecc-- 2.7 9.0
Oaklande-=ceccomemeacnao- 0.9 3.7 Muncie-c--ceccocan—cano 13.3 15.9
Pasadena=-----~-ccmecuaaa 1.1 -1.4 South Bend-~-==c-ne-w-n 4.9 12.1
Richmond~-v-cecracnccman- - 9.1 Terre Hautes---c-uo-c-- 1.6 25.7
Riverside--=--mccmuccn—co 11.0 13.3

Sacramento--—--ceccccnans 8.4 3.9 Towa:

San Bernardino 1.6 38.8 Cedar Rapids 1.1 4.1
San Diego-v---cvcm=w- 1.2 2.5 Davenport--=---- =3.2 4.9
San Francisco------------ - 1.8 Des Moines-----~-~-- 2.2 17.4
San Jose-~~=rm-snccmecan-= 6.8 35,7 Dubuque===~=cm-receuna- - 4.4
Santa Monica-=--==-c-ac-- 2.6 0.9 Sioux City-------=--=--= -0.5 -5.9
Stockton=se=mc--eomamaooo 5.3 11.4 Waterloo=-=----=cmar-=- 3.4 6.6

Colorado: Kansas:

. Colorado Springs~=~-c=--= 7.6 28.2 Kansas City--e=~eccwcncan 11.5 10.3
Denver===--mecccmccacacaa -0.2 0.7 Topeka-==--cecmmeanaaax 2.8 17.1
Pueblo~==~-ceccmcnnnnannaa- 2.0 7.9 Wichita~e=m~=occoacncnn 6.8 23.3

Connecticut: Kentucky:

Bridgeport------- —————— ~1.0 1.6 Covington--=-~ve-c-cmu- -1.0 6.1
Hartforde-------cc-ccauua ~5.9 1.4 Louisville-=veceruncaan 12,1 12,7
New Britain---e---cc-cee- 1.4 0.9
New Haven-----c--cecce-can 0.5 -0.5 | Louisiana:
Stamford-----emmeemmoaan -1.0 -6.8 Baton Rouge-==---==c-- 4.0 0.4
Waterbury-=---ceccececac-a 0.3 4.1 New Orleans=-===-c====u- 0.7 1.9
Shreveporte~c-w-weenmwee 0.7 11.2
Delaware:
Wilmingtone-=-=c-coce--ucaa 3.3 7.4 || Maine:
Portland--------=ceuu-o -0.4 -3.9
District of Columbia:
Washingtone--«--w-cmccaa-- -0.7 7.4 || Maryland:
Baltimore-~~==m==a--ceu- 0.6 1.1

Florida:

Jacksonville-e--cccecac-a 7.4 25,7 || Massachusetts:

Miami--sce-mcommmmcnaaaaa 6.0 15.2 Boston~-~~==cm=menccme—n 0.1 1.1
Pensacola-=w--c-eccccaa-o -3.5 41,1 Brockton~=-=-ccacecean- -1.7 ~5.7
Tampa-=-~===scemccccanaan 3.4 63.1 Cambridge---«-cnccenaua 0.7 1.1
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Table 2,

Net difference rates basec on

events matched at usual place of residence

for 221 se-

lected urban areasof 25,000 population or more: United States, selected months, 1950 and 1960-—Con.

[Census record used as base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. Includes only those areas for which at least 100 births
or more were assigned according to either the census record or the birth record in 1950

Net difference rate

Net difference rate

Area Area
Deaths, Births, Deaths, Births,
1960 1950 1960 1950
Magsachugetts—Con. New Mexico:
Fall River=-----cecceccan - 3.6 Albuquerque------------ 6.0 19.0
Lawrences-ecmuwamccemaaaaao ~0.5 2.3°
Lowellmmememcncccncananas - 3.0 || New York:
Lymfecomcrcom e ~0.7 -0.5 Albany--=---cccnccceo-o 1.9 6.9
Malden=~=-=--ccmmacaanaaa. 0.6 2.0 Binghamton---~~=~e-a--- 1.2 -3.6
New Bedford---=cc----e--o 1.3 2.5 Buffalo--~-sc--nocec--o 0.5 -0.2
Newtone-==-coccacomacnaaao -6.5 4.9 Mount Vernon-------=--- -1.1 -2.0
Quincy===cemcecanccccnaoo -0.9 2.1 New York City---------- 0.2 0.5
Somervillee-ccommcmcaaaao -0.5 -2.2 Niagara Falls~----=-==- 1.2 3.0
Springfield=--~cecacounan - 4.4 Rochester--====emecee--- 1.4 2.4
Worcester~=w-vecacacaco-- 0.2 2.2 Schenectady--~-----~-~-- 5.8 10.8
Syracuse-~ - 1.1 0.3

Michigan: Troy----====---mmoecaao 1.0 14.8
Bay City 3.6 44,2 Uticam-a~=-==cmmacaaaao -2.4 -
Dearborn 9.4 24,0 Yonkers--ec-ceccocnncaaaa -2.6 -5.2
Detrolte~-~« 0.4 1.5
Flint=commmcemmnncamaaaoo 0.9 6.1 || North Carolina:

Grand Rapids 3.0 11.4 Charlotte-~--=--c-caoeao -0.6 6.5
Jacksonemeecemmemecnocoaoo 7.5 35.4 Durham---ccecceacaaaaao 0.6 21.7
Kalamazoo-=«-ec--ccancao-- 3.5 13.7 Fayetteville---cvvoca-a 20.9 9.6
Lansing--r-mmecmscccncnnn 2.0 8.0 Greensboro---=-c-ceeoao 1.1 32.7
Muskegon=wee-cecmacacaaan 3.3 26.9 Raleigh-~=~ceoacacaana. - 21.2
Pontilac-~-ccmcmcccnaacas .- 0.6 6.9 Winston~Salem~~-------- 3.4 15.5
Royal Oak-----e-eccccaaan - 22,2
Saginaw---=ccocccocccanaa 1.9 1.0 || Ohio:

Akron---~-cccmcmcnnaaao 1.7 3.5

Minnesota: Cantone--~m--eomcmacncao 3.5 25.7
Duluth-e=eccmracccancnnca 2.1 - Cincimnati------ccenc-oo 0.4 0.4
Minneapolig=«scecccmnana. 1.1 2.2 Cleveland--~-----c=u--o 1.7 1.1
St. Paulw--cmmmcocanaaaoo 0.2 3.6 Columbus-=--=-ccece—nuo -0.1 ~-2.5

Dayton--------c-ccmu=n- 2.1 46.1

Mississippi: Lakewood~==c-memcanoean -0.6 -3.9

Jacksone-=cnmascmcmcancanan 2,5 - Limaee-coccommcccacnaao 3.3 32,0
Lorain----cccceccacaaao -0.8 3.0

Missouri: Springfield---c-ccca-ao 5.1 14.1
Kansas Clity-------=cem-ao 0.2 1.7 Toledo-=wmmmeccemncaa 0.3 16.2
Springfielde=-ccccacaccna 1.3 2.9 Warren--«-~-ccecocconeco 5.1 13.8
St. Josephwwwmmemcnanao— -0.5 3.1 Youngstowne------<-=-ou- 0.2 15.0
St. Loulg-=vcccmcacncoano 0.6 1.5

Oklahoma:

Nebraska: Oklahoma City---------- 5.2 3.8
Lincoln~-===cccmmcccacuax 3.0 5.6 Tulsa----~~-mm=-meoeam- 8.7 7.
Omaha--mmmecscccncanaa o 4,1 5.1

Oregon:

New Hampshire: Eugene~--~~--v-wcceeauo -8.6 62.7
Manchester=-«-=emmcemanas - 3.0 Portland-------cecccunu- 5.0 30.5

New Jersey: Pennsylvania:

Bayonne=-e=memeecccanacan - 0.8 Allentown-~--=-==ecceau- 1.5 1.9
Camden--- - 1.6 - Altoona-~=~-c-c-ceceouoa 2.4 5.5
Clifton~==crcccccmaacanon 0.6 4,8 Bethlehem-v==-mccucanaa" 4.0 6.7
East Orange~---~uwecoccaca -1.3 -0.9 Chester--=-=c~cmcceconnoo 5.1 17.2
Elizabetheseccconcraanaan 1.1 2.4 Erie~-=m--rcmcomecncanao 1.0 8.7
Jersey Clty~--ccecc-ccu--- -0.8 2.6 Harrisburge--ec-ee=ceaco 12.0 13.0
Newarke-es=maceccncacancan 0.9 -0.2 Johnstown-----m=acc~oun 36.9 42.6
Patergon~--cocwmmcecono—o 0.8 -0.5 Lancaster----vcceeeaano 21.0 13.2
Trenton-=ce-ecremmrauaeua.. 3.3 4.3 Philadelphia~---=-===---- 0.3 1.8
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Table 2.

Net difference rates based on events matched at usual place of residence

for 221 sge-

lected urban areasof 25,000 population or more:United States, selected months, 1950 and 1960--Con.

E:ensus record used as base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by wCHb. Includes only those areas for which at least 100 births
or more were assigned according to either the census record or the birth record in 1950

Net difference rate

Net difference rate

Area Area
Deaths, Births, Deaths, Births,
1960 1950 1960 1950
Pemnsylvania-—Con. Texas—~—Con.
Pittsburgh----=e-ccccmnn= 5.0 30.5 Houston=-=-esmcmcenaneu= -12.3 14,2
Reading--~-=-vcwmcceacaon 1.0 10.3 Laredo---vemmeuucamana- .- 3.9
Scranton~=-===emsceom~e—- 1.9 1.6 Lubbock=w=v-~== 4.7 0.6
Upper Darby-«=-=-we-neee- -3.4 -16.9 Port Arthur- 0.7 9.7
Wilkes-Barre----===weccw-- - 23.7 San Antonio-- 1.2 8.7
Yorke--ececemmmrcc e cnae 4.0 26.7 San Angelo 2.0 1.8
Waco--w-ncm-cmcanocooeo- -1.7 2.5
Rhode Tsland: Wichita Falls-e=-c-e-a- 2.7 10.5
Pawtucket--=wm-mcmcemeau- ~-0.8 7.3 | Utah:
Providence----=~--c=vcean= ~0.7 1.1 Ogden--=-ceccccuccunnn= 5.5 5.5
Salt Lake City---=w=--= 3.7 6.6
South Carolina:
Charleston--=-======w=n=no 2.0 11,9 Virginia:
Columbia-=-emrmcwmmneceux -1.0 45,2 Alexandrig---------oou- 1.5 13.2
Greenville-~----cwcroccnx 4,2 7.7 Arlington County------- - 0.3
: Norfolk-weoecmccnanoanx 1.6 5.1
South Dakota: Portsmouth==---womacam- 0.5 2.0
Sioux Falls-we-wecacuanan 6.7 6.9 Richmond--=-==cmwmc-noo 0.3 6.9
Roanoke=-we=emmumaca—ne 3.9 0.6
Tennessee: .|| Washington:
Chattanooga---~===w~=w-w- 3.2 27.7 Seattle----=-cemumnao—- 3.7 43.9
Knoxvillem==-=eemrmccccn- 0.4 5.0 Spokane~--wemuemcomanan 1.6 9,7
Memphig~=--c--mcomcncaaaa 1.8 -7.9 Tacoma---em-cmcwnmeacn= 1.2 10.3
Nashville----recvcnmcnaccn 3.0 58.1 Yakima--==cmmecoeemaen- 17.6 33.0
West Virginia:
Texas:
ADALi110m==mmmmmmmmcm e e -0.5 7.4 gharleston------------- 2.6 38.0
Ngton~-wemm-cacnco 3.5 9.7
Austin---c-ccemccrncncan. -1.4 7.8 Wheelingececrcmawmmecan 3.6 4.9
Beaumont--==e=-me=cecmmu-= 1.6 1.9 g - . .
Corpus Christi-~------=-- 0.4 1.4 || Wisconsin:
Dallas==~=c=ccmovenncaeax 0.8 5.2 Green Bay--~-v-cccoenma- 6.8 -
El Paso-=-=cewmccanoaoaax 1.7 6.0 Madison-==-=m-cecnoa--n 3.1 -0.5
Fort Worth--=--m--r-eecw-- 3.4 14.6 Milwaukee-~-=-eeucomen- 0.5 1.1
Galvestonm~-=-=-ec-occ-wo- 0.5 23.2 Racine--~-=-warccanoau- 0.5 11.5

NOTE: May-August 1960 used for deaths and January-March 1950 used for births.
Source for births: National Vital Statistics Division: Matched record comparison of birth cer-

tificate and census information: United States, 1950. Vital Statistics—S§

pecial Reports, Vol. 47,

No. 12. Public Health Service. Washington, D.C., Mar. 1962,
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Table 3. Distribution of nonwhite deaths matched at usual place of residence for 729 urban areas
of 25,000 population or more, by frequency groupings and type of difference: United States, May-

August 1960
Number
of
Direction of difference urban
areas
All areas=-=mes-emmee e e e e dcemmmeccmmcm e ee—eoee 729
No deaths assigned according to census record or death recorde=m--ceeemccmcmcomaa e 201
Frequency of 1 or 2 according to either census record or death record and zero frequency
In other= e e e o e e o 26
Frequency of less than 10 deaths according to census record-----=scecmcmmcmmmcmcnccaaaa. 239
Net difference rate 18 ZerO=-=-e-ecmma oo e 150
Net difference rate for white is higher than for nonwhite-~-==-cecccmmmmmcccaeaa o 5
Net difference rate for white is lower than for nonwhite~----c-m-cecmmmcccmmaac e 84
Frequency 6f 10 deaths or more according to census records==~e=secoeocomcccocccccccccooex 1263
Net difference rate is Zeroe—--=---—ecmcemm e e ees 58
Net difference rate for white is higher than for nonwhite-----cmmcmcmcmccocmcommanaaaoo 79
Net difference rate for white is lower than for nonwhite-------cecmommmmcmccocaccaanoae 125

lTncludes one area for which the net difference rate was the same for white and nonwhite.
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Table 4,

Number of deaths

matched at usual place of residence

and net difference rates, deaths unmatched,

and proportion unmatched for 89 selected urban areas of 25,000 population or more, by color: Unlted States,

May-August 1960

[L:ensus record used as a base for net difference ratc anc proportion wlimatched. Minus {-) sign inoicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. Includes only those areas
for which at least 50 nonwhite deaths were assigned according to either the census record or death record;

Deaths matched at usual residence
according to:

Net Unmatched Proportion
difference rate deaths unmatched
Area Census record Death record
White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite
Alabama:
Bessemer~-~-——--=-wmo 23 42 29 51 26.1 21.4 12 26 | 34,3 38.2
Birmingham-~-~-~«--- 450 370 466 380 3.6 2.7 169 136 | 27.3 26,9
Mobile--c-cccanc—uo 222 120 227 117 2.3 -2.5 72 45 24,5 27.3
Montgomery------~~-- 110 127 123 1271 11.8 . - 63 55| 36.4 30,2
Arkansas:
Little Rock--=--v--- 171 74 189 77| 10.5 4,1 51 37| 23.0 33.3
California:
Los Angeles--=v~vc-o 4,975 627 | 5,021 618 0.9 ~1.4 11,362 305 21.5 32.7
Oakland--=-----=-=-- 858 150 877 146 2,2 -2,7 257 65| 23,0 30,2
San Diego--~=c==c--= 884 56 886 54 0.2 -3.6 323 241 26,8 30.0
San Francisco------- 2,012 172 | 2,035 169 1.1 -1.7 514 69 | 20,3 28.6
Colorado:
Denver~~--~==wooccae 1,183 56 [ 1,193 53 0.2 -0.8 230 24| 16,3 30,0
Delaware:
Wilmington--~=~--==- 254 51 262 54 3.1 5.9 51 33| 16.7 39.3
District of Columbia:
Washington--------~- 1,070 854 | 1,064 863 -0.6 1.1 260 358 19.5 29,5
Florida:
Jacksonville-ce==-== 251 205 278 214} 10,8 L4 100 83| 28.5 28,8
Miami---m~--ocm-nea- 639 103 687 108 7.5 4,9 293 64 | 31.4 38.3
St. Petersburg---~--- 720 66 751 65 4,3 -1.5 135 251 15.8 27,5
Tampa-====-==-=--u-- 584 138 614 140 5.1 1.4 152 56 | 20, 28.9
Georgia:
Albany---v---nmronean 56 50 58 54 3.6 8.0 16 22} 22,2 30,6
Atlanta---=-ecoc-mene 691 428 724 438 4,8 2,3 227 174 | 24,7 28.9
Augustge--c-cmconnano 67 84 81 90 | 20.9 7.1 41 34| 38,0 28,8
Columbus 147 59 146 60 [ -0.7 1.7 73 26 | 33,2 30.6
111 88 132 103 | 18.9 17.0 26 33| 19.0 27.3
169 152 163 163 | -3.6 7.2 47 41 21.8 21,2
17 43 19 56 11.8 30.2 3 29 15.0 40,3
103 231 106 294 2,9 27.3 44 721 29,9 23,8
Illinois: ‘
Chicago~=-=-ce=-ovna 8,081 1,643 | 8,199 1,682 1.5 2.4 2,061 849 | 20.3 34,1
East St. Louis--~--- 133 92 149 95 | 12,0 3.3 41 36| 23.6 28,1
Indiana:
Gary-------ememeonon 262 132 276 137 5.3 3.8 46 56 | 14.9 29,8
Indianapolis--~=~~-~ 970 239 | 1,017 235 4,8 -1.7 259 98 [ 21.1 29,1
Kansas:
Kansas City--------- 237 78 272 86 14,8 10.3 67 22 22,0 22,0
Kentucky:
Lexington------=----- 142 54 182 61 | 28.2 13.0 36 241 20,2 30.8
Louisville~-=~-c-uue 806 225 933 237 | 15.8 5.3 281 111 | 25.9 33.0
Louisiana:
Alexandria 52 51 51 | 10.9 -1.9 31 25} 40.3 32,5
Baton Rouge---- 108 177 111 4,7 2.8 45 38| 21.0 26,0
Monroe--==~=cm-eccc-o 69 48 75 4,3 8.7 16 28| 25.8 28.9
New Orleans 609 | 1,128 618 1.5 1.5 231 213 17.2 25,9
Shreveport 171 231 179 -1.3 4,7 83 72| 26,2 29,6
Maryland:
Baltimore~---==ne-aw 1,744 679 11,773 687 1.7 1.2 469 329 | 21,2 32,6
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Table 4, Number of deaths matched at usual place of residence and net difference rates, deaths unmatched,
and proportion unmatched for 89 selected urban areas of 25,000 population or more by color: United States,
May-August 1960—Con.

[junsus record used as a base for net difference rate and proportion unmatched. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments by census than r ¢ NCHS. Incluces only those areas
for which at least 50 nonwhite deaths were assigned according to etther the census record or death recorc

Deaths matched at usual residence
according to: Net Unmatched Proportion
difference rate deaths unmatched
Area Census record Death record
White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite

Massachusetts:

Bostone-e=m-eoaceao- 1,927 134 1,946 129 1.0 -3.7 457 71| 19.2 34,6
Michigan:

Detrojte-meemcecnec.n 3,344 885| 3,383 898 1,2 1.5 663 341 16,5 27.8

Flintemescmcnccnnnaaa 380 73 387 71 1.8 -2.7 68 16 15.2 18.0
Mississippi:

Greenville~---=-=-u= 32 62 34 60 6.3 -3.2 12 13 27.3 17.3

Jacksonew=ex cme————— 134 105 139 106 3.7 1.0 54 32 28.7 23,4

Vicksburgesssemmeeae 31 67 31 69 - 3.0 12 14 27.9 17.3
Missouri:

Ransas Cityw=w=~=ew- 1,139 213 1,146 216 0.6 1.4 242 85 17.5 28.5

St., Louige-s-cceceaas 1,742 514 1,771 513 1.7 -0.2 471 242 21.3 32.0
Nebraska:

Omahi~me=smemcecacann 584 65 613 66 5.0 1.5[ 151 33 20,5 33,7
Ncw Jersey:

Atlantic City-~=----- 165 53 160 58 -3.0 9.4 51 241 23,6 31.2

Jersey City--e==v-u-- 767 69 761 74 -0.8 7.21 153 441 16,6 38.9

Newidrkessacnmeannnan 740 266 761 264 2.8 -0.8 239 160} 24.4 37.6
New York:

New York City--~---=- 18,703 2,074 {18,813 2,132 0.6 2,8 4,350 1,252 18.9 37.6

Buffalowmmecenmanaaa 1,520 129 1,559 116 2.6 -10.1 225 36 12.9 21,8
North Carolina:

Charlotte=swe==nwca- 208 139 206 139 -1.0 - 73 401 26,0 22,3

Durhamese=msemmenean 120 55 123 54 2.5 -1.8 28 31 18.9 36.0

Greenshorg-=-eveeeas 114 63 117 62 2,6 -1.6 45 24 28,3 27.6

Raleighamemacanmanao 93 60 94 59 1.1 -1.7 29 11 23,8 15.5

Wilmington-=we-cen-- 71 60 73 65 2.8 8.3 12 13 14,5 17.8

Winston-Salem-----~-- 122 112 128 115 4.9 2,7 25 46 17.0 29,1
Ohio:

ARron---cemeccnanoaa 602 58 616 56 2,3 -3.4 127 29 17.4 33.3

Cincinnati~-svesescas 1,082 2471 1,091 254 0.8 2.8 232 101 17.7 29,0

Cleveland===smncnaen 1,934 4921 1,995 489 3.2 -0.6 339 184 14,9 27.2

Columbus====noncnaax 836 167 835 173 -0.1 3.6 179 46| 17.6 21,6

Dayton=s=rm=smemcmeean 529 127 549 126 3.8 -0.8 133 441 20,1 25,7

Toledoam=m 783 81 791 83 1.0 2,5 186 22 19.2 21,4

Youngstown 416 53 418 52 0.5 -1.9 55 18 11.7 25.4
Oklahoma:

Oklahoma City-w=e--- 546 81 581 83 6.4 2.5 201 44 26.9 35.2

Tulsldemmomcmmmm e 447 65 493 70 10.3 7.7 131 31 22,7 32,3
Pennsylvania:

Philadelphia-«------ 4,464 1,174 4,529 1,162 1.5 -1.0 ,235 5181 21.7 30.6

Pittsburgh--=~cec--- 1,551 264 | 1,639 281 5,7 6.4 410 88| 20.9 25.0
South Carolina:

Charleston---------- 79 71 84 70 6.3 1.4 26 20 24,8 22,0

Columbig=w-eecccoua- 132 59 132 62 - 5.1 20 40 13,2 40,4

Greenville--=--~cwa- 65 52 74 50 13.8 -3.8 36 26 35.6 33.3
Tennessee:

Chattanooga=~===~==~- 200 114 212 113 6.0 -0.9 85 | 65| 29.8 36.3

Knoxville-==--occcao 215 57 221 53 2.8 -7.0 95 22 30.6 27.8

Memphig==ervmerencan 594 437 617 443 3.9 1.4 135 173 18.5 28.4

Nashvilleswe-ceouan- 279 190 294 191 5.4 0.5 78 65 21.8 25.5
Texas:

Beaumonte===-evc-cax 163 75 172 76 5.5 1.3 45 21 21.6 21.9

Dallag-=«~ - 928 251 945 247 1.8 -1.6 321 137 25.7 35.3

Fort Worthe-ee-wecax 569 130 598 131 5.1 0.8 211 58| 27.1 30.9

‘Galveston==c-mnennnn 144 55 147 56 2,1 1.8 34 20 19.1 26,7

Houstone=seemmeecae- 1,152 374 1,017 334 | -11.7 -10.7 348 161 23.2 30.1

San Antonio-ewe=vcen- 925 98 940 99 1.6 1.0 286 42 23,6 30.0

Wacoemmmonecmncacann 170 59 177 54 4,1 -8.5 62 18] 26.7 23,4
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Table &.

