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NATALITY RATES AND RATIOS, 1964

TOTAL NUMBER OF LIVE BIRTHS—4,027,490

CRUDE BIRTHRATE ... .iiiiitiiiiaennnnns 21.0
(per 1,000 population)

CRUDE RATE OF NATURAL INCREASE ..... 11.6
(per 1,000 population)

INTRINSIC RATE OF NATURAL INCREASE .. 15.6
(per 1,000 women)

GROSS REPRODUCTION RATE........c.0.... 1,564
NET REPRODUCTION RATE............... 1,507
TOTAL FERTILITY RATE........couven 3,201.8
GENERAL FERTILITY R;\TE .............. 104.8

(per 1,000 women 15-44 years)

CUMULATIVE BIRTH RATE BY AGEOF
WOMEN, JANUARY 1, 1965
(per 1,000 women)

PREMATURE BIRTHS (under 37 weeks' ges-
tation). s e veeineenenen s rreerectsaranes ees 6.9
(per 100 live births)

IMMATURE BIRTHS (2,500 grams or less).... 8.2
(per 100 live births)

MEDIAN WEIGHT AT BIRTH......c00vuene. 3,290
(in grams)

HOSPITAL DELIVERIES.......... cetecaieas 97.5
(per 100 live births)

PLURAL BIRTHS. .. iitiiernnrienennennnns 19.9
(per 1,000 live births)

SEXRATIO.....cvvvvennnn, e reeeeanens 1,047
(males per 1,000 female live births)

ESTIMATED LEGITIMATE FERTILITY
RATE. i iviitiiiiiiiinnesnnnenennenens .. 140.9

VI

1510 YOaTS.ueuererroccasncenasnarnaracanas 86 (per 1,000 married women 15-44 years)
20~24 YOATSeaun e rrerenrroreonanncesnacnas 888
25-29 YT . taait ettt e et it 2,121 ESTIMATED ILLEGITIMATE FERTILITY
30-34 YeaTS8eeanr et ternacrteeanrannannas 2,817 RATE..... eisesseseane Creeresaienansaans 23.4
3530 YEATS.eerreeractatentrianeasnoannn 2,931 (per 1,000 unmarried women 15-44 years)
40~44 YOaAT S vvevernrrsenreraencrncnnnans 2,831
45-49 VAT . veuvsrtrasrrooncssonosnanns 2,552 ESTIMATED PERCENT COMPLETENESS
5054 yearS.eeeerereanress PN 2,316 OF BIRTH REGISTRATION......ve0neeaes. 989
SYMBOLS

Data not available---mcecomm oo —

Category not applicable-vem- e mmmmecean

Quantity Zero-=--c~ececmmmcmc e -

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

Figure does not meet standards of

reliability or precision----~-comeaamoaa *




NOTES TO TABLES

1. Alaska and Hawaii.—All tables showing time series include data

for Alaska beginning 1959 and for Hawaii beginning 1960,

. 50-percent sample.— All data for the years 1951-54 and 1956-65 are
derived from S50-percent samples of birth records., Statistics for
these years were obtained by multiplying the sample figures by 2.

. Not stated data~For 1964, births with age of mother and color not
stated were allocated during data processing on the basis of char-
acteristics of births thatwere similar tothe not stated cases in other
respects. Before 1963, color not stated was assigned as white. For
other characteristics, not stated information was distributed in
proportion to the known information unless otherwise noted in the
particular table.

. Adjustment for underyvegistration of births — Adjustment for failure to
register births was discontinued in 1960, when it was estimated that
98.9 percent of all births were registered. However, cohort rates
in table 2 make allowances for both the underregistration of births
and the underenurneration of the base population.

. Population bases.,—Except as noted, birth rates shown inthis report
are based on populations present in the respective areas. The popula-
tions for the United States exclude the Armed Forces overseas and
persons living abroad but include the Armed Forces stationed in
each area. Rates for 1940, 1950, and 1960 are based on the popula-
tion enumerated as of April 1 and estimated as of July 1 for all
other years.

VIL



VIIL

THIS REPORT presents and intevprels important features of statistics
for births inthe United States in 1964 which ave based on information ob-
tained from microfilm copies of the oviginal cevtificates of live bivth.