May-August 1960-—Con.

[:ensus resord used as a base for net difference rate and proportion unmatched. Minus (-} sign indi

Number of deaths matched at usual place of residence

and net difference rates, deaths unmatched,
and proportion unmatched for 89 selected urban areas of 25,000 population or more by color: United States,

more

by

for which at least 50 nonwhite deaths were assigned according to either the census recoro of death recorc]

than by NCHS. Includes only those areas

Deaths matched at usual residence
according to:

Net Unmatched Pioportion
- difference rate deaths unmatched
Area Census record Death record
White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite |White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite | White | Nonwhite
Virginia:
Newport News 108 71 109 72 0.9 1.4 31 31| 22,3 30.4
Norfolk-=m=wu- 377 190 383 195 1.6 2.6 107 811 22.1 29.9
Petersburg---------- 56 49 56 51 - 4.1 13 14| 18.8 22.2
Portsmouth-----cea=- 140 78 143 79 2,1 1.3 40 36 22.2 31.6
Richmond~--=-«-=-=wc 432 185 440 185 1.9 - 85 92 ( 16.4 33.2
Washington:
Seattle-==co-cecuac- 1,205 59 | 1,260 60 4.6 1,7 468 25| 28.0 29.8
Wisconsin: -
Milwaukee-==e=c=c=w- 1,750 92| 1,766 91 0.9 -1.1 326 34| 15,7 27.0
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Table 5, Number of deaths matched at usual place of residence and net difference rates, by popu-

lation-size group of area: United States, May-August 1960

[Sensus record used as base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS]

Deaths matched at usual

residence according to: Net
Population-size group of area déﬁfgr'
Census Death rate
record record
Total
All areas--ec-meccccmr e eee 388,754 388,754 o
Total areas of 25,000 Oor more-----ec-cecccocnmmammcmcncnccanan 189,363 189,307 -0.0
1,000,000 Or mores---=csmce-cmcmccecmccccccccema e m e 46,317 46,452 0.3
500,000 to 1,000,000=~wcmcecmmecm e cmcecm e c e 27,760 27,924 0.6
250,000 to 500,000--c=ccmmccomcmmmccamcc e ccc e cceeee 25,671 26,259 2.3
100,000 to 250,000-- 27,203 27,530 1,2
50,000 to 100,000 30,768 30,543 -0.7
25,000 to 50,000~-- 31,644 30,599 -3.3
10,000 to 25,000===ewrememmm e e e m e 36,159 34,464 ~4,7
2,500 t0 10,000 m o m o m o oo e 41,510 37,786 -9,0
Rurgle~mmeccmrccrcac e e e rcn e e m e e e m e — e 121,722 127,197 4,5
White
All area@s~===c-mcmcamemm e 344,495 347,247 0.8
Total areas of 25,000 or more-~--c-cemmccemcmccmmcrmmncnccnnan 163,749 164,963 0.7
1,000,000 O MOYe==mm s oo s e e 39,567 39,957 1.0
500,000 to 1,000,000=-~-cmceccemcmccm e e e 22,529 22,899 1.6
250,000 to 500,000=~~cmemeccmcennmec e n e e n e 21,255 22,025 3.6
100,000 to 250,000=~ccemcmmmemcmcn e ncnce e cemc e e e 23,423 23,899 2,0
50,000 to 100,000--=-memcmmcmcc e e s me e mn—a—— 28,003 27,982 -0.1
25,000 to 50,000 ---=--commmm e 28,972 28,201 -2,7
10,000 to 25,000~-=~mmmmcmme e e 33,29 31,854 -4,3
2,500 to 10,000=-==---ceccrcccmmc e cmcce e e e 38,142 34,879 -8.6
L b = B R et et L R 109,310 115,551 5.7
Nonwhite
All areaS-=m=-ssmemmececmcm e e cceecmccceccccccccneae 41,111 41,486 0.9
Total areas of 25,000 or moOYe----c=mm—ccmmocmmm e 24,084 24,335 1.0
1,000,000 Or mOY@-~-==s==mecoomemmoecaccccmaomecccemecocenaa 6,401 6,492 1.4
500,000 to 1,000,000-«---cocecmmmcec e cce e e 5,026 5,024 -0,0
250,000 to 500,000-w«~csmcemmcmcmmee e e e m e 4,140 4,233 2.2
100,000 to 250,000=--~——-mcsm e 3,593 3,628 1.0
50,000 to 100,000~~==mcmcemccmm e e cc e e n e 2,509 2,561 2.1
25,000 to 50,000~---=cmmmccm e et m e mer e — 2,415 2,397 -0,7
10,000 to 25,000=~-c-cemmcmmenm e e emenem e e 2,645 2,607 -1.4
2,500 to 10,000====c-cemmcrcecemmce e c e r e mce e n e m 2,995 2,903 ~-3.1
RUraleceeememcccmcccmrcc e e cmnmc ;e e e c e e e —————— 11,387 11,641 2,2

NOTE: For explanation of why white and nonwhite do not
Appendix,

add to the

total, see Technical
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Table 6. Number and percent distribution of deaths in the 1960 Comparison Study and the follow-
back survey, by population-size group of area according to death record designations: United

States, May-August 1960

1960 Comparison Followback
Study survey
Population-size group of area

Percent Percent

Number |distri- { Number | distri-

bution bution
ey o B e et 501,410 100,0 | 9,475 100.0
1,000,000 Oor mOTe===m=mcccecc e 59,390 11,8 1,134 12,0
500,000 to 1,000,000=-~=~cmmcmmc e e 35,800 7.1 717 7.6
250,000 to 500,000~=<-=cccomccme e 33,830 6.7 651 6.9
100,000 to 250,000=~-cccccmcmmcm e e 34,600 6,9 653 6.9
50,000 to 100,000-=~-cn-rmcecccccna e 37,991 7.6 708 7.5
25,000 to 50,000--=---c-coccmcmmmcnam e eae 38,000 7.6 718 7.6
10,000 to 25,000«=-c-ccmcmccmm e emmc e e caeamcec e 43,425 8.7 825 8.7
2,500 to 10,000===~~mmemmme e e rcm e 47,434 9.5 843 8.9
All other=---cecmmcmmmc o cecmeee 170,940 34,1 3,226 34,0

Table 7., Number and percent distribution of deaths matched in the 1960 Comparison Study and the
followback survey, by population-size group of area according to census record designations:

United States, May-August 1960

1960 Comparison Followback
Study survey
Population-size group of area

Percent Percent

Number | distri- | Number | distri-

bution bution
e 7Y U SO 388,754 | 100.0| 7,393 100,0
1,000,000 or more=v=c---srecceccmcccrscracmanc e nanaa- 46,317 11,9 889 12,0
500,000 to 1,000,000-=~cmemmmece e e e e m e 27,760 7.1 539 7.3
250,000 to 500,000=---cmmmmocmm e e e 25,671 6,6 495 6.7
100,000 to 250,000=c---r-ceccmcecmccn e e e — e 27,203 7.0 474 6.4
50,000 to 100,000=-~-cocmccommc e a e cceem e 30,768 7.9 564 7.6
25,000 to 50,000~=~m~=cemccrmm e ecccemcee e e —— 31,644 8.1 292 3.9
10,000 to 25,000--~-cmcmecmmcm e cccmc e e 36,159 9.3 700 9.5
2,500 to 10,000=-=memmecmcm e e R 41,510 10,7 761 10.3
25,000 0r moTel oo me oo el ves vos 302 4,1
All othereceescaammcmmm et e e 121,722 31.3} 2,377 32,2

1Processing errors by census category represents areas of 25,000 population or more,

of area could not be further defined.
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Table 8. Number and percent distribution

of unmatched deaths, for which there were response and no response

in the followback survey, and unmatched deathsin the 1960 Comparison Study,by population-size group of area
according to death record designations: United States, May-August 1960

Followback survey

Unmatched deaths

in 1660 Comparison
Response No response Study
Population-size group of area

Percent Percent Percent

Number | distri- | Number | distri- | Number distri-

bution bution bution
Totale-=-cccnoccncccc e rmem e e cc e e n e e 1,861 100.0 221 100.0 | 112,656 100.0
1,000,000 Or mMOYe=-=-=w==-mecmcemmm oo o—o—mmooeoomen 189 10.2 30 13,61 12,938 11.5
500,000 to 1,000,000«-=w=r=c-mm-cemmoomom oo meca e 127 6.8 34 15.4 7,876 7.0
250,000 to 500,000-~~-~~c=remearerececaccmencnosconon 121 6.5 16 7.2 7,571 6.7
100,000 to 250,000=w=er=cm-memcrecmemceom o cm e 140 7.5 11 5.0 7,070 6.3
50,000 to 100,000~-=-=-mcccmmmemmmmcceaccacaccaanee e 126 6.8 24 10.9 7,448 6.6
25,000 to 50,000-~=~r==---m-eceeomoccceomcecaooomoe o 127 6.8 17 7.7 7,401 6.6
10,000 to 25,000=m-c---ceecmmmmmcmenemam e mmm e mm oo 155 8.3 18 8.1 8,961 8.0
2,500 to 10,000--~--wcmmmmmm e memmm e e m .o 164 8.8 5 2.3 9,648 8.6
All other=--meemec—mccccn e men e m e 712 38.3 66 29,9 | 43,743 38.8
Table 9, Net difference rates and proportion of death records unmatched for urban and rural areas in metro-

politan and nonmetropolitan counties, by color and sex: United States, May-August 1960

[Death record used as a base. Minus {-) sign ind more by than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]
. Propoxr- Propor-
diggér- tion of diggzr- tion of
Area, color, and sex ence deaths Area, color, and sex ence deaths
un- un-
rate matched rate matched
Total--=r=rmem—rmcoacrccacccna e 21.1 White female—Con.
Metropolitan counties----~--~--= -0.3 20.8 Nonmetropolitan counties----- * 21.5
Urban~=-w--ccecrmernrcarecacccnnn 2.4 19.7
Urban==esrmencemarmccccmcm e menn 0.3 19.4 ‘ ¢
RUr@lemmeeemcecamacmenanceamama—aas -3.6 27.4 Rurales-------ccwreccmocccocccann -0.9 22,9
Nonmetropolitan counties-=------ . 21.6 Nomwhite male--~------c-u- M 34.6
Urban~e===cerccmnernnmnnncecenanana 2,0 20.0 Metropolitan counties-------- ~0.7 35.4
Rural--=e-emcemmmcccmn e e mm e e -0.5 22,7
Urban-----=--cmmeoeooccccccccecan -2,2 33.8
White malew=cemommncnanana _—— vee 21.0 || Rural-------eecmcmccmccccccacn e 15.0 48,1
Metropolitan countiese-==-mc-== -0.3 20.8 Nonmetropolitan counties-=--- 1.1 33.2
Urban-r-e-cmmomcmc e cce e 0.3 19.2 || Urban-=-vor-cmmocemm e emccamn e 0.3 31.8
Rurale====cwe=- PR L L L PR C LT -3.4 27.4 || Rural-s-e-m-cmmmemcee e ecma e o nne 2,0 34,1
Nonmetropolitan counties------- 0.5 21.2 Nonwhite female--------~-~- cee 31.5
Urbane=ceececmcmcreronrecacccaa—n e 2,5 19,8 Metropolitan counties-------- -0.3 31.0
Rurales=--=wcmcenrecc e e e -0.7 22,0
Urban---==-cccmmrmmcmcaconcacnenn -1,2 29.4
White female~-~=mcecmcmcncnnaa aee 20,4 || Rurales-we~----e-mcmmenceccccana0- 10,0 45,1
Metropolitan counties=--w-m=-=- -0. 19.8 Nonmetropolitan counties----- 0.4 32,4
Urbans~=ssmeremceccnreeneceneranacaae 0.6 18.0 || Urban-------~c-mmmemcccenraacanax -0.2 28.8
Ruraless=cemmccscc e cncm e ~5,0 27.8 || Rural---e-wc-e-memmommm—emeee oo 1.0 34,9
NOTE: Figures with color asd/or sex not stated are included in the total, but are not shown separately.
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Table 10. Number of deaths matched at usual place of residence and not at wusual place of resi~
dence, according to census record and death record for urban and rural areas in metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan counties, by color and sex: United States, May-August 1960

[F or definition of areas, see Technical Appeno‘ix]

Area according to death record

Area according to census record Total Metropolitan county Nonmetropolitan county
Total Urban | Rural Total Urban Rural
USUAL PLACE OF RESIDENCE
Total
All counties--=-sececmcnan- 388,754 || 241,075 [|201,366 | 39,709 | 147,679 }/60,191 | 87,488
All metropolitan counties----| 241,030 | 240,717 {|201,154 | 39,563 313 118 195
oy e —— 3¢+ [ i) g Bt I 0
All nonmetropolitan counties- | 147,724 358 212 146 | 147,366 60,073 | 87,293
Urban--eeeeecmccecacacccceaanean= 61,372 120 86 34 61,252 |} 57,565 3,687
RUral--eeecececmcmeccccacecmc————e 86,352 238 126 112 86,114 || 2,508 | 83,606
White
Males-mmocmmmmcmm e ce e 190,119 || 115,442 || 94,749 | 20,693 74,677 |129,139 | 45,538
All metropolitan counties~-~-- | 115,438 | 115,263 | 94,624 | 20,639 175 60 115
o w—— 3¢ 0T | [ T PPt B 1 I A
All nonmetropolitan counhties- 74,681 179 125 54 74,502 |1 29,079 | 45,423
Urbane--ccmemcmcmemcmccm e 29,867 57 47 10 29,810 {27,870 1,940
Rurales—-emecomcmcrmc e 44,814 122 78 44 44,692 || 1,209 | 43,483
Femalew=-m-mmemmoommceaaamn 138,013 || 87,8801 73,672 | 14,208 | 50,133 {21,899 | 28,234
All metropolitan counties-~-- 87,854 87,761 || 73,614 | 14,147 93 41 52
Urban-~=cmcmesacommcaecacmcaeeas 75,443 75,3814 72,430 ) 2,951 62 30 32
Rural~--eeemcmemmc e e e 12,411 12,380 1,184 | 11,196 31 11 20
All nonmetropolitan counties- 50,159 119 58 61 50,040 {121,858 | 28,182
Urban-==ee=ceccemmemmmcecm e cncne 22,380 44 28 16 22,336 || 21,071 1,265
Rurale-=-=m=ceoecm e ccec e e 27,779 75 30 45 27,704 787 | 26,917
Nonwhite
Males--emmmecccmc e 19,886 12,113 || 11,076 | 1,037 7,773 || 2,998 4,775
All metropolitan counties---- 12,108 12,089 11,061 1,028 19 6 13
Urban-=-evecveemmmenmccacnccnanann 11,141 11,129 || 10,924 205 12 5 7
Rural-sce-ccmommececmcncmc e manee 967 960 137 823 7 1 6
All nonmetropolitan counties- 7,778 24 15 9 7,754 || 2,992 4,762
Urban---ve-emeomecm e 2,996 9 7 2 2,987 || 2,851 136
Rurale-c=cemcmmmmmme e 4,782 15 8 7 4,767 141 4,626
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Table 10. Number of deaths matched at usual place of residence and not at wusual place of resi-
dence, according to census record and death record for urban and rural areas in metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan counties, by color and sex: United States, May-August 1960~—~Con.

[j=or definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Area according to death record

Area according to census record Total Metropolitan county Nonmetropolitan county
Total Urban |{ Rural Total Urban Rural
USUAL PLACE OF RESIDENCE—Con,
Nonwhite—Con,
Female----v-cemcocncaccanan 16,814 10,520 9,666 854 6,294 || 2,703 3,591
All metropolitan counties--~-- 10,523 10,507 9,660 847 16 6 10
Urban====c==c-- e L L L P LT 9,732 9,722 9,566 156 10 4 6
Ruralem-mmmmesccemmemmem—eeoaeece 791 785 94 691 6 2 4
All nonmetropolitan counties- 6,291 13 6 7 6,278 2,697 3,581
Urbanecmmueecc e cmamcm e ccacaeaa 2,703 4 1 3 2,699 | 2,591 108
Rural==meweeccccancn" eereme—m——. 3,588 9 5 4 3,579 106 3,473
NOT AT USUAL PLACE OF RESIDENCE
Total
All countiegm--cccconcanace 31,538 19,992 || 16,936 | 3,056 11,546 ;| 5,038 6,508
All metropolitan counties---- 19,210 17,041 || 14,445 | 2,596 2,169 932 1,237
Urban~=-==vcececccmannncnnaacann. 13,368 11,886 || 10,581 | 1,305 1,482 632 850
Ruraleewmerecccccmccncmacanennne. 5,842 5,155 3,864 | 1,291 687 300 387
All nonmetropolitan counties- 12,328 2,951 2,491 460 9,377 || 4,106 5,271
Urban====-ewemmecmccmacaaenan o 5,165 1,075 890 185 4,090 |} 2,170 1,920
Rurglesse-maccrcancmnncacecconaaa 7,163 1,876 1,601 275 5,287 || 1,936 3,351
White
Male=-escmmmmccn e e 13,450 8,325 7,030 ] 1,295 5,125 ) 2,183 2,942
All metropolitan counties---- 7,920 6,891 5,807 | 1,084 1,029 424 605
Raral--oo-oo-iieeeioos | bleke || B3| nYs| 33| 8| 3| 1
All nonmetropolitan counties- 5,530 1,434 1,223 211 4,096 || 1,759 2,337
Urban-====cccencccmmacccncncnnna. 2,223 543 437 106 1,680 849 831
Rural---=-==o- fecccmmeccmen————— 3,307 891 786 105 2,416 910 1,506
Femaleew=oro--omcannannnann 15,493 9,902 8,322 | 1,580 5,591 {| 2,552 3,039
All metropolitan counties---- 9,634 8,689 7,323 | 1,366 945 430 515
Urbanemm~mcocccceaaea Nemecmem—aaa 7,049 6,372 5,632 740 677 291 386
Rural-s-cscccrmcccnnnmnncocnccaan. 2,585 2,317 1,691 626 268 139 129
All nonmetropolitan counties- 5,859 1,213 999 214 4,646 2,122 2,524
Urban-===-ceaeccccccancaccmacanaa 2,662 439 373 66 2,223 || 1,221 1,002
Rurglecemmcccccamencencacaccaaaax 3,197 774 626 148 2,423 901 1,522
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Table 10. Number of deaths matched at usual place of residence and not at usual place of resi-
dence, according to census record and death record for urban and rural areas in metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan counties, by color and sex: United States, May-August 1960-—Con.

[For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Area according to death record
Area according to census record Total Metropolitan county Nonmetropolitan county

Total Urban | Rural Total Urban Rural

NOT AT USUAL PLACE OF

RESIDENCE—Con.
Nonwhite

Malewwommmmcoccrmccmacc s 1,273 886 793 93 387 148 239
All metropolitan counties---- 800 696 625 71 104 39 65
Urbane-sc---mcuncccmmacaccmnncce- 467 428 405 23 39 15 24
Ruralesmceemcmccccmnc e ranaca~ 333 268 220 48 65 24 41
All nonmetropolitan counties- 473 190 168 22 283 109 174
Urban-=--e-cccecmcncccmeccnncana- 139 61 52 9 78 42 36
Rurglecceccommmccmn e ccmcme e ee 334 129 116 13 205 67 138
Femaleme-=m=mmcaoacomooaao 903 617 565 52 286 115 171
All metropolitan counties—-~- 585 518 476 42 67 26 41
Urban-=e=-=crememac e e e 379 350 330 20 29 12 17
Rural--cs-cmcermccmmcmccmane e 206 168 146 22 38 14 24
All nonmetropolitan counties- 318 99 89 10 219 89 130
Urban=-===eecececcmmacce e caae- 108 27 25 2 81 48 33
Ruralecmccecommmac e mac e nceae 210 72 64 8 138 41 97

NOTE: Figures with color and/or sex not stated are included in the total but are not shown
separately.
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Table 11. Comparison of net difference rates and proportion unmatched,

based on deaths matched

at usual place of residence for 25 selected standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's)
and urban area components of those SMSA's: United States, May-August 1960
[Urban area components are only those of 25,000 population or more. F or further definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]
Proportion
Net unmatched
cigier- .
Census | Deat
ratel record | record
base base
Albuquerque, N. MeX==-eo=mmmmomce e e m e ccem e em e m e e cn e e -0.3 31.4 31.4
Albuquerque, N. MeX--mcoeomomo e e ma e dm e aee e 6.0 30.6 29.3
Augusta, Ga.=S.C---m-meme e d e e ee e 0.3 36.1 36.1
Augusta, Gar=rwececmcmm e e et e e e c e m. e 8.2 32,2 30.5
Billings, Mont=-=ce-cmem o mm e o e a e e e e ee e - 31.1 31.1
Billings, Mombesomo oo oo oo oo eeem 8.5 29.3 27.7
Chicago, Ill--c--cecmo e e e m e 0.2 21.3 21.3
Arlington Heights, I1l 4,2 32.4 31.5
Aurora, Ill-sw-ceccccmecccrmcncnnan. 8.3 20.0 18.8
Berwyn, Ill------ 1.1 2.6 2.7
Calumet City, Ill 4.5 21.4 20.7
Chicago, Ill-cmeeccmm e mrcccrcmcrccccmcc e e ame 0.5 22.8 22.8
Chicago Heights, Ille-cemmmme oo e e 1.2 16.0 15.8
Clcero, Illecmc-cmccmmccmmamccmnm e mmc e mccm e dccrcccccmcc e e -0.9 6.6 6.6
Des Plaines, Illee-scmomcamomca e m e em e mn e 15.8 33.3 30.2
Elgin, I1l---mmc oo o e o e e e -3.1 17.7 18.2
Elmhurst, Ille-ceromcmcce e ccc e mdc e cccmcccccncccnacmeo e 4.7 14.7 14.1
Evanston, Ille-cecemcacccmmamm e mre e e -0.5 10.9 11.0
Harvey, Ille---=----m e cmc oo e e e - 25.6 25.6
Highland Park, Tlle--ccecemmcmccmmmm e e e e cda e c e e - 15.1 15.1
Joliet, Ille--mcccmmcmm o e ma ot o mccem e 4.4 13.2 12,
Maywood, Ille--c-ocacmm o ce e reee e ce e -8.5 13.7 14.8
Oak Lawn, Xlle---eccocmm e e e e 91.4 18.6 10.7
Qak Park, Ille=w--emecccom o ac e mcmmecmmecccmme 0.6 20.4 20.3
Park Forest, Ille-c--ccmrcmmcmm e c e - 8.0 8.0
Park Ridge, Illeweemccmmcom oo e cc e ccc e ee 2.1 9.4 9.3
Skokle, Tll--meoccommcc e c e e e -1.1 10.7 10.8
Waukegan, Ill 5.6 19.1 18.3
Wilmette, Ill - 4.3 4.3
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-Ill--=--ccccccccamccmmccaccacacacaaa -1.4 19.1 19.4
Davenport, Iowa--=-==se-cccmccomcncocancacmnccc e mcec e cn e e e =3.2 20.3 20.8
Moline, Tlle-=m-mmemo e am e e ec e 6.5 23.9 22.8
Rock Island, Ille-m-c—smmocm e e rc e ccccceveae e -1.5 9.6 9.7
El Pagso, TeX=-memeccencacacccrcccmocrarccnreccerccanrr e e —,—————— 3.3 28.9 28.2
El Pagso, TeX-====rmecccccmcmcmmnc e camcacc e rcc e e nc e cccce e 1.7 28.7 28.3
Fort Wayne, Inde--ecemecomc o e m e 0.2 12.5 12.5
Fort Wayne, Ind-s == oo oo oo oo oo 1.5 12.5 12.3
Jersey City, NeJe-ommccm o oo o e o e e 0.2 17.9 17.9
Bgyonne, N,J=-~=c-cseommecmmrere e cccmcene e e rc e n e ce e n oo - 20.0 20.0
Hoboken, NyJ==osemmemocm oo e m e ac e e e -0.8 25.6 25.7
Jersey City, N.J-- -0,8 18.9 19.1
Kearny, N J=-reee-- -0.9 11.9 12.0
North Bergen, N.J=-v-sececcmcamccnrccccmrc e e rcrcccccccccc e - 12.3 12.3
Unlon City, N.Jeececomrccmcc e cmdc e i m e rccceccc e 0.6 9.9 9.8
West New York, N.J-cocrmmec e e rrecrccccrcc e cmemae -1.1 20.7 20.9
Laredo, TeX=e=e-emoemccmccoccmmmcnccacccccc e cecccrcm e nccecmaccnan 0.8 25.3 25.2
Laredo, TeX==-m=crmmca oo et et ee e - - 25.7 25.7
Lorain-Elyria, Ohio==----eccecauacanaaan N GG L L EE L EL L e P -0.3 25.0 25.1
Elyria, Ohlo=c~--mmc e o e e -3.0 17.3 17.7
Lorain, Ohio-me-ccccmam e cccrc e cr e cemce e -0.8 19.6 19.7
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Table 11l. Comparison of net difference rates and proportion unmatched,

based on deaths matched

at usual place of xresidence for 25 selected standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's)

and urban area components of those SMSA's: United States, May-August 1960—Con.

[Ur‘ban area components are only those of 25,000 population or more. For forther definition of areas, see T echnical Appendix]
Proportion
Net unmatched

astfer-
ratel Census | Death
record | record

base base

Milwaukee, WigSe-comcoccmmmma e e rcctrmm e e e e 0.1 16.6 16.6
Milwaukee, Wis=-eecoomoc e c e e 0.5 16.3 16.2
Waukesha, Wig--eomccmoccc e e cc i e c e e e e e e -7.0 26.0 24,7
Wawatosa, Wis=-—=-=comccmmcmo o e e 6.3 13.0 13.8
West Allis, Wis--wccmmcmcm e e m e r e e 5.7 7.6 7.3
Muncie, Ind---em--cccmmaccenccomca e re e e cciscc e mctr e e - 25,2 25,2
Muncie, Ind---=-cmccmcomcmcma e mmeccccecc e e r e m e e - 13.3 19.5 17.6
Nashville, Tenne---c==--moe—ecm e e e m e e e crc e e cn e r e e e———— -0.3 25.5 25.5
Nashville, Tenn-----=—c-cccccccmccceccacccmccmmc e r e rc e cme e 3.0 23.3 22.8
0dessa, TeX=m==mmmmmmecmomcc e e e e mec e e eeeeme————maeun- - 29.9 29.9
0Odessa, TeX==--e==-=-ceecereme oo nccemmemmeam—eee—cneeo—m—a—a=e 1.2 33.1 32.8
Omaba, Nebr.-Iowas-r-cercemmmam e rmccm e e e e e —c e e n e . 20.1 19.8
Council Bluffs, Iowa - 3.6 3.6
Omaha, Nebr=-=-ec-cmccmce e e ccccremcmm e ccceccca e a e . 22.0 21.3
Racine, Wis--e-eoccccmmmnc e e s e e e m e e m e e m e - 15.4 15.4
Racine, WiS--recmccmcca e e ccmcsc e e e e e 12.0 12.0
Rockford, Ill-----=r—meecmccc et mecr e r e e e cn e ce— e e -0.2 18.3 18.3
Rockford, Ille-=-c-cecemcmcommcnccmccmccr e cne et e et m e — e 2.5 14.2 13.9
Salt Lake City, Utah----co--mceaecccnccaccncancmnccceacan oo cccnne - 23.7 23.7
Salt Lake City, Utahe-----eoccmmmmcc e ececcminr e cmmneae 3.7 20.9 20.3
Shreveport, La------c--ccccea e ecc e e e e m e e — e e -0.4 31.1 31.2
Bossier City, La----=-ccemmmme e e e e - 28.9 28.9
Shreveport, La=----e-ccrmeecmoccera s e e cnnccer e e 0.7 27.6 27 .4
Steubenville~Weirton, Ohio-W.Va 0.8 24,8 24,7
Steubenville, Ohio----=-wee-ccacccanaoaa - 19.9 19.9
Weirton, W.Vas--c-ccocmcmm e e cemmmmrc e mn e e e e oo 2.9 32.0 31.4
Tacoma, Wash=--emmeemmccm e e e e c e ccrcc e -0.3 28.4 28.5
Tacoma, Wash---ceccmcmcc e e e e 1.2 17.9 17.7
Tuscaloosa, Al@e=-----cecmcmcmacmcccnm e cccee e e e mae e —— e - 48.1 48.1
Tuscaloosa, Al@==~-mmememmccmmcmcmc e ccccmccemmem e mcmeecmeen———— e 13.3 46.5 43.4
Wichita Falls, TeX=e-we-eeeeecmeeeccmroroccccecmccmc e oo emmn—ne= 1.9 24,0 23.6
Wichita Falls, TexXx---s-wecaccacccmccm e e mccc e r e n e 2.7 20.0 19.6
Wilkes-Barre-~Hazleton, Pa~c-ceca-ccmc e mcmccmmmmc e cc e e e e n- - 15.1 15.1
Hazelton, Pa=-------ccrmecmcmcmc i cc e e e e e m e e e e e ce—m e e - 13.7 13.7
Wilkes-Barre, Pam--cmcccocmecaac et r e e e e e e - ———— - 21.3 21.3
Youngstown-Warren, Ohio--w-cemccmm e e rcrmcrc e e ~0.1 19.9 19.9
Warren, Ohio=---wcemomucnmem e e e c e 5.1 18.0 17.2
Youngstown, Ohio=----=-ecccocmrmcc e cr e m e e e e 0.2 13.5 13.4

lcensus record used as base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)
and on death record only; and net

on both census and death records, on census record only,

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence,

of residence: United States, May-August 1960

and not at usual place

[Census record used as a base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NUH5. F or definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

Net
differ-

Area Same Census | Death ence

on record | record rate

both only only
Total

All areas-==~-memcmceccmeccomeccmcm e e 412,197 8,095} 8,095 ces
Total SMSA'S - o om oo 255,454 || 4,786 | 5,613 0.3
Abilene, TeX==rerm=c=mmmerrmmeec e e e mme e mm e om oo 179 4 9 2,7
Akron, Ohig-s=mr=cmmemcmmm e e e e 1,042 24 46 2.1
Albany, Ga~-e--sc-occcccmcn e ceee e m e 126 - 1 0.8
Albany~-Schenectady-Troy, N.Y-ceccocmmmmm e ncccccccecc e 1,833 19 76 3.1
Albuquerque, N.MeX-secmecommmmmomm e e ccma e e e oo 364 3 3 -
Allentown~-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa,-N,Je-=c=--cccmmccmcamannanno—o 1,398 14 16 0.1
Altoona, Pa==-me-mcmccmoc e e a e 404 21 4 -4.0
Amarillo, Tex--- 210 15 7 -3.6
Ann Arbor, Mich- 288 70 9 -17.0
Asheville, N.Cm~rcmrmummcmcccrc e e e m e e cc e 264 22 6 -5.6
Atlanta, Ga-c-mcmcmmememccm e 1,869 24 62 2,0
Atlantic City, N.J---moccmccccmomccmimcmcmc e e e 517 6 17 2,1
Augusta, Ga.-S R L e e LU L DL Lt 350 14 12 0.5
Austin, TeXe-=—c—mmcmm e e 329 55 6 -12.8
Bakersfield Califrmommommmc oo 467 - 16 3.4
Baltimore, Mde-mccococmmmrmnc e e e e me e cmcr e e e 3,855 64 55 -0.2
Baton Rouge, La 356 7 12 1.4
Bay City, Mich----cecmcecc e cee e e e 224 1 8 3.1
Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tex---=-c-mer-cmmemmmmom e ccc e 546 8 18 1.8
Billings, Mont=c-=ceeccmcoummmm e e s ce e e e 134 - 1 0.7
Binghamton, N,Y=c-smcs-cnccammmcmrcnamce e e e s ce e 522 33 14 -3.4
Birmingham, Ala-s=e-meemco o oo e 1,200 8 37 2.4
Boston-lowell-Lawrence, Mass!---- 8,713 71 129 0.7
Bridgeport~-Stamford-Noxwalk, Conn! 1,532 28 34 0.4
Brockton, Massl ee-eomcacmm oo e 692 20 28 1.1
Brownsville-Harlingen~-San Benito, TeX~--=-==c=emecreccccnmoaao 223 5 7 0.9
Buffalo, N, ¥e-omccmmemmee e m e en e m oo e 3,468 57 53 -0.1
Canton, P OhiOmmemmmammammmmeeememmeem ;e —mmmem—e——e——m—mn 764 42 9 4,1
Cedar Rapids, Iowa-=-=-c--cmmrmcmcc e rc e ee 241 - 3 1.2
Champaign-Urbana, Ill---c-cccm-mmcmcmccmncnc e cccncccmannee 192 2 13 5.7
Charleston, S.,C=e--cccmcmmmmmmc e o 295 6 12 2,0
Charleston, W.,Va=-—emmoc oo e e mee e mm e e 436 3 9 1.4
Charlotte, N,Ceme-mommoccmmcccmcmcmc e mm e 405 4 2 -0.5
Chattanooga, Tenn,-Ga-=~-c-c-mmemceeccmcaccmccm e e 512 6 10 0.8
Chicago, Ill-mecmecommmc e menmme e e e 15,504 91 377 1.8
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky-=-=--ecmcmcmmmcmm i cccicnmccnanae “m—————— 2,694 32 29 -0.1
Cleveland, OhiO=-cmocmmrc oo erccmec e e e 4,406 12 94 1.9
Colorado Springs, Colo-----~----m-emcemmcccr e 245 13 i9 2,3
Columbia, S.C-cccmmmmmmccr e e e cccm e e e 432 124 - ~22,3
Columbus, Ga.-Ala-----cccccccmmm e mem 309 6 19 4,1
Columbus, Ohig====s-emecmeemcmm e mmccenec o ccmcm e me oo 1,490 35 24 -0.7
Corpus Christi, Tex=----e--cccecmcmrancacaax e L LT 312 7 11 1.3
Dallas, TeXws=mem-mmer—cmmomee e e — oo oo oo m oo mmm e 1,880 43 54 0.6
Davenport-Rock Island—Mol:Lne, Towa-I1leccccccccccccmcncnacaas 633 32 10 -3.3
Dayton, Ohio=-=----cccrcmmcmreccracr e rc e e 1,458 37 10 -1.8
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960—Con.

E:ensus record used as a base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

atffe
iffer-
Area Same Census | Death ence
on record | record rate
both only only
Decatur, Illecceeocmcccmem e cce e e 237 5 5 -
Denver, Colo=-c-ceccaremmcacnrconccmccm e cm e mcc e e 1,942 22 66 2,2
Des Moines, Iowa-s~=m~==cscecmcnamccccaccccccncrnmacmcacacanna 622 3 19 2,6
Detroit, Miches—oocooo oo oo oo oo mecnee 7,848 26 141 1.5
Dubuque, IoWwa--m-crme-ccemccnmacnrnmcccccnrcccscecncecmccenaacn 186 23 4 -9.1
Duluth-~Superior, Minn, -Wisee-ecocccccmmcmmccm i cccccceeeee 741 16 37 2.8
Durham, N,C-ceccccmcmmm e e e e 222 1 11 4,5
El Pago, TeXemm-owmmmtmcecommcceccmcsccmctccncaca e 439 7 22 3.4
Erie, Pa-eccmeommomicm micm e e e e 649 3 21 2.8
Eugene, Oreg=-=-=-scmcemraceccnumcrm e ac e e cmcc e a e 238 - 9 3.8
Evansville, Ind.=Ky-~-==~cscccracmceccccamccncncncannccacnaa 440 19 2 -3.7
Fall River-New Bedford, Mass)e—-ocecooomomc ol 998 13 16 0.3
Fargo-Moorhead, N.Dak.-Minne~~---cccermecmreccecncnraccecncax 170 7 14 4,0
Flint, Mich-~=ceremcmec e crc e mmcmc e m e 720 9 14 0.7
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla---c-cocemcomcmmmmacaoo 702 26 5 -2,9
Fort Smith, Ark--eeececmcacmmemnm e cc e ceceeeee 127 5 3 -1.5
Fort Wayne, Inde--ceecmmmmmmmo e 521 25 27 0.4
Fort Worth, TeX~--~cememmccmmmmmce e e mn e m e e 1,025 14 28 1.3
Fresno, Califecececcmcm e cncccccccmm e 715 6 13 1.0
Gadsden, Ala-c--ccccecccccncnnen e e L L L 150 10 3 -4,4
Galveston-Texas City, TeXme-ceseccocmmmocmcaecccmancn e 278 3 14 3.9
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago,.Ind-~---ccccccccnmmmmmaccccccanaan 1,166 1 35 2.9
Grand Rapids, Michee~e-meccmccmm e 808 34 20 -1,7
Great Falls, Monte~-ececcrmccccccccccocccnnaaaa- el 180 6 3 -1.6
Green Bay, WiSemmceocmeccmcmncmcmccmcme e 253 8 12 1.5
Greensboro-High Point, N,Crewwccmmcammccccnncnnncmancnnnceea 392 11 9 -0.5
Greenville, S.Ce-coccccmcmanncmnncnrccr e e 269 - 12 4,5
Hamilton-Middletown, Ohio-c-~c-memmomccranccmccmccncam e 400 - 7 1.8
Harrisburg, Pa==-eccecccmcmmaccmncm e e e e e 885 39 29 -1.1
Hartford-New Britain-Bristol, Connl----omcomomcmcmmcmmoooo 1,551 16 41 1.6
Honolulu, Hawaii---cc--commccccmmannccccccans “mmmmme————— ——- 602 6 2 -0.7
Houston, Tex------- e el 1,934 18 31 0.7
Huntington-Ashland, W.Va,-Ky.-Ohio--~---~-ceceammcmmcceeao 529 23 15 1.4
Huntsville, Ala-c---memcomcmccmcmcc e mrmcmce e 144 6 4 ~1.3
Indianapolis, Inde-eccecememmcmmcmm e e e e 1,673 19 49 1.8
Jackson, Miche-ccccmamcmmmmar e ncm e ee 345 5 15 2.9
Jackson, Misg-==cmecccmcmcmmmm e r e e e m e 346 22 17 -l.4
Jacksonville, Flaemecccoccmmmmm e ecrrerecceeea e 839 13 22 1.1
Jersey City, N.Jeeo-ococmmm e 1,865 9 60 2,7
Johnstown, Pa=-~c-mccmmmccmm o 813 21 20 -0.1
Kalamazoo, Mich----crmccmccmc et emm e ee 322 29 2 7.7
Kansas City, Mo, -Kang§---~ecememmmmocmmm e e ccmcccaccmaccncne 2,330 26 94 2,9
Kenosha, Wig-=~ereeemccmccce e e e e cceee e 192 5 10 2,5
Knoxville, Tenn------c--=-m- oo 622 36 8 -4,3
Lake Charles, La------cc-ccccmmcmmcnrccc e 185 - 7 3.8
Lancaster, Pa----=ce-ccccccmmcccmcncccnc i cc e e e ccneeaan 656 64 24 ~5.6
Lansing, Michee-cecmomocmammcmcccc e 568 12 16 0.7
Laredo, TeXe-emmommcmeom e 118 - 8 6.8
Las Vegas, Neve--cccemccomccacacmancccnanccnas mmememcecmc e 199 - 9 4,5
Lawton, Okla-=---cecccrmom e cmcccmcccmmc e e 99 1 6 5.0
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960—Con.

[Census record used as a base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

a1fte
er-
Area Same Census | Death ence
on record | record | rate
both only only
Lexington, Ky-=---coccceccccmrccmccc e ccnc e 292 40 6 -10.2
Lima, OHio=s-=csmmccmm oo oo oo e —ee 228 14 21 2.9
Lincoln, Nebre--cecccamm i cc e mrem el 355 21 3 ~4,8
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Arke--s==c--cocmcmcccmcocmooan. 410 32 4 -6.3
Lorain-Elyria, Ohio-~ccccomcnomcemcm el 394 17 7 ~2.4
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif--~-~-~~ccmmcocmmcmccccecceees 14,583 90 203 0.8
Louisville, Ky.-INd-=------m-accmoccccrccmeocomccnamcce—e———— 1,643 37 16 -1.3
Lubbock, TeXemmesecmcma e ccmce e rccmc e 179 - 24 13.4
Lynchburg, Vas==-==mem e ce o 215 22 12 -4.2
Macon, Gam=-=emmeccccecccmcnmccnc e mnc e cccecccccneeaa 336 16 11 -1.4
Madison, WisS-cescccmcmcm el 426 23 14 -2,0
Manchester, NoHlommomo oo om o oo 450 2 10 1.8
Memphis, Tennase--ccmcmcrmma e ccceccceeeee 1,297 22 18 -0.3
Miami, Flaee-cmecmom oo e eem 1,984 3 16 0.7
Midland, TeX=-sse-sccmcaccmccmcmcm e cccrmccccmcccccce e 61 - 6 9.8
Milwaukee, Wig=--c--ccmc o eeeeee el 2,762 23 33 0.4
Minneapolis-St, Paul, Minn----=cccccmcmmcmmcmcrcaceccccaceee 3,207 65 90 0.8
Mobile, Ala-s=crmemem e e e 520 35 21 -2,5
Monroe, La--cscmrrcmmm e ca e e 195 3 9 3.0
Montgomery, Alawe---mcmcrom o e 280 16 10 -2,0
Muncie, Ind-ccecmmcmmcmm e e 242 - 6 2,5
Muskegon-Muskegon Heights, Mich--- 328 5 10 1.5
Nashville, Tenn 819 49 4 -5,2
Newark, N.Je=-eccmcmom e e s 4,163 116 115 0.0
New Haven-Waterbury, Connl-eecmeeoecoccaoomo oo ccaaal 1,672 18 60 2,5
New Orleans, La=ceccccmcocmmcmmmccoccmcccccccmmcccccccceceme 2,169 24 56 1.5
Newport News-Hampton, Va=-s=seccmcoccmcmacmcccmccccccrmcccceea 366 34 8 6.5
New York, N.Ye-c-c=--ococcmmmm oo e 28,001 93 333 0.9
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va--=cscecccmmmmccma e 974 3 34 3.2
Odessa, TeXw=~smcemmmmmm o e e 101 - 2 2,0
Ogden, Utahe=eececcccmcm e 179 1 4 1.7
Oklahoma City, Okla-e==-e--ccmccemcemomomcmo e cececcmeeen 915 55 15 4,1
Omaha, Nebr,-Iowa=--e==c=cccccccmmmamcrcc e ccccccc e mcceee 968 29 48 1.9
Orlando, Fla=cecemerecrmmcc e e 555 5 8 0.5
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N.J=---veccrrrccnccrcmccrccccccaaas 2,619 42 100 2,2
Pensacola, Fla==~---- R L L 306 4 10 1,9
Peoria, Illececcmmecmnr o a e rmeccmcececmececemean 644 52 8 -6,3
Philadelphia, Pa.~N.J=cme-=memcomc o a e 10,931 94 134 0.4
Phoenix, Ariz-=r-ccrecmcccmcca e cecercrecre e e e- 994 42 22 -1.9
Pittsburgh, Pa-ee-c—ccmcmm e 6,061 57 54 ~-0.0
Pittsfield, Masslememcmm oo oo e 418 6 10 0.9
Portland, Mainel -—- e oo oo 465 11 23 2.5
Portland, Oreg,-Wash~=-=---ccmcmcmmc e 2,130 29 67 1.8
Providence, R, I'ccememcom oo eeee el 2,012 21 28 0.3
Provo-Orem, Utaheme-cccmecmaamcccc e ccmcmcccmcccecrcee e 180 31 - -14.7
Pueblo, C0lommmmmmmmmmm e e e el 245 108 1 -30.3
Racine, WiSe-omeccmrccam e ccccrcrcrccrme e cce e e 320 12 7 ~1.5
Raleigh, N.Cos-ommm oo oo oo oo e e 267 40 13 -8.8
Reading, Pa-c-=m-cceccmccamcmmccccccccmc e ccccccemccccmmmae 852 29 5 -2.7
Reno, Neve-eeecococm oo e 158 21 1 -11.2
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August, 1960-—~Con.

[:ensus record used as a base. Minus {-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. F or definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

Net
Area differ-

Same Census | Death ence

on record | record | rate

both only only

Richmond, Vam=-w-meomome oo e e e e 830 24 34 1,2
Roanoke, Va---meroscemme e n e e cec e e 316 41 17 ~6,7
Rochester, N,Y-ececmcmcmmcccncmccc e e cmmcc e 1,631 33 33 -
Rockford, Ill--c-v-cecmccmccnccccrmececnmnrrenecncccacncanmca 467 4 12 1.7
Sacramento, Calif-c--c-vcmcrcccccccncrcmcn e cscerrccr e 918 7 56 5.3
Saginaw, Mich~==--ccncccmm e ccccmccccc e mccc e 436 3 11 1.8
St, Joseph, Mo==m=cmcmmmrcncccrcccr e cnrrc e e 263 39 2 -12,3
St. Louis, Mo.=Ille--w-c-mcecccceme e ccc e e cn e c e n e 4,881 42 47 0.1
Salt Lake City, Utahe-se-sccccccmmem e e el 652 15 20 0.7
San Angelo, TeXe----mecccccccccccccnnmccccnc e e cccccccc e 114 10 13 2.4
San Antonio, TeXe-~seme—cerececmcccccccrcmmc e cncccnr e 1,153 64 12 ~4,3
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif--e~ccceccececacmccnca. 1,570 58 37 -1,3
San Diego, Calif--~-mcecmecmcormcacncecmcrccncrrcvccccccncaan. 1,694 26 33 0.4
San Francisco-0akland, Calif-cec-ecccmccmcncmccnmnccnnccncnn. 6,234 65 276 3.3
San Jose, Calif--cececeermcmccrcccncrer e ca e e 1,080 83 7 ~6,5
Santa Barbara, Calife--cccccccccccmcmcmcmnccrcccccccccmcmem e 331 1 10 2,7
Savannah, Ga-e~~cemmccmcommmmcccmmceemmccccmemcecce e cce— . 399 1 13 3.0
Scranton, Pa---s==eemeromccmccnc e e e e e mc e e 835 11 22 1.3
Seattle, Washe=-c-ccccmcnmomcncmcarrmranccmcnccncncncnnncana. 2,384 19 88 2,9
Shreveport, Lac-ecccccsmcmcccnccnnmenmcccenmcccrmrcceccecnnnx 562 8 3 ~0.9
Sioux City, Iowa------=cec-m—cemucmmmm e 299 5 i3 2,6
Sioux Falls, S.Dake--=-c-mecrccncnucncccncarenmacmmrreem e e ——— 174 - 3 1.7
South Bend, Ind-=~=smeccmmccmmcecmcccce e e e e men e 537 3 11 1.5
Spokane, Wash----c-m-cmmccmmcmcmcccmcc i c e ae 701 42 15 -3.6
Springfield, Ille--c-cememmoccrcmccccce e mcec e oo ee 440 9 24 3.3
Springfield, Mo----c--cccmmcmmencm e e e e 290 7 6 -0.3
Springfield, Ohio=--~---cccmmccccmccm i cc e aee 322 18 7 =3.2
Springfield-Holyoke, Masslwmcmecm oo mm oo ccamcceee 1,357 33 22 -0.8
Steubenville-Welrton, Ohio-W.Va--==ecccmmmmacmcm e cuenn.. 391 7 19 3.0
Stockton, Calif--me-cccccccmmmcmca e e ccmcn e e e 528 33 13 -3,6
Syracuse, N,Y-ceccmcccocmcmmcom e rcccc e cncn e eae 1,450 20 63 2,9
Tacoma, Wash---ceccccamcmcccancnccccmr e ce e 658 80 7 -9.9
Tampa-St, Petersburg, Fla-c-cecccccocmmcmeccmcancccccccnnnena. 2,440 40 37 -0,1
Terre Haute, Ind-----=--cceccmcmmimecmcncmc e cemnennn e 329 2 8 1.8
Texarkana, Tex,-Arke---e-mcmocmmmcc e 161 3 14 6.7
Toledo, Ohio=s==e=rmoccccmccerceccemc e e e e 1,141 23 24 0.1
Topeka, Kang-=-=-ce-cccecccmcaccmacncnomcnaneueccaaccacnaemaan 300 29 7 -6,7
Trenton, N.J--=emecceemecacccccacnoccrcccecacccncmcmcmcmemnan 664 27 15 1.7
Tucson, AriZ-ceme-sccccoccoccccmccmcccccmccrccnccccncnacccnan 445 12 4 -1.8
Tulsa, Okla=--=--cecmccccmccmnmc e e m e e r e 840 10 37 3.2
Tuscaloosa, Ala------ccmccmmmccmmmmcccc e e c e e e e e e 143 87 1 -37.4
Tyler, TeX=m~===-emmecmmcmcocmceceocccntceuaccmm o en e e 143 23 1 ~13,3
Utica-Rome, N,Yr---cccscccccmcmnccnmcncnescnnmacccnccnnncan" 872 122 8 -11,5
Waco, TeXermm~eemmommccccccmmccecaccncncnconcanncanccaccaaacnas 322 22 10 -3.5
Washington, D.C.-Md,~Va-ce-cccmenmenocccncruccnccccncammncnne 3,612 65 86 0,6
Waterloo, IOoWAmm-=—-=cceecmcccacecccmmomcracacccer e e 264 8 5 -1.1
West Palm Beach, Fla---cceccennccmmccncnccnnccrccccmncnnncnns 563 8 il 0.5
Wheeling, W.Va.-Ohio=~=-cecmomacmcnmnm e mcncccncemmccmn e ene 500 4 57 10,5
Wichita, Kang-===r=cem-o—mo—ccrecmcccmccmcccanrccacaccan - 602 7 16 1.5
Wichita Falls, TeXemme=cemrmecmccmcconncnceocecccscncnmmnemaanx 215 55 7 -17.8
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960—Con.

[Census record used as a base, Minus {-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

a1fte
iffer-

Area Same Census | Death ence

on record | record | rate

both only only
Wilkes-Barre~—Hazleton, Pae-me-cscccccmmmmmc i ccccmaeo ool - 1,168 18 19 0.1
Wilmington, Del,=-N.J-=-m---cmmmcmc e e 756 25 32 0.9
Winston-Salem, N,C-vecccmcmcanccacccncncccc e ccccccacame 325 5 5 -
Worcester, Massl ~—-emamccmcocm ool 1,652 92 24 -3.9
York, Pas-e-cmcoccmcmmcncccncccccccccaccaaae memcecccmncaana 545 8 33 4,5
Youngstown-Warren, Ohio=-=-s--eeccmcmacmmcnccccccn e cecmeene 1,116 7 31 2,1
All other areas--==e---c-cccccmccrucamcnccc e c e 156,743 3,309 | 2,482 -0.5
Usual place of residence

All areas==~em-emcmmmcmae e eemdcaeemm e e ea e 387,763 991 991 e
Total SMBA'S-v-cecmcmm e cc e cmmaee 240,397 633 678 0.0
Abilene, Tex-=-=--- Ceesmscccmcemcccsccmcccrecanaccenna —————— 167 - - -
Akron, Ohlo=sm-mecomccc e cce e 1,010 3 - -0.3
Albany, Gam==ceomectcmcam oo e mccceecceccccae e 124 - 1 0.8
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, N,Y=--ecc-ccmaomommcmm e 1,731 - 12 0.7
Albuquerque, N, MeX-co-occrecmacme e e e 360 1 - -0.3
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa,-N,J~mcwmecccemccccmamccacmans 1,330 6 - -0.4
Altoona, Pa----=«--- L L EE L LS P 378 2 2 -
Amarillo, Tex------ B i L L T SR L LR PR = 208 1 2 0.5
Ann Arbor, Michewe-scrccccccmcncccccccanananaa B i 273 8 3 -1.8
Asheville, N,Ce-cccmcmcamacmamcacmcmcnccmcccccc e 257 1 1 -
Atlanta, Ga--------~ecrceeconccceo- -- 1,802 6 3 -0.2
Atlantic City, N.J- - 462 1 - -0.2
Augusta, Ga,=S8,0e--c-cceccmcmcnmc e mmaccrcc e 327 - 1 0.3
Augtin, TeXw~weeccrmmanecncaccccecrcroccacccecrmeaceercncemcnan 301 4 - -1.3
Bakersfield, Califeececmemrecmcmccmccmcacccccnccaccc e 460 - 2 0.4
Baltimore, Md~e-=ceecceccncmaccnmmmcamaccaneax B 3,581 2 - -0.1
Baton Rouge, lLam=ececamccccccmmmccmecmcanmerccamccam e 350 - 1 0.3
Bay City, Mich=e--oscccccmmmoc e ccccmn e e ccc e cccm e 209 1 - -0.5
Beaumont~Port Arthur, TeXee-=e-e-cmccccaano-o B 538 6 12 1.1
Billings, Montee-rcncmorcomm e tcma e 133 - - -
Binghamton, N,Y-secccccrccccncnccncncacncans- S ettt 494 3 - -0.6
Birmingham, Ala-=ccsceecccmom e cccccccmm e ccaan 1,175 6 1 -0.4
Boston-Lowell-Lawrence, Mass!-coereeoococmocnomcmmnaccacnnns 7,844 26 29 0.0
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, Conn! e-=cocoeccmmoomommaaanao 1,456 2 2 -
Brockton, Magsl cmcemmccm oo ccecmcnccccac el ——————— 619 7 8 0.2
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito, TeX----=~=-ccces-ccecacaaan 215 - - -
Buffalo, N,Y---scecaccacac-- et L L P L 3,230 14 6 -0,2
Canton, Ohip=rm-ewmcncmrcmecmcecccccccemccecmcccccascccce e 714 2 5 0.4
Cedar Rapids, Iowa=~-=-ecwwmemcmmcccccmcacmcccnmmcomccancnnca-n 227 - 1 0.4
Champaign-Urbana, Ill----ce--cccccccmccacanccnnancacccccncnas 180 1 1 -
Charleston, S.C----~ccccecmmam e cccccccca e e 289 6 1 -1.7
Charleston, W.Vas=sececaocane LG L L PP EE L PP ~—————- 422 1 1 -
Charlotte, N,Comacmrmmmccmcam e ccmcmaceccmcmcmc e e 394 2 - -0.5
Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga=-~-==-- e L L e 501 1 2 0.2
Chicago, Ill-=-rc-cscmocomca e e nr e e nme e 14,683 18 46 0.2
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)
on both census and death records, on census record only, and on -~
difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960—~Con.

.th record only;

and net

[::ensus record useu as a base. Minus {-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. F or definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

aiffe
iffer-
Area Same Census | Death ence
on record | record | rate
both only only
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky==--ccecmcncncrmcrccmncncrcccnnnccncnnnnas 2,438 9 3 -0.2
Cleveland, Ohio-=~------ 4,241 3 12 0.2
Colorado Springs, Colo 245 - - -
Columbia, S.C-=====-=mmcmoommmr oo e oo cccmmemlemeomae 398 7 - -1.7
Columbus, Ga,=Ala---ccmecmemmmenc e e ccccmccmccccc e 305 i 3 0.7
Columbus, Ohio=-~~=~meccmccmcccccccmccecac et cec e n e 1,377 5 1 -0.3
Corpus Christi, TeX~-cecemmmeccmrmcmccrccmc e crcemcncccreen e~ 312 2 - -0,6
Dallas, TeXe-----sc-cmcmmcmc e cmnmcmcmcccemcmm e mm e 1,822 19 3 -0.9
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa~Ille-cceecrmcccmcnmunccnanus 612 9 - -1.4
Dayton, Ohio=--~-secemmccmmemcccccc e rc e e e e 1,351 1 1 -
Decatur, Illecccecocccomcccmc e mcccemc e cm e ee 229 - 1 0.4
Denver, Colo-=-c--ccccmumnra i cc e me e e 1,863 2 - -0.1
Des Moines, Iowae=-cccecccoccmuncmnccncanenncacmccmonccnncan. 577 2 1 0.2
Detroit, Miche--wcccrcommmcnnicnenmcc e rccecccc e 7,451 3 11 0.1
Dubuque, IOWA---~--cec-ccmmememcccmemmcmm et cmr e 171 - 2 1.2
Duluth-Superior, Minn, -WiS-eeec-mcccmmccnccmancacncccnnnncnna- 718 8 3 -0.7
Durham, N.C------e-cmmr e e rr e mm e mcc e mn e e 222 - - -
El Paso, TeX~-cc-—cmommrcmercm e m e e mmc e e —— - 427 2 16 3.3
Erie, Pam--ecccccccccmecucnmemmmccmimenmm e e e e e e 624 - - -
Eugene, Oreg----------cccmmcccmccmrcrmum e cememcmcea e 231 - 2 0.9
Evansville, Ind,~Ky-=-sc-cemsmcmmorcmnnncrcccacmanccrncne e 429 - - -
Fall River-New Bedford, Mass! —co-ccocemmmmm e 896 1 6 0.6
Fargo-Moorhead, N,Dak,~Minn 165 1 1 -
Flint, Miche=--e---ccvcconccna- 711 2 - -0.3
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Flasw=-c-cccccmcccmmmmmmccacracaans 668 4 1 -0.4
Fort Smith, Ark---c--eermccrmmcrcranmmrcrcnec e e cncne e ne e 127 - 1 0.8
Fort Wayne, Ind-~----cs-cmrmcnememmmmcmncccoccncuncmncnnccnaa 508 2 31° 0.2
Fort Worth, Texee---eecmccamrcmcmmccccccmmcme e e e e 1,000 - 2 0.2
Fresno, Calife----ccmmemmcnmmmmccnccnccccncernennmr e e 697 5 3 ~0.3
Gadsden, Alg---e-o—mcommccncncn e m e e m e 148 3 - -2.0
Galveston-Texas City, Texewe--ne-mermccccecencmcnmemcnnncencnan 277 - 2 0.7
Gary~Hammond-East Chicago, Ind 1,133 1 10 0.8
Grand Rapids, Mich-e=-e-omecmacmccmcnnm e e 749 - 3 0.4
Great Falls, Monte-me-c-cceccecmcmcccreccccccm e n e 159 1 - -0.6
Green Bay, WiS-=s-m-cm-cmcmemmmcmcicncnem e e e e e n e 253 3 1 -0.8
Greensboro-High Point, N,Cr-ce-cccccmemvmommmm e 371 - 1 0.3
Greenville, S,Cec-ccrmecccccrcccnrc e r e m i m e 250 - 5 2.0
Hamilton-Middletown, Ohio-----c-rreccrmamecmncncccccc e mnncene 366 - - -
Harrisburg, Pa~-----seccmmcccmmcmcsccmc e r e e c e e 848 1 11 1.2
Hartford-New Britain-Bristol, Connl---cmecocccmmmnccmonnocaan 1,487 5 2 -0,2
Honolulu, Hawaii--c---o-cmmommc e 577 1 2 0.2
Houston, TeX-=---cocecmmcmame e e e e mcm e mcm e 1,896 5 2 -0.2
Huntington-Ashland, W.Va,-Ky,-Ohio-==~ee-ceccccccananmacancnn" 515 2 5 0.6
Huntsville, Ala----ecemmmmemceccoccmcec e ce e e cman 144 1 - -0,7
Indianapolis, Ind=--emcmmmccmccccmcmcomcmac e cccnnc e e 1,539 1 22 1.4
Jackson, Miche--sc-ccccccmrccanncnnnmcnnccre e ccncacc e e 331 - 2 0.6
Jackson, Miss~---- 335, - 1 0.3
Jacksonville, Fla-- 784 1 2 0.1
Jersey City, N,Jeewememmcmcmmccncacamcccc e e 1,769 4 7 0.2
Johnstown, Pa~--cecc-cmmrcrmraneramenmcarncnnrec e e e 773 1 2 0,1
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960-—Con.

[Census record used as a base. Minus {-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. ¢ or uefinition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

Net
differ-

Area Same Census | Death ence

on record | record rate

both only only

Kalamazoo, Michem=c o mmmam oo e c e o 310 1 1 -
Kansas City, Mo.~Kang---==-c-ccocmmcmmo e el 2,238 4 7 0.1
Kenosha, Wig~e-cc-—mcmmma oo e 192 5 5 -
Knoxville, Tenne==scccmnocmemm o acm e e e e o 573 1 1 -
Lake Charles, La-ewceccmccmmmmm e cececcccemcmcceeee 185 - - -
Lancaster, Pa=--«-ececcccccccarcaccnncccnnncncrcccnc e 606 11 3 -1.3
Lansing, Mich- 523 - - -
Laredo, Tex--- 118 - 1 0.8
Las Vegas, Neveeecoccmcmmmcmccmcccre e cnc e e 198 - - -
Lawton, Okla~=--c-cmcacrcrcccccncnmcmcnrrmcccm e cecacneceeea 99 1 5 4,0
Lexington, Ky--w-mececcmcccmnmeccacaaaan. Semmscecsnceoaaa ———— 279 4 - ~1.4
Lima, OhiO=rceecemonocamcmmccncacm e 215 - 1 0.5
Lincoln, Neébr---c-cemccmcammcmccccmmcc e cccccee e een 340 13 2 -3.1
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark 391 3 2 -0.3
Lorain-Elyria, Ohio====-cccmcmmcmcmcrm e ic e cmcccmcacanee e 378 2 1 -0.3
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Califeeecoecooomocnmccmmaaao ol 13,321 10 16 0.0
Louisville, Ky.~Ind==mweoooomomcmmommmcooocoocomooommeooeoo 1,554 - 4 0.3
Lubbock, TeX-=-r=meccacccmcccocmacamccmmmo oo mmcamccemnemae 179 - 7 3.9
Lynchburg, Vaces-e-cmmamceccocccc e iree e 202 3 - -1.5
Macon, Gaw=-c-cmemcmcmmcmcamcnonmcnccccmccccccen e a—a— 332 1 3 0.6
Madison, Wigeeeerocmmo oo ccccc e e ea s 391 1 5 1.0
Manchester, N Hlewem o oo oo oo e cceccncc e ee - 443 - 1 0.2
Memphis, Tennee-e-cmocmmecm e e ceccmcccamccecmaee et 1,232 - 3 0.2
Miaml, Flaee-cmaccccmccmcncm oo ccecccceceeeee 1,916 2 1 -0.1
Midland, Texe=-=womwcwcmecocemmcccccomcamcccmnamcmcccacncncan 61 - - -
Milwaukee, WiB~=ececcmcccmacccncmc e e 2,635 4 6 0.1
Minneapolis-St, Paul, Minn-ecve-mcmmmmmmcm e e 2,998 5 3 -0.1
Mobile, Al@e=-=socurmorccm oo ccmecece e 509 1 2 0.2
Monroe, La==vemmmcceccocamamccnnrnnconccacicac e n e 194 3 2 -0.5
Montgomery, Alg-cscmcmmmmccccmccmccccimcccrcmcccccccmcaceeaes 274 1 3 0.7
Muncle, Inde-eecmcccacammnccmmce e eccc e e 238 - - -
Muskegon-Muskegon Heights, Mich~eeceecccccmmmmmancccccccceaaa 320 - - -
Naghville, Tenne-c=-ccmcaccomcmcoccacccmcmmn ;e cmcccm e 736 4 2 -0.3
Newark, N,Je==memeecccccmmcanc e e 3,920 9 13 0.1
New Haven-Waterbury, Connle - e comooom oo eccae 1,610 3 11 0.5
New Orleans, La=se-secmccmmcmc oo 4 2 -0.1
Newport News-Hampton, Va g - 1 0.3
New York, N,Ymeccumeemccomcccmmmmnnccnc e mcrccccc i mcccccca e 20 17 -0.0
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va-c-cceeamcmc e ccecccccccccan - - -
Odessa, TeXm-mcwemmcmccccccmcacmmcncmcccncacnccanmccaaaa- - 101 - - -
Ogden, Utah=-ceeconnaccccomm oo rcae a—— 169 - - -
Oklahoma City, Okla=m---cmcccmmcm e cmcccc e 871 7 7 -
Omaha, Nebr,-Iowar-=-c-cemccumro oo a e ccecccc e 922 2 21 2.1
Orlando, Fla=es=eemcccccncccmccccarcamnnncrc e rrc i ccacanaan 523 2 3 0.2
Paterson~Clifton=-Passaic, N,J=-r-ccmcmmmmmcccmncaaccccacaa. 2,529 13 5 -0.3
Pensacola, Fla====-~mmcmcccuceacaamncnccc i 306 3 2 -0.3
Peoria, Ille-s-cmecmcacmom oo e e ccec e 599 1 - -0,2
Philadelphia, Pa.-N,J-smrccccmmcmmaacomcma e 10,302 25 23 -0.0
Phoenix, ArizZ-c-ecemccmmmcmacmc e 955 7 7 -
Pittsburgh, Pa---- 5,645 13 9 -0.1
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960—Con.

[Census record used as a base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. F or definition of areas, see T echnical Appendix]

Number reporting

di}fx;t
er-
Area Same Census | Death | ence
on record | record | rate
both only only
Pittsfield, Mass! emommmcoccm oo creemeeeee o 403 - - -
Portland, Maine! -wececccmmomame e eee e 459 2 - -0,4
Portland, Oreg.-Wash==--=reccmcaccmncacamauccacecnnmccacncnna 1,968 - - -
Providence, R.Ilemeacom oo cnceccmmmccmccccca e 1,809 6 1 -0,3
Provo-Orem, Utah==ecreremmmmec e e ecmeas 168 1 - -0,6
Pueblo, Colo - 228 6 1 -2.1
Racine, Wis-c-mcmccmm e ccmceeeem 283 2 2 -
Raleigh, N.C 266 - - -
Reading, Pa------enccacccaa- 804 1 - -0,1
Reno, Nevesweeerecmcmccucncacrncncncmcncmcrcr e rrccccca - 150 - - -
Richmond, Va 814 5 3 ~0.2
Roanoke, Vamesemecccccccomcrcmacm i cccc i ccceccrmeecec e 309 - 2 0.6
Rochester, N,Yeomeoccmomommmmc e 1,447 8 | 1 ~0.5
Rockford, Ille-c--ccmcmcncncctnrnrocnoccmcnncmce e cccee 442 1. - -0,2
Sacramento, Calife~e-ocecccmcemmcccnm el 879 1 11 1,1
Saginaw, Micheeeememecmmm e ce e e 422 - 1 0,2
St. Joseph, Mo 233 - - -
St. Louis, Mo,~Ill-cc--ccmmmmcmccmccmcmn e 4,579 11 3 -0,2
Salt Lake City, Utahe-----cecccmcmccccmmm e 613 2 2 -
San Angelo, TeX===mememmmcmccam e cc e cce e —- 109 - 1 0.9
San Antonio, TeX==weececcemmmmccmccccmcc s cccccccccneaaas 1,097 1y - -0,1
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif------ecmecoccmacaaana. 1,495 10 4 =0.4
San Diego, Calif--c-ccmomecmmm i cmcdccmcc e 1,571 10 1 -0,6
San Francisco-0Oakland, Calif---«c-cccccmmccnmcommmcccccaeaae 5,892 10 14 0.1
San Jose, Calife-----c--mcmcccmrccrrrceeccmmmccccemeaas 1,015 77 3 -0.4
Santa Barbara, Calife-s--com—mcmom e 323 1 2 0.3
Savannah, Ga--==scecmemccm e 390 1 - -0.3
Scranton, Pas=-=ssesm s oo o e 756 2" 5 0.4
Seattle, Washe-==-ccecccacmmncacnaa Y R G L e CEE L EE PP P 2,160 10 3 -0,3
Shreveport, La=r==c-=moceeeccccmc e ccceccmceccccc e ———— 544 3 1 -0.4
Sioux City, Iowa=e-scccecmcrmmmmrcccccrm e rcncccccaceccne—aa 269 - 2 0.7
Sioux Falls, S.Dak----c-c-cmaccccccmm e ccncmcccccc e 167 - - -
South Bend, Ind--e---cccmrmmmcmccmmccmcmc e ceee 508 3 3 -
Spokane, Wash=s-ccccmmcmam e 612 4 5 0.2
Springfield, Ille=-ec-mmemmomcmc e crcccccccccrrcccercenee 434 - 9 2.1
Springfield, Mo-=-mm-mccacenacacna. ———- 270 - 1 0.4
Springfield, Ohio-----c---- - 298 - 2 0.7
Springfield-Holyoke, Massleccemomcmcmccmmm e - 1,300 3 5 0,2
Steubenville-Weirton, Ohio-W.Vae--ccecmcomcmcm e ccccmcaee 383 2 5 0.8
Stockton, Calife-cec-mmcmmcncmem e 496 1 2 0,2
Syracuse, N,Y¥eecmccomnmcm o e 1,333 3 3 -
Tacoma, Washe-cececcmcmcmmmcm e cccccmemrmcccece e 594 3 1 -0,3
Tampa~-St, Petersburg, Flaseeeemecccccmmccacnuncnnnacncnnae | 2,303 7 12 0.2
Terre Haute, Inde--emccmmcmem e 328 - - -
Texarkana, TexX.,-Arke-=ccececcmacmame e ecacaee 154 3 - -1.9
Toledo, Ohilo=wmems~memcme et ccccccrecrcceeem 1,074 - 5 0.5
Topeka, Kans~m==eoem oo oo 274 - - -
Trenton, N,Jes---mcemmmam e c et e cccmm e m e an e e 627 - 1 0.2
Tueson, Ariz-es=cec-ciemme e 433 1 3 0,5
Tulsa, Oklam-=-=--me-crmeccrccamcccccmcccccccmcccccca e e e 823 3 4 0.1
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death

record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960-Con.

[Census racord used as a base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS, For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

Net
differ-

Area Same Census | Death ence

on record record rate

both only only
Tuscaloosa, Ala=~=wme-mecmoccccm e me 137 - - -
Tyler, TeXm-cecocemmrecm e e e mcc e 131 - - -
Utica-Rome, N,Yeccr-cmccmmmm e m e e e e 778 5 3 -0.3
Waco, TeXmemrmmcmcmocm e mc e e e e e e e e ccccmc e e m oo 303 5 - -1.6
Washington, D.C,~Md.-Varecemrmommc e e cce e e e 3,397 16 3 -0.4
Waterloo, Iowa=--cecmcmmemm e e e e e e 259 2 5 1.1
West Palm Beach, Fla==-weeccccomccmomme e e 542 2 - -0.4
Wheeling, W.Va.-Ohio==scccccmmmmm e e ncrc e e 470 2 14 2,5
Wichita, Kans=-=--- B e EE L L EE L PP L PP PP 601 5 2 -0.5
Wichita Falls, TeXx=-----ccrcemmcommmacaccm e e e e 204 2 6 1.9
Wilkes=Barre-~Hazleton, Pa 1,137 7 7 -
Wilmington, Del.,-NjJ«-m--crmmocm e e e e e e 718 - 1 0.1
Winston-Salem, N.Cp=--- 324 - - -
Worcester, Massl--ki-ea- 1,485 ] 5 -0.3
York, Pa~~=w=~ew=-- T e L 520 4 - -0.8
Youngstown-Warren, Ohio-=«-ce-cmmmcmmcmcmcmcccncnnnmnccancaax 1,083 2 1 -0,1
All other areas-----c-cecmcccmr e 147,366 358 313 -0.0
Not:l at usual place of residence
I

All areas---; ------------------------------------------- 24,434 7,104 7,104
Total SMSA'S=-=mcmmomcccmcem e mc e 15,057 4,153 4,935 4,1
Abilene, Tex--«--- 12 4 9 31.3
Akron, Ohio-- 32 21 46 47,2
Albany, Ga=====w=- 2 - - -
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, N.Y 102 19 64 37.2
Albuquerque, N. T 4 2 3 16,7
Allent:own-Beth1eheL\-Easton, Pa.-N.J-a---ccmcmcar e cneee 68 8 16 10.5
Altoona, Pa--cccccccmcmmem e e e me e m 26 19 2 -37.8
Amarillo, Tex----- e e E L P L L PP L P P P P e 2 14 5 -56,3
Ann Arbor, Miche-cfc-cecmecmm e e e e e ccc e e 15 62 6 -72,7
Asheville, N.C----I --------------------------------------- ———- 7 21 5 -57.1
Atlanta, Gammmmmemmmcmmmmm o e e 67 18 59 48,2
Atlantic City, N.J=ccccmarmmemmccc e e e 55 5 17 20,0
Augusta, Ga,-§,C-=-c-cemmmccmmceccmmcmmcmmccmcomcoone e e om oo 23 14 11 -8.1
Austin, TeX---m=--mcmmcmem oo mmecemmemm oo 28 51 6 -57.0
Bakersfield, Calif----wwccccmemocccmmcc e e mme e 7 - 14 200.0
Baltimore, Md-eecewmcaccccnemcccccc e mcmce e e ce e e e 274 62 55 -2.1
Baton Rouge, Las-sem--c-mcocccnmomme e c e e e n oo 6 7 11 30,8
Bay City, Micheem-comecwcemecnoo oo cmcce e cc e e e e 15 - 8 53.3
Beaumont ~Port Arthur, TeXxe---=----c-ccccmccmrammmac e e 8 2 6 40,0
Billings, Monte==ccmecccccccmeccomcm e c e r e c oo 1 - 1 100.0
Binghamton, N,Y~=sc-m-c-comcecccmmmcmmccccnc e e o 28 30 14 -27.6
Birmingham, Ala----c-ceccccmamcom e r e m e e c e m e oo 25 2 36 125.9
Boston-Lowell-Lawrence, Massl -momeomcmcccmcmmccmcmmenceeeee 869 45 100 6.0
Bridgeport- Stamford-Norwalk Comnl e 76 26 32 5.9
Brockton, Mass!—ee e oo m e ee 73 13 20 8.1
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death recoxrd only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and npot at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960-~Con.

E:ensus record used as a base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. F or definition of areas, see Technical Appendna

Number reporting

diggt
er-
Area Same Census | Death ence

on record | record | rate

both only only

Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito, TeX==-==c--ccc——remmcnoooo 8 5 7 15.4
Buffalo, N.Y-cmmecmromcmm e crc e cm e e 238 43 47 1.4
Canton, Ohio=-=s-ececomc e ctcm e meecca e 50 40 4 ~40,0
Cedar Rapids, Iowa=-=wececcccomem e amcccmccac e e cee 14 - 2 14.3
Champaign-Urbana, Ille-ecccmccmmmc e e 12 1 12 84,6
Charleston, S.C-~=s-roccecmccmre e e ce e e 6 - 11 183.3
Charleston, W.Vaec-eommcmmocmmm o e e 14 2 8 37.5
Charlotte, N.Ce-merr rmmmcm e ccmec e cm e e ceme e 11 2 2 -
Chattanooga, Tenn, (o« =~=mecmcmmmmmomen e mc e e 11 5 8 18,8
Chicago, Lll=-=omcmmocm o m oo 821 73 331 28.9
Cincinnati, Ohio~Ky-~=====cemccmmmmcmmcmcmm e e 256 23 26 1.1
Cleveland, OhiO-=m-cemmcmmcccmcccecccccecccccccccc e 165 a2 82 42,0
Colorado Springs, Colo=---wmcecccmcmcmmccc e cccmcee e - 13 19 46,2
Columbia, S.C---=c--momc e m e 34 117.. - -77.5
Columbus, Ga,-Ala----ecr e 4 5 16 122,2
Columbus, Ohio==-=====mmommmmmm o oo mc e cceccecmececcer————— 113 30 23 -4,9
Corpus Christi, TeX=---=esc-ccemmmcaca e maececaee - 5 11 120,0
Dallas, TeX~=s===ememmmemcecccm e e e ccecmecemcmeemnancmcaae 58 24 51 32.9
Davenport~-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-Ille-m=sccccememoccccncan. 21 23 10 -29,5
Dayton, Ohio=-==-eccmmemcm e cmem e e e e 107 36 9 -18,9
Decatur, Tlle-mceccmmmem e m e e e 8 54 4 -7.7
Denver, Golo-----—memme e 79 20 66 46,5
Des Moines, Iowa 45 1 18 37.0
Detroit, Mich------- 397 - 23 130 25,5
Dubuque, IOWA~=~=c~-corommm e ccme e ce e e e em e 15 23 2 -55.3
Duluth-Superior, Minn.-Wig----===ceccmccmccamccacmcccecccan 23 8 34 83.9
Durham, N.Ces-esomceomm e c e me e - 1 11 | 1,000.0
El Paso, TeXe==e-reemmoc e e e e mmmcm e 12 5¢ 6 5.9
Erie, Pasc--ccocmemmm e e mmtr e 25 3t 21 64,3
Eugene, Oreg--~e--ccemmermcmccmmnnc e ccamtnc e e e ccana 7 - 7 100,0
Evansville, Ind.-Ky-==--=ccccrecccmcmnmccccrcccc e mccccccaee 11 -19 2 -56,7
Fall River-New Bedford, Mass! -ceeemmomomammmm el 102 12- 10 -1.8
Fargo-Moorhead, N.Dak.-Minn----=c-coccmmcnmmcmccmnccccncaann- 5 -6 13 63.6
Flint, Mich-meccocmmem e rcc e e 91 - -7~ 14 43,8
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla-s=-=ececomcaccmcnmeaccccnancaa- 34 .22 4 =32,1
Fort Smith, Arke---o-mmecccmcmcccncmacccncc e aee - "5 2 -60.0
Fort Wayne, Indeewcecmc-ccmmmam e cc e e 13 23 24 2,8
Fort Worth, TeR--=cccccccmmammocn e e 25 14 26 30.8
Fresno, Calife-ecocomcmmmm e e e e 18- 1 10 47,4
Gadsden, Ala~c--eccmmommcm e e e 2 7 3 =44, 4
Galveston-Texas City, TeXew--~=~mmemcccmacmcenncacconccmecenea- 1 3 12 225,0
Gary-Hammond-Fast Chicago, Ind-=---~ccemcecamccmmcmmmnnanco- 33 - 25 75,8
Grand Rapids, Mich=--==o-cm-occemmmmommecec—e—am e mmcema—— 59 34 17 -18.3
Great Falls, Monte-e--c-crmccacccmccncnacccnrnccacccnncaccna- 21 5 3 ~7.7
Green Bay, WiS-ee-cecmmemmcccmecmn e e e e m e - 5 11 120,0
Greensboro-High Point, N.C---ecmcmmmmcmncm e ccccqnmec e 21 11 8 9.4
Greenville, S,C--ccsccmmmcmcrcmmmmcc e carcmmc e mncm e caae 19 - 7 36.8
Hamilton-Middletown, Ohio~---=-ce-mcccccmmccmccmaananccaaac.a- 34 - 7 20,6
Harrisburg, Pa--~-ccemmecmcamimmmcm e cmcem e e 37 38 18 ~26,7
Hartford-New Britain-Bristol, Comnle-c-emecmcmcommmm oo 64 11 39 37.3
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960—~Con.

E:ensus record used as a base. Minus {-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. F or definition of areas, see T echnical Appendix]

Number reporting

di?gt
er-

Area Same Census | Death ence

on record | record rate

both only only
Honolulu, Hawailie-----~-mcmmmmm e ce e 25 5 - -16.7
Houston, TeXeewme e e oo oo e oo aee 38 13 29 31.4
Huntington-Ashland, W.Va,-Ky.-Ohio-«c--ccocccmmnnccceccnanaao 14 21 10 -31.4
Huntsville, Ala-c--c-ccrmacunmmmmaccm e nc e - 5 4 -20.0
Indianapolis, Indee-ecmccmmcmm o e ae e 134 18 27 5.9
Jackson, Miche-mecocmmomom e 14 5 13 42,1
Jackson, Migg=c==cecemmcmucmcmnmcmnicccccaaa. 11 22 16 -18,2
Jacksonville, Fla- 55 12 20 11.9
Jersey City, N.Jeceeommomemcc oo 96 5 53 47.5
Johnstown, Pa--=ccmommom o 40 20 18 -3.3
Kalamazoo, Mich=ccomocmmco e el 12 28 1 -67.5
Kansas City, Mo, -Kan§=-=-=c=omm oo om oo 92 22 87 57.0
Kenosha, Wis---=memoacac ool - - 5 -
Knoxville, Tenn-+-‘ ------------------------------------------- 49 35 7 -33.3
Lake Charles, La* - - 7 -
Lancaster, Pa-- 50 53 21 -31.1
Lansing, Mich-- 45 12 16 7.0
Laredo, TexXe=cmcecmmmmec oo o e m - - 7 -
Las Vegas, Neveeeaccomcaaccammmc i cccccccmcccmrcmee e 1 - 9 900.0
Lawton, Okla----T -------------------------------------------- - - 1 -
Lexington, Ky---fe-cerommcccm e e e 13 36 6 -61.2
Lima, Ohjo------ I -------------------------------------------- 13 14 20 22,2
Lincoln, Nebres=tammcocccmccmccccccm e ee 15 8 1 -30.4
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark-----c-ccomama o 19 29 2 -56.3
Lorain-Elyria, Ohio=-===-cmccmacm e 16 15 6 -29,0
Los An eles-Long,Beach Calif-~-mcomcmcmmc e e 1,262 80 187 8.0
Louisville, Ky.-Inde=c-omoommo oo mccme e e emeen 89 37 12 -19.8
Lubbock, Texe=medmmmmm oo oo e eee e - - 17 -
Lynchburg, A e e e 13 19 12 -21.9
Macon, Ga======- e e 4 15 8 -36.8
\
Madison, Wis-e-mde e oo oo e e 35 22 9 -22,8
Manchester, N,Hldmemooomo oo oo oo e 7 2 9 77.8
Memphis, Tenm-==-mmmmomm oo oo oo e oo e 65 22 15 -8.0
Miaml, Fla=====-=~ e e 68 1 15 20,3
Midland, Tex----j-i— ------------------------------------------ - - 6 -
Milvaukee, WiS==q==c=--ommamomamececaeeeecccceeome e 127 19 27 5.5
Minneapolis-St Paul, Minn 209 60 87 10.0
Mobile, Alaw---cceccaa- 11 34 19 -33.3
Monroe, La=emmccmcmm e mm i a e e 1 - 7 700.0
Montgomery, Ala--c--ccomccmaccccarcana- Bt 6 15 7 -38.1
Muncie, Ind-=-e-c-e-cmmm e e 4 - 6 150.0
Muskegon~-Muskegon Heights, Mich----cc-mmcomccncmmannaceacae- 8 5 10 38.5
Nashville, Tenne--ecmmcommm oo 83 45 2 -33.6
Newark, NoJmmemmmmmmme;m s mme——memmeemem—eme—— e e mmm e 243 107 102 -1.4
New Haven-Waterbury, Gomn'---ccoooamaomoo . 62 15 49 44,2
New Orleans, La-=es=cm-mcecmmommcmc e e e e o 65 20 54 40,0
Newport News-Hampton, Va----ce-cmemom e e e 31 34 7 -41.5
New York, N,¥ecemommm o et 1,984 73 316 11.8
Norfolk=-Portsmouth, Va-eecoececmaoccccm oo 2 3 34 110.7
Odegsa, TeX~==rmeememmaccm et e - - 2
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August, 1960—Con.

W

[Census record used as a base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

aitie
er-
Area Same Census | Death ence
on record | record rate
both only only
Ogden, Utah-seecmeccmm e cee e crcc e 10 1 4 27.3
Oklahoma City, Okla=~=-c=mmmemcccmcmn e mccccnccca e 44 48 8 -43,5
Omaha, Nebr, ~Towamse=emems oo oo e 46 27 27 -
Orlando, Fla--=-e-mcrme e oo e e e 32 3 5 5.7
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N,J=ee~c-cccccmmcrcnnncmcnncannaca 90 29 95 55,5
Pensacola, Fla-----e-ceccmmm e e - 1 8 700,0
Peoria, Illecmmomocm e e e 45 51 8 ~44,8
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J 629 69 111 6.0
Phoenix, Ariz-=-ecemmccccmmm e 39 35 15 -27.0
Pittsburgh, Pa~--remcomm e el 416 44 45 0.2
Pittsfield, Massl mmcmmmmemo oo el 15 6 10 19,0
Portland, Mainel mme-aome oo m el 6 9 23 93.3
Portland, Oreg.-Wash--cmcecrcam ot 162 29 67 19.9
Providence, R, Il e mmc ool 203 15" 27 5.5
Provo-0rem, Utaheew~ecomommom e e 12 30 - =71.4
Pueblo, Colo=-sccoccmmc e e 17 102 - -85.7
Racine, Wis-cecmccccmomcmcacccmccmmcccacna 37 10 5 ~10.6
Raleigh, N.C---- 1 40 13 -65.9
Reading, Pa---- 48 28 5 -30.3
Reno, Neveseemeomm o m e e e 8 21 1 -69.0
Richmond, Va=c-mo-mccnmma e m e en 16 19, 31 34.3
Roanoke, Vam——ceccmnmoc e 7 41 15 ~54,2
Rochester, N,Y¥-~cecmcommomm e 184 25’ 32 3.3
Rockford, Illeee-cememmm o e e 25 3 12 32,1
Sacramento, Califeeseecmco o e e 39 6 45 86.7
Saginaw, Mich---mmmm oo e e 14 3 10 41,2
St. Joseph, Mom=~cocmcemmca e e 30 39 2 -53.6
St. Louis, Mo, =Illemeemm o el 302 31 44 3.9
Salt Lake City, Utah-=-emc-memcmmm e e 39 134 18 9.6
San Angelo, TeX=----smemoccmmmccccmmcmcncn e 5 10 12 13.3
San Antonio, TeX-=~===-macccmcmcm e ee e 56 63 12 -42,9
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif---- 75 48 33 12,2
San Diego, Calife-cemecmcmmac e el 123 16 32 11.5
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif----wemcocoac o 342 55 262 52.1
San Jose, Calife-me-ccemcmcm e m e 65 76 4 ~51.1
Santa Barbara, Calife--eccccccmmmmmmcccrccccccccee e 8 - 8 100,0
Savannah, Gaw--==meecem o e 9 - 13 144 .4
Scranton, Pa-=---eo-=—mmcmoo el 79 9 17 9,1
Seattle, Washe--~ceccmcme o e m 224 9 85 32,6
Shreveport, La-=~e-cmocmco oo crreceecmeaeas 18 5 2 ~-13.0
Sioux City, Iowaeewe-ceomecamm e e 30 5 11 17.1
Sioux Falls, S.Dak-w--coccmommmn e rccrcee e 7 - 3 42,9
South Bend, Indece-c-cmcmmmac e mcameeee : 29 - 8 27.6
Spokane, Wash==eeemmmmm oo e 89 38 10 -22,0
Springfield, Tl1l--ecmmmmcccm e eeeee 6 9 15 40,0
Springfield, Mo~~~ mcmccmccm e e 20 7 5 ~7.4
Springfield, Ohio=~=ceccmom e 24 18 5 -31.0
Springfield-Holyoke, Massl - ~omcoomm oo L 57 30 17 -14,9
Steubenville-Weirton, Ohio-W.Vas-ecccocomcmmcmmccmcccceceaen 8 5 14 69,2
Stockton, Calif~~~eecmcmccmme e 32 32 11 -32,8
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Table 12, Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)

on both census and death records, on census record only, and on death record only;

and net

difference rates for total matched, matched at usual place of residence, and not at usual place

of residence: United States, May-August 1960—Con.

[Census record used as & base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Number reporting

atfte
iffer-
Area Same Census | Death ence
on record | record rate
both only only
Syracuse, N,¥=memccremcmcmcm e e e e e c e mcc e r e 117 17 60 32.1
Tacoma, Washe==eemcncecccnccccccccccenccmnccrm e cecanae 64 77 6 -50.4
Tampa~St. Petersburg, Fla---v--cccmcccrcucrcmcccccccccccnnnn- 137 33 25 4.7
Terre Haute, Ind-----cccemmcmmcmm e e 1 2 8 200.0
Texarkana, Tex.-Arke-e-c-ccacecrcccmcmcccm o cccccnccccccneene 7 - 14 200.0
Toledo, OhiO-wecmcuccccm et c e e e e ciccnc e 67 23 19 =44
Topeka, Kang==c=c--comocmmmom oo e e e e e 26 29 7 -40,0
Trenton, N,J====-~ 37 27 14 -20.3
Tucson, Ariz-- 12 11 1 =43,5
Tulsa, Okla~=-==seeeccccamcmcocmccccamc e cccc e cecn e 17 7 33 108.3
Tuscaloosa, Ala-c-cmcccmmmmme e mc e ee o 6 87 1 -92.5
Tyler, TeXx-c-sce-x R e e etk 12 23 1 -62.9
Utica-Rome, N,Y¥emm=taoeo o ma oo e 94 117 5 -53.1
Waco, Tex==------=~- e L E L L T 19 17 10 -19.4
Washington, D.C.-Md,-Va-==-c-eomcocmacmcoanann P 215 49 83 12.9
Waterloo, IowA=s=-=emcecccccacccccccaconocccaraccnccccacnaaa= 5 6 - -54,5
West Palm Beach, Fla=---=--emcmmcmccccmccncceccnrrcccccann—ae 21 6 11 18.5
Wheeling, W.Va,-0hioec-mccccccmcmccmmncmcnccmc e e cccmeenee 30 2 43 128.1
Wichita, Kans~~~o-c-- 1 2 14 400,0
Wichita Falls, TeXe=-—=-cc-mcomoomcmcmccccooomcmmmcmccecmcoann 11 53 1 -81.3
Wilkes~Barre—Hazleton, Pa---eccmcmccaccccccccocncancacccacaa 31 11 12 2.4
Wilmington, Del, AN, J=-c-emmcmmcemcecccc e dmceccecaecmaceaes - 38 25 31 9.5
Winston-Salem, N,jCe---o-mmecccccmcc e e m e m e 1 5 5 -
Worcester, Massl qeecmmeccmcmoca e deeceeeee 167 83 19 -25,6
York, Pa-—-cesrcedeacucaa i n e e e e e 25 4 33 100.0
Youngstown-Warren, Ohio---=-=-c-cecccmcmccmrmncmcnmconnnaas 33 5 30 65.8
All other areag=--—-=--—cmecmmm oo cem e 9,377 2,951 | 2,169 -6.3

i
!Metropolitan iState economic areas.
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Table 13. Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan

census and death records, census record only, and death record only;

United States, May-August 1960

fCensus record used as a base. Minus (-} sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendlx]

statistical area
and net difference rates, by color:

(SMSA) on both

White Nonwhite
Number reporting Number reporting

Area Net Net
differ- differ-

Same Census | Death ence Same Census | Death ence

on record | record | rate on record | record | rate

both only only both only only

All areas-~--=-m-memecmmece e nneee 366,216 | 7,308 7,308 eeo} 42,579 723 723 ves
Total SMSA'S~me~memc e oo 226,877 | 4,341 5,056 0.3 26,521 395 516 0.4
Abilene, TeX-=rre==wecmmmcccmcmccaanananan 168 4 9 2.9 10 - - -
Akron, Ohio-=------mmce el 981 24 45 2.1 60 - 1 1.7
Albany, Ga==-=rmeocem e m e 63 - 1 1.6 62 - - -
Albany-Schenectady~Troy, N.¥--~=s-s-a-eeo 1,791 19 75 3.1 37 - 1 2.7
Albuquerque, N, Mex~-~=-=rcmcmecccacaunan 342 3 2 -0.3 20 - 1 5.0
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa.-N,J-~---~ 1,375 13 16 0.2 7 1 - -12,5
Altoona, Pa-~r-m=-ceceaao—oooo - 400 21 4 -4.0 4 - - -
Amarillo, Tex~- - 195 14 7 -3.3 14 1 - 6.7
Ann Arbor, Mich- - 275 63 8 ~16,3 13 5 1 ~22,2
Asheville, N.Ce-wwomecmmcccmam e ccmaee 227 16 5 -4,5 37 6 1 ~-11.6
Atlanta, Ga------=--e—cmmmomcmmeacaas 1,331 21 52 2.3 514 3 10 1.4
Atlantic City, N.J--=c-e--—-ccmcamaomcaas 443 5 15 2,2 71 1 2 1.4
AUgUSEE, Ga.=8.0r--m—mmmmmmmmmemem e m 218 12 7 -2.2 124 2 4 1.6
AUSEIN, TeX-w=c==c—mmm—eommmcccmmemacamoo 280 40 5| -10.9 49 15 1] -21.9
Bakersfield, Calif~---v-ccccmommmcmmaaaa. 417 - 14 3.4 46 - 2 4,3
Baltimore, Md=---w-cmcccnccmmmamcac e 3,002 38 51 0.4 823 26 4 -2.6
Baton Rouge, lLa--=we-cocmcocmmcmaaaaacaa- 204 2 6 1.9 152 5 6 0.6
Bay City, Mich-----meo-eecmea e 222 1 8 3.1 1 - - -
Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tex~---=--cc-wa--u- 403 8 12 1.0 136 - 6 4.4
Billings, Monte-w-~--ceccmccammmcaccaacnn 132 - 1 0.8 2 - - -
Binghamton, N,Y--=-cr-cmmcccmcmcnaanaaaa. 508 33 14 -3.5 13 - - -
Birmingham, Ala-=-==-c-cmecccmcmmmcmnaoo 678 4 25 3.1 510 4 12 1.6
Boston-Lowell-Lawrence, Massl--ceoeaemean 8,438 70 123 0.6 186 1 6 2.7
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, Conn 1,462 25 33 0.5 51 2 1 -1.9
Brockton, Masslec-ceocmmmcomammanaae e 674 18 27 1.3 13 2 1 -6.7
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito, Tex--~-- 219 5 7 0.9 3 - - -
BUffalo, N.Y¥-m=-=mmmeemmmoomocccmamanen 3,272 56 51 -0.2 172 1 2 0.6
Canton, Ohio--=wceeacccmcm e cccaaea 718 34 8 -3.5 36 3 1 =5.1
Cedar Rapids, Iowa--=----cooocmmmanmaa o 240 - 3 1.3, 1 - - -
Champaign-Urbana, Ill--=--coccmccmmcnauaan. 185 2 13 5.9 6 - - -
Charleston, S,C--w-esemcmcemcnaacaaaanan 176 1 7 3.4 117 4 5 0.8
Charleston, W. Vace-emcaccccaccaacccncann 391 3 8 1.3 40 - 1 2.5
Charlotte, Nu.C-----cm-rmcce e 254 4 - -1.6 151 - 2 1.3
Chattanooga, Tenn,-Ga~---~===emcacamaacan 376 6 10 1.0 132 - - -
Chicago, Ill-==rm--cccmecnnamamcraccaaas 13,489 82 338 1.9} 1,853 4 39 1.9
Cincinnati, Ohio~Ky---csrecccccammmmanaaa 2,338 32 25 -0.3 332 - 4 1.2
Cleveland, Ohlow==-womecccmcma e 3,854 11 83 1.9 527 1 11 1.9
Colorado Springs, Colo 235 12 19 2.8 7 - - -
Columbia, S,C------~-- 304 73 - -19.4 123 51 - -29.3
Columbus, Ga,-Ala-- 195 5 13 4.0 114 1 6 4,3
Columbus, Ohio-=c-=-momamacccacccaca 1,287 30 23 -0.5 191 5 1 -2.0
Corpus Christi, Tex~--=-e=co-crevcccanaan 288 7 11 1.4 22 - - -
Dallas, TeXeemmmecomeccoan i ccccacane 1,559 38 42 0.3 307 4 12 2.6
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-Ill--- 617 32 9 -3.5 14 - 1 7.1
Dayton, Ohio=w-cw-cmecmomm e 1,285 34 9 -1.9 165 3 1 -1,2
Decatur, Ill-=--cc- oo e 224 5 3 -0.9 13 - 2 15.4
Denver, CoOlo=w=--moccmmm e 1,866 21 56 1.9 60 1 6 8,2
Des Moines, IoWa=-=<=-cmeccaceccacmcocaca 593 3 18 2.5 23 - 1 4,3
Detroit, Mich-~=ceemecemcccmacccnceas 6,734 24 118 1.4 1,049 2 21 1.8
Dubuque, Iowa~=rm=-=ermecmce oo 185 23 4 -9.1 - - - -
Duluth-Superior, Minn,-Wis-ee-mecomccnona 735 16 37 2,8 4 - - -

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 13. Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan

census and death records, census record only, and death record only;

United States, May-August 1960—Con.

a

statistical area
and net difference rates, by color:

(SMSA) on both

by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendnx]

[;ensus record used as a base. Minus {-) sign more assig
White Nonwhite
Number reporting Number reporting

Area Net Net
differ- differ-

Same Census | Death ence Same Census | Death ence

on record | record | rate on record | xecord | rate

both only only both only only

Durham, N,C-=rmo=-remcecacn oo cmccne 159 - 10 6.3 62 1 1 -
El Paso, Texr-~=--rmme-cecocrcccaracaonaax 425 7 22 3.5 11 - - -
o N o B 630 3 20 2.7 18 - 1 5.6
Eugene, Oregr=---r=ce-memcccmcecmc e e ne 235 - 9 3.8 2 - - -
Evansville, Ind.-Ky--=-c-w--- R 398 19 2 -4,1 36 - - -
Fall River-New Bedford, Massl-~--ac--oe-- 968 13 16 0.3 22 - - -
Fargo-Moorhead, N. Dak.-Minn===-r~-c-=--- 169 7 14 4.0 - - - -
Flint, Mich=re=wmceccemmca e e cccen e 641 8 12 0.6 75 1 2 1.3
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla-===-w==--- 614 23 2 -3.3 84 3 3 -
Fort Smith, Arkeeeccoccmamceccccnnannncnn 113 5 2 -2.5 13 - 1 7.7
Fort Wayne, Ind--=-ecermommrcccccne e 501 25 27 0.4 14 - - -
Fort Worth, Tex- - 875 13 23 1.1 141 1 5 2,8
Fresno, Califw~-- - 665 5 11 0.9 47 1 - -2.,1
Gadsden, Ala~====mccmncomemconaannncenn 126 9 - -6.7 22 1 3 8.7
Galveston-Texas Clty, Tex=ememm-ccm-cecna- 207 3 11 3.8 68 - 3 4.4
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind----------- 983 1 32 3.2 175 - 2 1.1
Grand Rapids, Mich-cwemcccmccnmncccaue 769 33 20 -1.6 31 1 - -3.1
Great Falls, Mont--mceereccmcacnonamancnn 176 6 3 -1.6 3 - - -
Green Bay, Wis----cewcee- - 251 7 10 1.2 2 1 - -33.3
Greensboro-High Point, N.C--encevcwonann- 291 11 6 -1.7 100 - 3 3.0
Greenville, S.Cr-rmr-ceoceccmcnmcanccaeeea 194 - 7 3.6 73 - 5 6.8
Hamilton-Middletown, Ohio-=-=wcccmcanmnna 376 - 7 1.9 19 - - -
Harrilsburg, Pa=~w=e-eeccccecemcomecenonaa- 825 39 28 -1.3 55 - 1 1.8
Hartford-New Britain-Bristol, Connl------ 1,483 15 39 1.6 53 1 2 1.9
Honolulu, Hawalle=scwcccmeumcacnmcnannann 159 2 - -1.2 342 2 2 -
Houston, Texe===w-w-mcccamemccnccacnceean= 1,495 13 28 1.0 424 5 3 -0.5
Huntington~Ashland, W. Va.-Ky.-Ohio 486 22 15 -1.4 34 1 - -2.9
Huntsville, Ala--=--wsememmmcncnnanc e 116 6 2 -3.3 27 - 2 7.4
Indianapolis, Ind-=-=cceecmcccncccncancaan 1,400 19 48 2,0 263 - 1 0.4
Jackson, Mich----cmaccmmamm e 333 3 15 3.6 11 2 - -15.4
Jackson, Misg==c-ruccccmomaenn e 184 18 15 -1.5 157 4 2 -1.2
Jacksonville, Fla=-ecemacacnmncccacncaann 584 12 16 0.7 252 1 6 2,0
Jursey City, NoJ---wemermmarcmnmcanceaeeae 1,771 8 58 2.8 78 - 2 2.6
Johnstown, Pa-=- - 801 19 19 - 9 2 1 -9.1
Kalamazoo, Mich- - 309 28 2 ~7.7 7 1 - -12.5
Ransas City, Mo.-Kans-=-=--mcccocccnunaua 1,991 18 89 3.5 314 3 3 -
Kenosha, Wigmemwe~- emesemsea. mmmm———————— 185 5 10 2.6 6 - - -
Knoxville, Tennw--ce--coermcemamonccccannn- 539 36 5 ~5.4 80 - 2 2.5
Lake Charles, La=~w-=me--= e ity 130 - 5 3.8 55 - 2 3.6
Lancaster, Pa=----ecmmcceccccccancanonan- 646 64 24 -5.6 7 - - -
Lansing, Mich-e-ecccammmomaacc e ccccnenne 555 12 16 0.7 13 - - -
Laredo, TeX-===swemcscommmuarmemcccaacnecna 113 - 8 7.1 - - - -
Las Vegas, Nev-rewmememcmcmcr e 181 - 8 4.4 18 - 1 5.6
Lawton, Oklasmerecccmunanamanccamacaaaaocn 90 1 6 5.5 9 - ~ -
Lexington, Ky---=-- R b L L L L LT 225 35 6 -11.2 67 5 - -6.9
Lima, Ohlo=-~==w==- e e e e ——————— 217 13 21 3.5 10 1 - -9.1
Lincoln, Nebre=eecececomecmmnacacac —--- 343 19 3 =44 12 2 ~ -14.3
Little Rock=-North Little Rock, Ark 282 26 1 -8.1 125 6 3 -2.3
Lorain-Elyria, Ohio 369 15 6 -2,3 22 2 1 -4,2
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Galif-------- 13,584 84 187 0.8 872 6 8 0.2
Louisville, Ky.-Ind==-=cemememccceccnana- 1,366 37 13 -1.7 263 - 3 1.1
Lubbock, Tegm==m=mrecaccanmamanecccccanan 164 - 22 13.4 15 - 2 13.3
Lynchburg, Vamememams e e e 165 Al 10 -5.9 50 1 2 2,0
Macon, Ga=======cemcecmmcacecnao 201 15 5 4.6 134 1 6 3.7
Madison, Wis- 414 21 14 -1.6 5 2 - -28.6

See footnote at end of table.




Table 13. Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan

census and death records, census record only, and death record only;

United States, May-August 1960—Con.

[:.ensus record used as a base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assigminents by census than by NCHS. For definition of areas, see Technical Appendng]

statistical area
and net difference rates, by color:

(SMSA) on both

White Nonwhite
Number reporting Number reporting

Area Net Net
differ- differ-

Same Census | Death ence Same Census | Death ence

on record | record | rate on record | record| rate

both only only both only only

Manchester, N.He--eeemeccocacmmnacanccnan 450 1 10 2.0 - 1 -| -100.,0
Memphis, Temn=-=----c-ccc—cemocccaacaoo 762 19 15 -0.5 523 3 1 ~0.4
Miaml, Flar=-scmcccmmeommccccccaecca e 1,751 -2 10 0.5 207 1 6 2,4
Midland, TeX==eeseemeecmemcaecmoccnnnaaa" 57 - 6 10.5 4 - - -
Milwaukee, Wis=w-emeccocccmcacnanomnaaao. 2,659 22 33 0.4 96 1 - ~1.0
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn-----cecaccca-x 3,113 65 20 0.8 78 - - -
Mobile, Alaw=-=c-mccmcecmcmac oo 327 1 18 5.2 187 34 3 ~14.0
Monroe, La----=-cmcmmeccecmc e 96 3 4 1.0 93 - 5 5.4
Montgomery, Ala-=-~cm-eeccamun mmmmee——— 127 11 4 -5.1 150 5 6 0.6
Muncie, Ind--==r--m-wecrcem e eae 223 - 6 2.7 17 - - -
Muskegon-Muskegon Heights, Miche--«=c==u- 293 5 9 1.3 32 - 1 3.1
Nashville, Tenn-=-=w-=ccmcmcccnocaccacan= 589 39 2 -5.9 216 10 2 ~3.5
Newark, N.Je-emceeooammcmccmmc e 3,674 109 107 -0.1 462 7 8 0.2
New Haven-Waterbury, Connl--eeecocmaceaaa- 1,604 18 58 2.5 53 - 1 1.9
New Orleans, La-==-e=rmemcemcccmacmancaru 1,468 13 34 l.4 685 11 22 1.6
Newport News-Hampton, Va---~ececccccawan= 244 25 3 -8.2 119 9 5 -3.1
New York, N ¥---w-coccmmmm e cece - 25,332 20 307 0.9 2,461 2 26 1.0
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va--------ceocmaacmaa. 658 3 19 2.4 310 - 15 4,8
Odessa, TeX-==-==mmrecermcccmmmmmencnena 93 - 2 2.2 8 - - -
Ogden, Utah--=~--c--cmmcccaccmcn e caann 170 1 4 1.8 7 - - -
Oklahoma City, Okla~--c--c-ccmeccmcmnnao. 809 54 12 -4,9 101 - 3 3.0
Omaha, Nebr.-Iowa--=-----mecccmomocmuean. 893 24 45 2.3 72 - 3 4,2
Orlando, Fla-eeemcemmmcmcccmciccancacann 463 5 6 0.2 89 - 2 2,2
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N,J~==ws-ceccnn 2,516 42 95 2.1 78 - 4 5.1
Pensacola, Fla-=-=cccocccmccnmccccccncane 229 3 8 2,2 76 1 2 1.3
Peoria, Ill-ve==memmccomecommnnnccaaaaaa 612 51 8 -6.5 14 1 - -6,7
Philadelphia, Pa.-N,J--- 9,336 88 117 0.3 1,512 6 15 0.6
Phoenix, Ariz--- 924 40 19 -2,2 67 2 2 -
Pittsburgh, Pa=-s--emmeccmeaccnnmamncan 5,571 53 53 - 453 4 1 ~0.7
Pittsfield, Masslewmocmemcomomoao e 409 6 10 1.0 6 - - -
Portland, Mainel-meommmmm oo cceeeen 457 11 23 2.6 - - - -
Portland, Oreg.-Wash---=~w-ecemceaaananaa 2,063 28 67 1.9 47 1 - -2,1
Providence, R,I! 1,969 20 28 0.4 21 - - -
Provo~Orem, Utah 179 30 - -14.4 - 1 - =-100.0
Pueblo, Colo==m==mccmmcmccnccmumaanacnnan 239 100 1 -29.2 6 5 - 45,5
Racine, WiSrremomocommm o e 312 11 7 -1.2 8 1 - -11.1
Raleigh, N.C-wccmocmmcccnm e 165 39 9 -14,.7 97 1 4 3.1
Reading, Pa=-e=c--mco—amaccmcmccccccaeaa 835 29 5 -2.8 14 - - -
Reno, Nevremceoccemmram i cccccrcccmeemee 148 21 1 -11.8 8 - - -
Richmond, Va--e=wecemmmcom e 624 19 20 0.2 199 5 14 4.4
Roanoke, Vam=—wseoocmcoomomoomomeeocee 265 36 15 -7.0 50 5 2 =5.5
Rochester, N.Y--we-eecccmomocaccsmnaanaan. 1,588 33 32 -0.1 36 - 1 2,8
Rockford, Ill~w--w--- 451 3 10 1.5 15 1 - ~6.3
Sacramento, Calif=~--- 848 4 53 5.8 52 1 2 1.9
Saginaw, Mich=---veseccomou_u o 406 3 11 2.0 30 - - -
St. Joseph, Mo=-—=--cmcmmmemmcmeccman - 249 38 2} -12.5 13 1 - ~7.1
St. Louis, Mo,~Ille--remcmcmomcoccacnana- 4,125 39 41 0,0 724 3 6 0.4
Salt Lake City, Utah 640 15 20 0.8 11 - - -
San Angelo, Teg--=~v--c-cc-e- 104 10 12 1.8 10 - 1 10.0
San Antonio, Tex=----csccccmccnancoccaaaa 1,050 62 7 4,9 99 2 5 3.0
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif-- 1,509 50 37 -0.8 56 3 - =5.1
San Diego, Califerev-ceccmcccccmanancacnaan 1,601 26 32 0.4 79 - 1 1.3
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif------ccee--a 5,703 64 266 3.5 477 1 10 1.9
San Jose, Calif-===creccocccam oo 1,052 81 7 -6.5 24 1 - =4.0
Santa Barbara, Calif--~ec-wcccanccaccaan-n 326 1 10 . ‘2.8 5 - - -

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 13. Number of matched deaths reporting same standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) on both
census and death records, census record only, and death record only; and net difference rates, by color:

United States, May-August 1960--Con.

[Ccnsus record used as a base. Minus (-) sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS. For definitron of areas. see Technical Appendnx]

White Nonwhite
Number reporting Numbexr reporting

Area Net Net
differ- differ-

" Same Census | Death ence Same Census | Death ence

N on record | record rate on record | record rate

both only only both only only

Savannah, Gam==-=-ew-ceemrem o — e m e 216 - 7 3.2 182 - 6 3.3
Scranton, Pas-==--eesccmmccnmecnacnann——- 827 11 22 1.3 5 - - -
Seattle, Wash-=--se-o-oocwoamomommcmmes 2,296 19 85 2.9 77 - 3 3.9
Shreveport, La-=-w-==w-crrcccmcmancnooe—e 320 6 - -1.8 237 2 3 0.4
Sioux City, Iowarm-em--m-smmmeem—emoc oo 292 5 13 2.7 3 - - -
Sioux Falls, S, Dak--wrmr-cemcmmomcmacanno 174 - 3 1.7 - - - -
South Bend, Ind-=s=e-e-mceemcmcoccecaaan-— 507 3 10 1.4 24 - 1 4,2
Spokane, Wash-----e-memmeommcc oo 683 39 15 -3.3 14 3 - -17.6
Springfield, Ill-w-e-ecmaccammnooomnmoen- 426 9 24 3.4 12 - - -
Springfield, Mom=---ccmmemmmmocnc e 278 5 6 0.4 12 2 - -14.3
Springfield, Ohio------—-I --------------- 272 16 4 4.2 43 - 3 7.0
Springfield-Holyoke, Mass ~-w=-~- 1,316 33 17 -1.2 33 - - -
Steubenville-Weirton, Ohio-W. Va 368 7 18 2.9 20 - 1 5.0
Stockton, Calif--eweesecomcmnocanax 484 27 10 -3.3 40 4 3 -2.3
Syracuse,; N,¥es-ewmrmmcmcmmecmemnae e 1,421 20 60 2.8 21 - 1 4.8
Tacoma, Washeeccrmmmmemm e e e 637 78 7 -9.9 19 2 - -9.5
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla---=-=---c-ce-oe 2,190 39 32 -0.3 233 1 5 1.7
Terre Haute, Ind-----commcmacoccmnceeee 312 2 8 1.9 17 - - -
Texarkana, Tex-Arker---re-ccocmcmcaccoeao 117 2 9 5.9 44 1 5 8.9
Toledo, Ohiow=momeocvcmmmmmmma e 1,049 23 24 0.1 84 - - -
Topeka, Kangse=wrmemm e e e e e 270 28 6 -7.4 29 1 - -3.3
Trenton, N,Jees--scm-cmemem e e 594 21 13 -1.3 68 6 2 -5.4
Tucson, Ardze-seeocomsocommmemenc—een 417 11 3 -1.9 27 1 1 -
Tulsa, Oklammmmmmmmmmo e mc e e 733 9 34 3.4 93 1 3 2.1
Tuscaloosa, Ala==r-=mrmmececccaccamcnanna- 84 82 - -49.4 59 3 1 -3.2
Tyler, Tex=-==wrmecmemmcccecene e e nenm—n 107 18 - -14.4 36 5 1 -9.8
Utica<Rome, N,Y--=-vemsmmmmomm——c——eeeeae 855 122 8| -11.7 11 - - -
Waco, Tex=mwarmemccmmnne e L P T 247 18 6 -4.5 69 4 4 -
Washington, D,C,~Md,~-Va~--mwenommmmocnan=" 2,531 63 67 0.2 1,039 2 19 1.6
Waterloo, Iowa-=--mememme—cccmccoceene—. 255 8 5 -1.1 - - -
West Palm Beach, Fla---=-sccmvmomamnccnnn 467 4 10 1.3 91 4 1 -3.2
Wheeling, W. Va,~Ohio---meccwmmmnncmana- 488 4 55 10.4 10 - 2 20.0
Wichita, Kang=-wrereremmmemmcrac e aaene 562 7 14 1.2 32 - 2 6.3
Wichita Falls, Tex----c--wemmwrceeeooaoa— 195 54 7 -18.9 19 1 - -5.0
Wilkes-Barre—Hazleton, Pa==w===c=cerecwa— 1,160 18 19 0.1 2 - - -
Wilmington, Del.=N,J-==secccenmmcarncuau" 649 19 26 1.0 104 6 6 -
Winston-Salem, N,C-w---decmmmccmamacaa - 205 5 5 - 119 - - -
Worcester, Massl------- R L L C DR 1,636 88 24 -3.7 6 4 - -40.0
York, Pasmsmeewmuccncmmmqeem e e 533 8 33 4.6 10 - - -
Youngstown-Warren, Ohioq-¢~ -------------- 1,024 7 27 1.9 87 - 4 4,6
All other areas-------- R L LT 139,339 2,967 2,252 -0.5} 16,058 328 207 -0,7

1Metropolitan State economic areas.
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Table 14, Number of ummatched deaths for standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's), by

color: United States, May-August 1960

E’ or definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Area Total White |Nonwhite
All areas-=--=-=m=-=m-oscseeseamammeemsessesesemsesesmes——— 112,656 || 93,319 | 19,336
Total SMSA'S=--c-mecmocecmmmcccrccrcmr e m e e e - 68,731 | 56,613 12,117
Abilene, TeX----=w-emcmmceccecemoree e e e e e e o e e e 60 57 3
Akron, Ohio---~--sccccmcrmccmccnc e e m e e e e e e 268 236 32
R 48 23 25
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, N,Yeecccceocmcccancccccucnccmnccnacccnnncneas 381 367 14
Albuquexrque, N.MeXew-wocomcomcecmme e e e e e e e m e e m e 165 158 7
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa,-N,J-=ecccccccccacnncncnnccncnccncana 214 207 7
Altoona, Pa-ee-cmcmeccrccrmcrcrrer et e e ca e e 93 92 1
Amarillo, TeX~-=c=--esccccccccccommrmrcncmrr e e e e cmn e — . 70 64 6
Ann Arbor, Miche---cc-mccmmmmcmeccc e 66 57 9
Asheville, N,C---c-cormemcm e et B 183 158 25
Atlanta, Ga-ee--=---mocemecemecccemcecceecesreccrsseeccmmoe e —ea—an 677 458 219
Atlantic City, N.Je--cs-ccccmcccccmncocnncenuenacecerucmcaceecenacan 132 94 38
Augusta, Ga,=S,0m=-=cceccmcccccnincr e e e m e e e 185 106 79
Austin, TeXeeececmccccccnomnccarcmnmmmenc e e e e e e e e e e e 137 115 22
Bakersfield, Calife-me~mmmmeccccocccccm e e e 174 154 20
Baltimore, Md~---c-cemcccccmmmmamm e recmce e e e e 1,274 876 398
Baton Rouge, La----rmecmccrcamonccncam e e r e c e c e e e 131 69 62
Bay City, Mich--~-cecmcmmccmmmncmcr e e e cerce e c e ——- 57 57 -
Beaumont-Port Arthur, TeX-=--c--cccmmucmmccmmncrmemcccncnmencccceana 177 133 44
Billings, Mont~-e-=cec-mccmccmmmccccc e e c e r e e 60 60 -
Binghampton, N,Ye--=es-eccccoccocmncnccccne e e e e e c e e e 114 113 1
Birmingham, Alg--=-=-ec-ccmcrrcnecncmcecccmccc e e e e —ae 622" 351 271
Boston~Lowell-Lawrence, Mass®o-aaoe- 1,724 1,642 82
Bridgeport- Stamford-Norwalk Conn?-- 344 308 36
Brockton, Mass? mmmecememcmc oo e e 158 151 7
Brownsville~Harlingen=-San Benito, TeX--==e-erm-cccmcnccccccccnaanaana 116 114 2
Buffalo, N.¥--ewccoccccncmcmmcccr e cccccmrcecerc e c e e e e e 620 567 53
Canton, Ohio~~-~-e=~ - 217 193 24
Cedar Rapids, Iowa-=-- - 92" 92 -
Champaign~Urbana, Ill-- - 55 53 2
Charleston, S,Ce-eccmcmmcccmmacmmccmca e m e m e e n e ——— 205 89 116
Charleston, W.,Va-w-eeeeecccmmcnm e ccccceccmccccc e emmcenmaea 146 130 16
Charlotte, N,Ce-cemmecmmcm oo cmm e e cmme e mm e m e 201 133 68
Chattancoga, Tenn,~Ga-----—~-—--—c-smmmcoumnme e m e ———— 281 204 77
Chicago, Ill-c~-ccmmmmmcmcemc e cc e cmeer e r—c e m— e ———— 3,979 3,077 902
Cincimmati, Ohio~-Ky--=c=c-c-cmccmcoracmrnccccracccrccccrecarenccraae -635. 516 119
Cleveland, Ohio-----crccmccccncaccccmmmccacccncmcmccerer e b aann- .- 869. 681 188
Colorado Springs, COlo----s-wmmecmrmcmcm e ma - -5 74 1
Columbia, S.Cm=—om—=mm—m=m—ceccoocemmcm—m—cccomessmesmmmm——mmm—e—a 146 71 75
Columbus, Ga.-Alae-e-coccccccnccmnuannccocrmcnccccmcccccmmemenccnane 169 113 56
Columbus, Ohio=-ec-emccsmmmommcnc e mc e cccrc e cecce e e 321 273 48
Corpus Christi, Tex-- 113 105 8
Dallas, TeX~~-===cee= 663 488 175
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-I1ll- 147 145 2
Dayton, Ohio=-==rmeccmcmccccccccommcccccccacccacccncmc e nn e m e aee 349 298 51
Decatur, Ill---sccccmmmcmc e e e e ce e ———— 75 73 2
Denver, Colo---~===-- 425 400 25
Des Moines, Iowa 125 115 10
Detroit, Mich-c==rmemccrcccccmmmccnc e cec e cnc e r e e 1,545 1,163 382
Dubuque, IoWa====cmmcmcmmmcem e e ecemceaeccecam e e ———— 16 16 -

See footnotes at end of table,
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Table 14, Number of unmatched deaths for standard metropolitan statistical areas

color: United States, May-August 1960—Con.

{For definition of aréas, see Technical Appendix]

(SMSA's), by

Area Total White | Nonwhite
Duluth- Superior, Minn, ~WiSeemcocccmcmmm i cr e 167 165 2
Durham, N.Ceemmemoco o am e el 96 55 41
El Pagso, TeXw-rmececmcmarmccccccccmccccccccccmcemcccmcem e ——— 174 171 3
EXi@, Plm=mmmmm oo s o o oo 159 156 3
Eugene, Orege---~- 1 -------------------------------------------------- 117 116 1
Evansville, Ind.-Ky=--ccercmmacmcmccacanna R L T 115 97 18
Fall River-New Bedford, Mass?e-ocammaomao oo ccmecceneaoeee 120 117 3
Fargo-Moorhead, N.Dak. o 64 64 -
Flint, Mlch--ccc—ma e e e e 152 135 17
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Flaw--~cmc-ccmccmcc e ccccemmimceceeaee 226 156 70
Fort Smith, ArK-=cee——mccm oo cccem e e mme e 67 61 6
Fort Wayne, Inde-c--coriccmmmma e rccec e e 73 68 5
Fort Worth, Tex--=-- 400 337 63
Fresno, Califememmmn-- 228 205 23
Gadsden, Alam-=-mcememmmcc e eeeememesceemceaccnea—- 109 95 14
Galveston-Texas City, TeX-me=-e-mcemcccmacacmccccacccmcccmcccnc—aneaa 133 26 37
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind---eeecoemcccmmccomcccmccmccccccmaeeee 262 197 65
Grand Rapids, Miche—-omecmmm oo e 155 149 6
Great Falls, Montesssmec-ccmmaacccammmcccccccceccccmcccmcc e rcae e 49 45 4
Green Bay, Wis----‘--r ------------- e ittt 69 67 2
Greensboro-High Point: U e ettt T 143 102 41
Greenville, S.C-==-mcccmmcmmrcccccccrccrcccccemccnmcm e 185 140 45
Hamilton-Middletown, Ohio~=----ccmcocmcm e ncrccaeo e 78 74 4
Harrisburg, Pa==wececcmemmmccmcc e rcrdece e 178 157 21
Hartford-New Britain-Bristol, Conn?-=----maceaca- ~mmmmmmmemccemsaaa- - 369 345 24
Honolulu, Hawaii=we-ecrmcccmccmccn e rcccccmcccmccr e am 211 78 133
Houston, Tex----- g U 810 594 216
Huntington~Ashland, W.Va.-Ky.-Ohio-e==-recmacmcmmcccccccccccceeee 173 167 6
Huntsville, Ala-msimecmm ool cecccmaccmaccmmc—————m—— e ——— 106 71 35
Indianapolis, Indeeesermcmmcccmcccac e cccceccccccca e aca - 433 334 99
Jackson, Miche-e-ccammcccamacccmcn e cccceemcc e cec e e 43 39 4
Jackson, Migg~eremececmc e e cccccnec e 125 70 55
Jacksonville, Flape—cmcccmmccomcma e ccccm e mccccmmc e e 307 194 113
Jersey City, N.J-E --------------- L 386 336 50
Johnstown, Pa----i -------------------------------------------------- 122 115 7
Kalamazoo, Mich===-mmmemm o m o ma e e - 76 76 -
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans ----------------------------------------------- 656 544 112
Kenosha, Wigemecohececacmcmamaccccnncamcmcnccaccncmcccccnncmnecca e 71 7L -
Knoxville, Tenn—--‘- -------------------------------------------------- 319 284 35
Lake Charles, La-T- ------------------------------------------------- 94 74 20
Lancaster, Pa----demsencoccacmccnemccneeen e s ea e mn e me e 135 134 1
Lansing, Mich----i-’_-’-'_»‘ ------------------------------------------ ~———— 159 153 6
Laredo, Tex=---=-« L LT LT T L L P P L P L EE LT 40 40 -
Las Vegas, Neve-commacacommcamc o B L L PR 116 100 16
Lawton, Okla-e-ccccmccmcmcmmcncccanncccrceercrmcccr e e ——. m————e——- 41 34 7
Lexington, Ky==eescemcmcmmen e e e e 78 52 26
Lima, Ohioemmcmecm e et e e 30 26 4
Lincoln, Nebr--«-- T L T L e 89 89 -
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark-e----mesmceecmcncconcmcnnaccccacanx 226 130 96
Lorain-Elyria, Ohio=---~=-cmcmcmmam e cmcccrcccc e e 127 119 8
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif~-cecacecercccmcnccmmacmcccocmnccecanaco 3,559 3,189 370
Louisville, Ky,~Ind-~-e-eccmmrcacacccaccanacaans T ettt 517 401 116
Lubbock, TeX~===-ccmcacocommacacam e mcmccc e 70 65 | 5
Lynchburg, Vaee-c-eeccec o a i c e cc e mcecc e e ecmcmame - 88 62 26
Macon, Game=-=s-msscmcemmcmmmec—eme—m e —eemmace—emeeomeoaoooe 128 74 54

See footnotes at end of table,
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Table 14. Number of unmatched deaths for standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's), by
color: United States, May-August 1960--Con.

E= or definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

Area Total White | Nonwhite
Madison, Wis---§ ---------------------------------------------------- o 71 -
Manchester, N, H -meccommmam e e e e 132 132 -
Memphis, Tenne---cemcomen e e e e e 387 170 217
Miami, Fla------ceercmem e e 724 601 123
Midland, TeXw=e==emmcmmmm ot emecccccccceem e maa 38 32 6
Milwaukee, WiSemmcmcomema e oo e e crreecccmdmceeeenan 526 490 36
Minneapolis=St., Paul, Minm-c-ccemmoemm e 796 777 19
Mobile, Alam=mmcmcme oo et cccn e mmae 223 134 89
Monroe, La=ececcecmcmcmcm e e em 109 61 48
Montgomery, Ala---m-mecme oo e e e 155 79 76
Muncie, Ind--e--emmmo o n oo e e e e 80 78 2
Muskegon-Muskegon Heights, Michee-c-mcemmmmmcmcccccmmmemceeee 35 29 6
Nashville, Tenme--sccccacmon o e cccc e ccccc e mcmeee 253 173 80
Newark, N,J-cemmmoceme e e 987 773 214
New Haven-Waterbury, Conn® - eoem oo eeeas 336 311 25
New Orleans, Las---weococmcmmm o ee e 557 315 242
Newport News-Hampton, Vae=ce-cocmmomm oo ccecccecmccmcaccemm e 1 123 62 61
New York, N,¥-e-ccmmcemm e m e 7,119 5,746 1,372
Norfolk~Portsmouth, Va--c---cemcom o ere e 389 220 169
Odessa, TeX=-==e=mm—omccecermccc o cmeemcccemeeccemmnmmccmceeccmae 43 40 3
Ogden, Utah=eemmoomee oo e e em 44 43 1
Oklahoma City, Okla=-c--ce-cmmcm oo eccccccmccccmcmcenccanea 339 280 59
Omaha, Nebr,=IoWa=m===cm oo c oo m oo oo meeem 233 199 34
Orlando, Fla=-e-me-cmmcccm et e e 209 161 48
Paterson~Clifton~Passaic, N,J=ce-eccccmmmumcmmccmcmccciccnccmcnacas 513 483 30
Pensacola, Flace=~e~ccecmccncnaana 140 94 46
Peoria, Ill--=-eweeeu- 175 169 6
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J- 2,946 2,301 645
Phoenix, Ariz----c-ww-- 545 493 52
Pittsburgh, Pa------~cccccmmm et e eeee 1,554 1,414 140
Pittsfield, Masg®mmmmmmommmoe o oo el 68 ||- 68 -
Portland, Maine?eemmema oo mmercee———ea 143 || 141 2
Portland, Oreg.-Wash---e--cccccmncacmnm e crrccrrcm e 582 565 17
Providence, R.IZe e e e e 391 380 11
Provo-Orem, Utahe~e-ceoeamm o eee e 30 30 -
Pueblo, Colommmmmmmmo e e e 82 78 4
Racine, Wismeommmmommcm e e 52 51 1
Raleigh, N.C-m-oemcmmam e rrercremcrcecmnees 107 66 41
Reading, Pae=wmecmcccmmmam oo e 110 105 5
Reno, Nev----cecmmec e et e e 96 93 3
RiChMONd, Vam === sm oo oo o o o oo ———— 325 | 210 115
Roanoke, Va=eemeee oo oo e e crcm e nm e nae 101 84 17
Rochester, N,Ye=cemecocmmm o rcrcccccccoimccccaen 224 208 16
Rockford, Illecccemmmcmmm o cceecmcmemcrac e eccc e 99 95 4
Sacramento, Califeeeceoccmmmmm e 350 320 30
Saginaw, Miche-cecccmmmmmm e mmmme e 81 68 13
St, Joseph, MO-—memcmecm e e 59 56 3
St., Louis, Mo, =Ille-cmcmem o e 1,432 1,109 323
Salt Lake City, Utah=--=s=cscocccmmrccccamcsrcecccccccccme;ecce—e 191 185 6
San Angelo, TeXm--=--sccmcrmcmmmccmccccercecscracrcmancce e ———— 60 56 4
San Antonio, TeX==-=ceccmmc o m o cee el -—- 389 346 43
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif-- - 557 522 35
San Diego, Calif=eececmmme e 620 589 31
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif------cemcccccmccmmomecemncccce e 1,561 1,379 182
San Jose, Califececcccmm e memee el 314 308 6

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 14, Number of unmatched deaths for standard metropolitan statistical areas

color: United States, May-August 1960-~~Con.

[F or definition of areas, see Technical Appendix]

(SMsA's), by

Area Total White Nonwhite
Santa Barbara, Calife--ececcccmeccmcncnm e e e cccc e aeae e 117 114 3
Savannah, Ga=-=wm=~ccmemmcomccm et mtemceme e na e 121 70 51
Scranton, Pa-e-cccac i e 119 115 4
Seattle, Washe-ce oo oo mm e e e et e 803 764 39
Shreveport, La=-cto————mcm oo e e cm e e 247 126 121
Sioux City, Lowa=--=--ccc-mmcemcmcoccs e e e r e e m e 82 82 -
Sioux Falls, S,Dak~-esmcmrccccmcccmmcra e c e 38 37 1
South Bend, Indecemmeememcmmc o cmcc e cnccc e 118 102 16
Spokane, Wash=eecwmemom oo a e e 177 166 11
Springfield, T1lem-mmo oo oo e 113 107 6
Springfield, Mo=cwcccccommcmmmm e et e e e e e 116 114 2
Springfield, Ohiom--wecooococccm e e cccccccccmc i ccc e 82 73 9
Springfield-Holyoke, Mas§2--comocmmocomco oo 187 177 10
Steubenville-Weirton, Ohio-W.Va--- 127 116 11
Stockton, Calif-=--m-ee-ccrcccmccmcc e rccccc e c e e n e 225 196 29
Syracuse, N.Y----‘- -------------------------------------------------- 233 221 12
Tacoma, Washeececommmc o oo e cccem e 237 225 12
Tampa~-St, Petersburg, Fla----wermmercmcmcrmc e e m e 598 501 97
Terre Haute, Indm-cc-c-ccecactmcmmm e cccnncrc e e e cccccmc e 98 93 5
Texarkana, TeX.-Arks--ecesemecmmcmcmccomnnc e e e 81 59 22
Toledo, OhiO=m===mmm=maommc oo oo o oo om oo oo oo mecmm e me e 303 277 26
Topeka, Kan§=-cememmeccc e e e e e e e e mmem e e e oo 91 85 6
Trenton, N,J=ec-eccccmcnamaacccncnmmrmcmc e e m e cc e e e e e e 173 141 32
Tucson, Arlze~s-eceeccccccommcnm e ccccccccccccccmc e 202 187 15
Tulsa, Oklame=~~cmcccocmccmmmmcmcmerercncecer e r e mmc e r e m e 251 207 44
Tuscaloosa, Alam—deomo oo oo oo o 127 69 58
Tyler, Tex-=====- 9% 57 37
Utica-Rome, N,Y--+ 223 219 4
Waco, TeXwm=cmommdorm e e e e e e e e c e e —m e e 118 95 23
Washington, D.C,-Md.-Va--ceccecnccnmmmmcccmmacmna e mcc e e e cmam e 1,180 728 452
Waterloo, Iowa---e-weomcemcmccmcncacam e e e e e 62 60 2
West Palm Beach, Fla«e-s=cmeccccccnccnmmaccmcmncccmrcmc e e e e 198 121 77
Wheeling, W.Va,-OHi0~-cmcommemcmom e e 164 158 6
Wichita, Kans--=cdurecccnccnnmcccncrcmmcmcaccnmacccc e e e e 164 151 13
Wichita Falls, Te>‘t -------------------------------------------------- 65 56 9
Wilkes-Barre~~Hazleton, Pa--~-=-cemccrcecmmrccecm e cm e e e 203 201 2
Wilmington, Del, -N,J----smeccccmcmmccmmc e crc e e e e 232 179 53
Winston~Salem, N,C-c--mm-ccmcmcomomccc e re e e e e e e e oo 146 94 52
Worchester, Mass?demem o m oo cmcceme e 280 280 -
York, Pa==--w-=-- Tr--- ---------------------------------------------- 139 133 6
Youngstown-Warren,! Ohfo=---===c=cmsmr e mmem o cm e e e e e 270 240 30
ALL Other Brems==tf-iximm oo o oo oo eeee 43,925 || 36,706 7,219
l7ncludes one machine error.
2Met:ropol:l.tan State economic areas,
NOTE: For explanation of why white and nonwhite do not add to the total, see Technical

Appendix,
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Net difference rates, by color, sex,and age: United States and each geographic division
August 1960
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NOTE: Figures with color and/or sex not stated are included in the total, but are not shown separately.
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Table 16.

Net difference rates for white males for stage I and stage II, by age: South Atlantic

Division, May-August 1960

[Jensus record used as base. Minus () sign indicates more assignments by census than NCHS. For explanation of stage | and stage Il. see Technical

Appendix]
Stage I Stage II
Age Age not Age not Age not Age not
stated and | stated and | stated and | stated and
not valid | not valid | not valid | not valid
included excluded | allocated | unallocated
1-4 years--=em--emccmccmmncercn e oo 1.1 0.6 -6.3 -6.3
5-14 yearsm=-rmemmemmcreccmmeccoeme e — e - -0.6 1.3 -
15-24 yearS=--=-mmmemcce e meemeeee e cece e .- 0.5 -0.2 -3.8 -2.9
25-34 years=-=-mememmmmecceecdcccceccce e ————— -1.0 -2.2 0.8 2.3
35-44 years-=e-m-mmmmmemccccmcccceccccceomeeneeee -1.7 -2.6 -5.7 -4.5
45-54 yearSe=s-mcemecemccnc e r e — .- 0.2 -0.6 -3.8 -2.7
55-64 yeargme--cmemmecescccecceccen e c e ———— 0.9 -0.1 -0.5 . -0.8
65=74 yearS===rmecm-mmemmeceecceeeccccoe—ccem—aa 0.6 -0.1 0.9 0.7
75-84 years--rmwmmmemmee o m e mcm—eemm oo 1.4 -0.6 1.8 1.1
85-99 years--==-wmwemceccmcc o e o cnc e e caae 3.1 2.2 ces
85 years and over-=w-w-cemmcmccccccrcecncaenncen e . 5.2 5.5
Not stated=--=--eececcomecccccccccmmcmccncnccaan -100.0 e
Not valid--wememmccecm e mm e ccc e -42.9 .e
NOTE: Stage I, but not stage II, excludes decedents whose age was stated to be 100 years or

over on the census record.
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Table 17. Number of matched deaths reporting same race on both census and death records, census record only, and
death record only; and net and gross difference rates: United States and each region, May-August 1960

Number reporting

Census record as base

Death record as base

Region and race Census | Death | Net differencel | Gross difference| Net difference® Gross difference
Sggl:hon record | record
only only Number Rate | Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate
All regions z
Whitesmcocvoceeo 353,612 8471 3,621 2,774 0.8 4,468 1.31 -2,774 ~0,8| 4,468 1.3
Nonwhite-~-==ce- 37,110 881 | 1,299 418 1,1 2,180 5.7 -418 -1.1| 2,180 5,7
Negro«-sece-eux 35,309 685| 1,092 407 1.1 1,777 4,9 =407 -1,1| 1,777 4,9
Indian-~c~~av= 02 154 83 =71 9.4 237 31.3 71 10.4 237 34,6
Japanese=-=«-- 562 19 14 ~5 -0.9 33 5.7 5 0.9 33 5.7
Chinese=--~--~ 315 33 17 -16 ~4,6 50 14,4 16 4,8 50 15,1
Fil];ipino ------ 138 56 11 ~45 23,2 67 34.5 45 30.2 67 45,0
Other non-
white—a---a-- 69 49 197 148 | 125.4 246 208.5 ~148 -55,6 246 92,5
Not stated an
not valid------ e 3,214 22 -3,192 | -99.3 3,236 100.7 3,192( 14,509.1( 3,236 14,709,1
Northeast
White-ce-woncena 107,551 2751 1,007 732 0,7 1,282 1,2 -732 -0.71 1,282 1.2
Nonwhite~e-~c-ux 5,467 245 332 87 1.5 577 10.1 -87 -1.5 577 9.9
Negro=eev-w-a- 5,313 229 335 106 1.9 564 10,2 -106 -1.9 564 10.0
Indian-------- 24 21 10 =11 -24,4 31 68,9 i1 32.4 31 91.2
Japanese~«-«~-« 8 - 1 1 12,5 1 12,5 -1 ~1k.1 1 11,1
Chinese---~«-~ 74 13 3 -0} -11,5 16 18.4 10 13,0 16 20,8
gi}];ipino ------ 3 15 1 -14 | -77.8 16 88.9 14 35Q.0 16 400,0
ther non-
N white-a---a-- 1 11 26 15| 125,0 37 308.3 -15 -55.6 37 137,0
ot stated an
not valide----~ e 824 5 -819 | -99.4 829 100.6 819 16,380,0 8291 16,580,0
North Central
Whitee~~mcncecan 113,116 196 1,117 921 0.8 1,313 1,2 =921 -0.8| 1,313 1.1
Nonwhites=eeceeo 6,587 204 263 59 0.9 467 6.9 -59 -0.9 467 6.8
Negro==cecw==- 6,401 153 257 104 1,6 410 6.3 -104 -1.6 410 6,2
Indian~-=-==-- 110 51 14 =37 1 =23.0 65 40.4 37 29,8 65 52,4
Japanese-~--~- 28 3 1 -2 -6,5 4 12,9 2 6.9 4 13,8
Chinese-- 21 8 2 -6 | =-20,7 10 34,5 6 26,1 10 43,5
I:(;:.}];ip:l.no- 5 3 2 -1 | -12,5 5 62,5 1 14.3 5 71.4
ther non
white-é---é-- - 8 9 1 12.5 17 212,5 -1 -11.1 17 188.9
Not stated an -
not valid-e-=w- ‘e 989 9 -980 | -99.1 998 100,9 980} 10,888.9 998 | 11,088,9
South
White~-ceouc—na- 81,809 274 926 652 0.8 1,200 1.5 =652 -0.‘8 1,200 1.5
Nonwhitess=an-ax 22,369 262 448 186 0.8 710 3.1 -186 -0.8 710 3.1
Negro=cevemane 22,188 220 433 213 1,0 653 2,9 ~213 -0.9 653 2,9
Indian---e----- 146 38 20 -18 -9.8 58 31,5 18 10.8 58 34,9
Japanese-~m=m= 5 3 2 -1] -12,5 5 62,5 1 14,3 5 1.4
Chinese-===~-- 15 3 1 -2 ~11,1 4 22,2 2 12,5 4 25.0
gi}];ipino ------ - 7 2 =51 <71.4 9 128.6 5 250.0 9 450,0
ther non-~ ! T
N white—a---a—- - 6 5 -1 ~16,7 11 183.3 1 20,0 11 220,0
ot stated an
not valide----« ves 842 4 -838 | -99.5 846 100.5 838( 20,950.0 846 | 21,150.0
West
51,136 102 571 469 0.9 673 1.3 -469 -0.9 673 1.3
2,687 170 256 86 3.0 426 14.9 ~-86 =2.9 426 14,5
1,407 83 67 -16 -1.1 150 10,1 16 1.1 150 10,2
22 44 39 =5 ~1l.4 83 22,7 5 1.4 83 23,0
521 13 10 -3 -0.6 23 4.3 3 0.6 23 4,3
205 9 11 2 0.9 20 9.3 -2 -0.9 20 9,3
130 31 6 =25 | -15.5 37 23,0 25 18.4 37 27,2
N 3o 68 24 157 133 | 144.6 181 196.7 -133 ~59,1 181 80.4
ot stated an
not valid----=- e 559 4 =555 | =-99.3 563 100,7 5551 13,875.0 563 | 14,075.0

IMinus sign indicates more assignments by census than by NCHS.
2Minus sign indicates more assignments by NCHS than by census.
NOTE: For explanation of why white and nonwhite do not add to the total, see Technical Appendix,
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Table 18, Number of matched and unmatched deaths and proportion unmatched, by race: United States

and each region, May-August 1960

Matched deaths according to:

Proportion unmatched

Unmatched
Region and race
Census Death deaths Census Death
record record record record
All regions
All races=-=-===-ce-cecnnoaa 395,664 395,664 100,412 20,2 20,2
White--swecmecccc e cccem e 354,459 357,233 84,560 19.3 19.1
Nonwhite=-=c=mrcmcucncnnceccnnna- 37,991 38,409 15,851 29,4 29,2
Negrom-veccmmmcmccnccncncannnna 35,994 36,401 14,913 29,3 29.1
Indian--=cc---memmcccc e - 756 685 432 36.4 38.7
Japaneserc~snermmmemcmcr e n—— 581 576 131 18.4 18.5
Chinese=-=wcemmmcmcccmca 348 332 153 30.5 31.5
Filipino=smmemmmemcmcn i ccne o 194 149 112 36.6 42,9
Other nonwhite---e-ccemoacoaooo 118 266 110 48,2 29.3
Not stated and not valid--------- 3,214 22 1 0.0 4.3
Northeast
All raceg=mem=mcccmcccccnnan 114,362 114,362 24,321 17.5 17.5
White=memsomocccom e 107,826 108,558 21,821 16.8 16.7
Nonwhite~-~mmemmcmenonmccncnoen 5,712 5,799 2,499 30.4 30.1
Negro=-=-=n=-w- mmmememsm—m,—————— 5,542 5,648 2,410 30.3 29,9
Indian~~--~=-- e 45 34 16 26,2 32.0
Japaneseseecemmecmccancaacnnan 8 9 4 33.3 30.8
Chinesews-mmmccmmnmcacc e 87 77 58 40,0 43,0
Filipino----=cccmcmcc e 18 4 2 10.0 33.3
Other nonwhite~-----c-mcceacano 12 27 9 42,9 25,0
Not stated and not valid---=------ 824 5 1 0.1 16,7
North Central
All raceS---m-cmmeccmccaaao 121,092 121,092 26,318 17.9 17.9
White=wrmmemmmencex N e e T 113,312 114,233 23,792 17.4 17.2
Nonwhite=-=we=u-= B ittt el 6,791 6,850 2,526 27.1 26.9
Negro~==-=-- 6,554 6,658 2,386 26,7 26.4
Indianes=ccecmccmmcnnncccccanan 161 124 105 39.5 45,9
Japanese 31 29 7 18.4 19.4
Chinese 29 23 15 34,1 39,5
Filipino=-~mscmmroccccmmncano 8 7 3 27.3 30.0
Other nonwhite=-~=ceccccaccanac 8 9 10 55,6 52,6
Not stated and not valid--------- 989 9 - - -
South
All raceS§===~c--ecmcaccaaoo 105,556 105,556 34,279 24,5 24,5
Whitewmmmereme——- B T 82,083 82,735 24,681 23,1 23.0
Nonwhite~=m=c-ac— ittt 22,631 22,817 9,598 29,8 29.6
Negrommememmomendomaa e 22,408 22,621 9,487 29.7 29,5
Indianeseme=-aciinacadamaaoao- 184 166 83 31.1 33,3
Japaneses=cmemmcmmcacccoaomaana 8 7 3 27.3 30.0
Chinese=--c-=c--woromoromennon 18 16 15 45,5 48,4
Filipino--rmecerccmmmomcaccaana 7 2 4 36.4 66,7
Other nonwhite--=---cccmcmcaaao 6 5 6 50,0 54,5
Not stated and not valid--------- 842 4 - - -
West

All races~ms=ec=mancacacccaa 54,654 54,654 15,494 22,1 22,1
Whiter=cemmmm e n s 51,238 51,707 14,266 21.8 21,6
Nonwhite=m--m-cmcemcmcneccccecaen 2,857 2,943 1,228 30.1 29.4
Negro-=--=-ccccoommcmam e 1,490 1,474 630 29,7 29,9
Indian-===-emscmcmmmmnce e 366 361 228 38.4 38,7
Japaneseecsememcnanmmoccconaoan 534 531 117 18,0 18.1
Chines@esmcwmccrmccmcncnucncnnaca 214 216 65 23.3 23,1
Filipino---cmmcoommcmnancenaana 161 136 103 39.0 43,1
Other nonwhite~-=---m-mceaaacao 92 225 85 48,0 27.4
Not stated and not valid-«------- 559 4 - - -
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX 1

Design of Study

The study includes a sample of registered
deaths which occurred during the 4-month period,
May-August, 1960, The following age-color
groups were included:

1. All nonwhite decedents
2. All white decedents under 65 years ofage

3. One-half of white decedents 65-74 years
of age

4, Onme-fifth of white decedents 75 years and
over

The records for white decedents were systemati-
cally selected from the regular mortality punched-
card file using the randomly assigned terminal

digits of the certificate numbers. Sample groups
three and four of both the matched and unmatched
records were inflated by two and five, respec-
tively, during the processing operation,

As indicated in table I, the actual count of
death certificates included in the matchoperation
was 340,033. Of this number, 495 records were
excluded because of "impossible' codes—483
matched and 12 records unmatched.

Also included in table 1 are the inflated counts
of records by match status. '

A seasonal bias may be introduced since the
deaths were limited toMay-August. Butan exami-
nation of "nonmatch" rates by month, particularly
April and September, for a previous study involv-
ing the occupation item on the census and death
records,? resulted in a decision to limit this study
to the 4-month period, b

[

¥

Table I. Number and percent distribution of records included in the' 1960 Comparison
Study: United States, May-August 1960
Actual count of Inflated count of
records 7+ records
Result of match operation
Percent | .j-.3(n Percent
Number distribu- | Number distribu-~
. tion tion
Totale-=e-cmccecccmcn e r e mccce e 340,033 100.0 | 533,747 100.0
Matchede—-eeccnm e e e 262,483 77.2 ] 420,292 78.7
Unmatched---cmmcmcmmcccmcncccmmmecmcc e nnm e 77,055 22,7 {112,656 21,1
Rejectsl meammcmm e e 2495 0.1 3799 0.1

lTncludes impossible codes not included in the study.
2¥ncludes 483 matched records and 12 unmatched.
3Includes 782 matched records and 17 unmatched,
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Criteria for Matching

Copies of the 340,033 death certificates in-
cluded in this study were coded for the stage I
Census Enumeration District (ED). A record
was considered matched if the exact street
address of residence and the name of the dece-
dent were located in the ED book. Other infor-
mation such as date of birth and marital status
were used if the above criteria did not result
in a match,

If infants under 1 year of age were not
located in the ED book, an attempt was made to
match via the mother, The infants represented
a high nonmatch risk group since many of them
were born after the 1960 Census of Population
and therefore were not enumerated,

Almost 6 percent of the records were matched
at the place of death, rather than the usual place
of residence. Those persons matched at theplace
of death were for the most part those who died
in institutions. .

Decedents matched in stage I and included in
the 25-percent sample of the 1960 Census of Popu-
lation, referred to as stage II, were then searched
in the stage II books. There were 64,675 such
decedents and all but 2,188 were located in the
stage II census records. The names of these 2,188
decedents could not be located on the appropriate
pages of the stage II schedules,

A host of reasons exists for failure to match
the death certificate to the census record;

(1) The decedent may have moved after the
date.of enumeration on April 1.

(2) The decedent may not have been enu-
merated,

(3) Clerical and machine errors occurred
at all stages of the study.

(4) Misstatements of information were en-
tered on the census record and/or the
death certificate,

Variances

The sample design has been discussed in a
previous section, "Design of Study." To obtain
the sampling error of an estimate of the net

difference rate for a given geographic area, it
would be necessary to know the number of death
records for white decedents 65-74 years of age
and 75 years and over during May-August 1960
for geographic areas both before and after sam-
pling. The death records were sampled but the
color designations for most geographic areas
were based on the color on the census record.
Although all nonwhite decedents were included
in the study period, a decedent stated to be
white on the death record may be nonwhite on
the census record and vice versa. Therefore,
it is not possible to state that the sampling
error is zero for the nonwhite group shown in
the tables,

Age

The age reported on the death record is
generally the age of the decedent at his last
birthday. If the reported age did not agree with
the computed age (the difference between the date
of death and the date of birth on the certificate),
the stated age was accepted unless the difference
was 5 years or more, If the difference was 5
years or more, entries for other items on the
vital record such as cause of death, occupation,
marital status, and social security number were
considered in determining the age. Most of the
differences involved infants. Therefore, the afore-
mentioned characteristics would give some in-
dication of the "correct" age. If a discrepancy
occurred such as 25 years for the computed age
and 35 for the stated age, the stated age was
accepted,

The age classification used in the 1960
Census of Population is based on the quarter of
the year of birth as of April 1, 1960. For this
study, the age was updated to adjust for a birth-
day that might have occurred between the date
of the census and the time of death,

As indicated in the tables showing data by
age, the number of matched records for dece-
dents under 1 year of age and 100 years and over,
according to the census record, are excluded,
The number of records with negative ages are
also excluded. Infants were excluded because
many were born after the daie of enumeration
on April 1, 1960, There were 23,176 records
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for infants. Decedents 100 years and over and
those with negative ages were omitted because
there was an excessive number of errors in the
century-of-birth codes on the census record. For
example, if the year of birth was actually 1861
and the century code for 1900 was assigned, the
result was a negative age. There were 1,452 such
records, that is, for persons 100 years and over
and for negative ages. Such exclusions were made
to maintain comparability in order to better
assess differences in age reported on the two
records.

Additional technical problems relating to
age reported on the vital record are covered
in another report.’

Race and Color

Deaths in the United States in 1960 are
classified for vital statistics purposes into white,
Negro, American and Alaskan Indian, Chinese,
Japanese, Aleut, Eskimo, Filipino, Hawaiian,
part-Hawaiian, and other nonwhite, The U.S.
Bureau of the Census uses the same classifi-
cation,

Tabulations in this study by race were
grouped as follows:

White
Nonwhite:
Negro
Indian (American and Alaskan)
Japanese
Chinese
Filipino
Other nonwhite (Aleut, Eskimo, Hawaiian,
part-Hawaiian, and racial mixtures ex-
cept as noted below)
Not stated and not valid

The category "white' includes, in additionto per-
sons reported as "'white," those reported as Mexi-
can or Puerto Rican, If raceisgivenas a mixture
of Negro with any other race except Hawaiian, the
race is classified as Negro. Mixtures of Hawaiian
and any other race are classified as "other non-
white,"

In stage 1 the number of census records for
which the race item was not stated is combined
with "not valid" codes (processing errors) and
shown as a single group in the race tables. I'he
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relative number of such records is small—less
than 1 percent of the matched records, If the
race was not entered on the death record, the
code for "white" was assigned in the initial
code-punch operation in NCHS. Consequently,
the category "not stated and not valid" accord-
ing to death certificate designations includes only
invalid codes. The number of such records is
small, This factor is noted, not because it seri-
ously invalidates the net difference rates, but
because the category 'not stated and not valid"
was excluded from most of the residence tables,
Therefore, figures by white and nonwhite do not
add to the total,

With the exception of table 18 which shows
a comparison of detailed groupings of race, the
tables show the color item according to census
designations. The purpose was to compare a
single characteristic such as data for an SMSA
according to census and to death record assign-
ments, Therefore, all other characteristics such
as age, sex, and color in that table were by
census designations so as not to distort the com-
parison of the variable being compared.

Sex

In a table showing a characteristic such as
age or race classified by sek, the sex of the
matched decedent is that statéd on the census
records in order not to invalidate the character-
istic being compared. 2

The small number of deaths for which the
sex was not stated—0.5 percent of the total
matched records—is included in the total in
those tables containing sex, but the category
is not shown separately. '

Tt

Urban and Rural Areas»”q )

The urban-rural definitions used by NCHS
differ from those used for data published by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census. For this study, the
Bureau of the Census assigned the residence
codes on the census records of the decedents
included in this study according to the rules
used for vital statistics, Therefore, the figures
for urban and rural are comparable with respect
to the application of rules, and the differences



between the NCHS figures and those tabulated by
census result from the entries on the two records
or processing errors, As noted earlier, differ-
ences in the enumeration process and the regis-
tration system give greater weight tothe accuracy
of the census figures, For the decennial census,
geographic locations can be fixed with a high de-
gree of accuracy by the Bureau of the Census
through the use gf street maps, census tracts,
and the like, NCHS is dependent almost entirely
on the information entered in the residence item
on the vital record,

For the definitions of urban and rural as
used for vital statistics purposes, see Vital
Slatisltics of the United States, 1960, Volume
11, Part A,

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas

The standard metropolitan statistical areas
(SMSA's) used in this reportarethe sameas those
established by the,U.S. Bureau of the Budgetas of
1960 (except in the New England States) and used
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Except in the New England States, an SMSA is
a county or a group of contiguous counties which
contains at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants or
more or "twin cities'' with a combined population
of at least 50,000 in the 1960 census. Contiguous
counties are included in an SMSA if, according to
specified criteria, they are (1) essentially metro-
politan in character and (2) socially and economi-
cally intergrated;with the central city or cities.

In New England the Bureau of the Budget uses
towns and cities: rather than counties as geo-
graphic components of SMSA's. NCHS cannot use
the SMSA classification in New England because
its data are not coded to identify all towns. Instead
the metropolitan State economic area (MSEA)
established by the Bureau of the Census, which
is made up of county units, is used, (For a more
complete discussion of SMSA's and MSEA's, see
references 8-10.)

Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Counties

Counties which are included in SMSA's, or
in New England MSEA's, are called metropolitan
counties; all other counties are classified as
nonmetropolitan,

Geographic Divisions and Regions

The nine divisions and four regions referred
to in this report correspond to those used by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census. For States included in
each division and region, see reference 8,

Formula for Adjusting Annual Death Rate

b_ D (dmd - dmc>

dm,

= R, = Upper range of
P rate
dm_ —dm du

D-D (_d___) _D (__)

dm, dm + d,

P

= R, = Lower range of rate
Symbols

D =annual number of deaths, 1960
P =population enumerated as of April 1, 1960

dm =matched deaths in study period accordingto
census record

dm, =matched deaths in study period accordingto
death record

du =unmatched deaths in study period
R =annual death rate per 1,000 population

R, =upper range of adjusted annual death rate
per 1,000 population

R, =lower range of adjusted annual death rate
per 1,000 population

Deaths, 1960, by vresidence—SMSA of Abilene,
Texas—White

Formula A—upper range

177 — 172)

794 — 794 (
172

=R1

114,508

m

— — x 1,000 =6.7=R, = upper range
114,508
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Formula B—lower vange

794 [794 (u)] ~ 794 (L)=R2
. 172 172 + 57

114,508
._37_3__ x 1,000 = R, = 5.0 = lower range
114, 508
Rates

R = 6.9 published annual rate
R =6.7

adjusted rates
R,=5.0

Net and Gross Difference Rates

Net difference rates for matched deaths were
computed as follows:

(1) Subtract the number of recordsaccord-
ing to census assignments only from
those according to NCHS assignments
only

(2) Divide the number obtained in step 1 by
the number of records for which thereis
agreement between census and NCHS plus
census assignments only

(3) Multiply by 100

Most tables contain net difference rates with the
census record as base; thus a negative rate
indicates more assignments by census than by
NCHS. If the death record is the base, a nega-
tive rate signifies more assignments by NCHS.
In most instances the base is inconsequential.
If the differences are relatively large, the rate
may vary greatly depending on the base.

Gross difference rates were computed by
summing the differences rather than subtracting
the differences as for netdifferencerates, Other-
wise the computation was the same,

Due to a programming error the first digit
of the gross difference rates was not printed out
on the tabulations in many instances, Rather than
manually correct all of these errors, only a few
were recomputed for inclusion in this report.

Symbols

s, =Number of assignments are the same
according to both the census record and the
death record

¢, = Number of assignments according to the
census record only

d, = Number of assignments according to the
death record only

ndrl = Net difference rate

gdrl = Gross difference rate

Formulas

Net difference rate:
Census record is base.

d -c

x 100 = ndri
S; + ¢

Death record is base.

c,—d
i %100 = ndr‘
s + dl
Gross difference rale:
Census record is base.

d, +¢, x100 = gdr,

S'+ ¢:i

Death record is base,

G + dI
x 100 = gdr'
s + di
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Series 1.

Series 2.

Series 3.

Series 4.

Series 10.

Series 11.

Series 12,

Series 13.

Series 14,

Series 20.

Series 21.

Series 22.

OUTLINE OF REPORT SERIES FOR VITAL AND HEALTH STATISTICS
Originally Public Health Service Publication No. 1000

Programs and collection procedures.—Reports which desc ‘it _hegenerslprograms of the National
Center for Health Statistics and its offices and divisions, data collection methods used, definitions,
and other material necessary for understanding the data.

Data evaluation and methods research.—Studies of new statistical methodology including: experi-
mental tests of new survey methods, studies of vital statistics collection methods, new analytical
techniques, objective evaluations of reliability of collected data, contributions to statistical theory.

Analytical studies.—Reports presenting analytical or interpretive studies based on vital and health
statistics, carrying the analysis further than the expository types of reports in the other series.

Documents and committee reports.—Final reports of major committees concerned with vital and
health statistics, and documents such as recommended model vital registration laws and revised birth
and death certificates,

Data from the Health Interview Survey.—Statistics on illness, accidental injuries, disability, use of
hospital, medical, dental, and other services, and other health-related topics, based on data collected
in a continuing national household interview survey.

Data from the Health Examination Survey.—Data from direct examination, testing, and measure-
ment of national samples of the population provide the basis for two types of reports: (1) estimates
of the medically defined prevalence of specific diseases in the United States and the distributions of
the population with respect to physical, physiological, and psychological characteristics; and (2)
analysis of relationships among the various measurements without reference to an explicit finite
universe of persons.

Data from the Institutional Population Surveys.—Statistics relating to the health characteristics of
persons in institutions, and on medical, nursing, and personal care received, based on national
samples of establishments providing these services and samples of the residents or patients,

Data from the Hospital Discharge Survey.—Statistics relating to discharged patients in short-stay
hospitals, based on a sample of patient records in a national sample of hospitals.

Data on health resources: manpower and facilities.—Statistics on the numbers, geographic distri-
bution, and characteristics of health resources including physicians, dentists, nurses, other heailth
manpower occupations, hospitals, nursing homes, and outpatient and other inpatient facilities,

Data on mortality.—Various statistics on mortality other than as included in annual or monthly
reports—special analyses by cause of death, age, andother demographic variables, also geographic
and time series analyses,

Data on natality, marriage, and divorce. — Various statistics on natality, marriage, and divorce other
than as included in annual or monthly reports—special analyses by demographic variables, also
geographic and time series analyses, studies of fertility.

Data from the National Natality and Mortality Surveys. —Statistics on characteristics of births and
deaths not available from the vital records, based on sample surveys stemming from these records,
including such topics as mortality ‘by socioeconomic class, medical experience in the last year of
life, characteristics of pregnancy. ¢tc.

For a listoftitles of reports published in these series, write to:  Office of Information

National Center for Health Statistics
Public Health Service, HRA
Rockville, Md. 20852
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