The yeayr 1964 was the 11th consecutive yeav in which the numbeyr of
biviths exceeded four million. The bivth vate continued its decline from
a peak in 1957,

This decline was due in part to the shift toward youngeyr ages of child~
bearing that occurved in the 1950's. The same woinen who had vela-
tively high bivth vates at youngey ages in the 1950's compensated with
rvelatively lower bivth vates ai ages over 25 in lhe 1960's. Declines in
fevtility at the younger childbeaving ages (undev 25 years) may be due
to the postponement of mayviage and childbeaving to later ages oy to a
veduction in the numbey of childven couples will have.

Othey findings of the report include:

Women who had completed the childbearing peviod by the end of 1964
(those 50 years of age) had an avevage of 2.3 childven. Younger women
will exceed this figure by a wide mavgin, By the end of 1964, women
aged 30 had alveady bovne 2.7 children.

There is a potential for a rise in the annual numbev of bivihs in the
near future due to the increasing size of the young childbeaving popula-
tion. In 1965 there were about 6.8 million women in the age group 20-24
years. By 1970 theve will be approximately 8.6 million, an incvease of
26 pevcent.

Differences in fertilily between white and nonwhite women have been
Jaivly constant in vecent years. Both groups veached peak fertility in
1957 and since then have shown declines in theiv birih vates.

Declinesin the bivthvate occurvedin every State befween 1960 and 1964,

Over 97 pervcent of all live births in the entive United States were de-
livered in hospitals ov clinics. The proportions were 99 pevcent for
white bivths and 89 percent for nonwhite bivths, In several of the South-
evn States ovey 20 pevcent of the nonwhite bivths weve not atiended by
doctors.

About 8 out of every 100 births wevre classified as immatuve, that is,
weighing less than 2,501 grams (5 pounds, 9 ounces). The median bivih
weight for all live bivths was 3,290 gvams (7 pounds, 4 ounces).

An estimated 7 pevcent of all bivths weyve illegitimate in 1964.




NATALITY STATISTICS ANALYSIS, 1964

Arthur A, Campbell, Alice Clague, and Frank Godley, Division of Vital Statistics

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to present and
interpret important features of 1964 birth statis-
tics for the United States. These statistics are
shown in detail in Volume I of Vifal Statistics of
the United States, 1964.

Birth statistics for 1964 are based on infor-
mation reported on the birth certificates of 54
reporting areas in the United States and of
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Registrars
in these areas send copies of all birth certifi-
cates to the Division of Vital Statistics, where a
50-percent sample of the certificates is selected.
All tabulations are based on this sample.

Most of the statistics presented here do not
include an adjustment for the failure to register
some births, This adjustment was discontinued
in 1960, when it was estimated that 98.9 percent
of all births were registered. However, the co-
hort fertility rates which are cited in the descrip-
tion of recent trends in fertility make allowances
for both the underregistration of births and the
underenumeration of the base population.

Additional details concerning technical as-
pects of birth statistice may be found in the
Technical Appendix of Volume I of Vital Statistics
of the United States, 1964.1 .

RECENT TRENDS IN FERTILITY

The year 1964 was the 11th consecutive year
in which over four million children were born in
the United States. As the various time series in
table 1 show, the downturn in fertility which be-

243-645 O - 67 - 2

gan in the late 1950's continued through 1964. In
that year, 4,027 490 children were born, the birth
rate was 21.0 births per 1,000 population, and
the fertility rate was 104.8 births per 1,000
women 15-44 years of age.

Although the recent declines in the fertility
rate have been fairly rapid (averaging about 4
percent per year between 1961 and 1964) the
1964 rate of 104.8 is still well above the levels
of 76 to 79 observed in the period 1933-39, Even
the provisional 1965 fertility rate of 96.7 is high
in relation to the depressed fertility rates of the
1930's. .

In spite of relatively high fertility rates, how-
ever, the birth rate per 1,000 total population is
now approaching the low values observed in the
1930's, as comparisons of figures in table 1indi-
cate. In the period 1933-39, the number of births
per 1,000 population varied between 18 and 109.
In comparison, the 1964 rate was 21.0, and the
provisional rate for 1965 is 19.4.

Recent birth rates are somuchcloser topre-
war levels than are recent fertility rates because
the childbearing population (assumed to consist
of women 15-44 years of age) is a smaller pro-
portion of the total population than it was before
the war. In the middle of the 1933-39 period
(1936), the childbearing population constituted 24
percent of the total population; in 1964, the
comparable proportion was 20 percent. As a re-
sult of the decline in this proportion, the sub-
stantially higher fertility of today's women is only
large enough to maintain the birthrate of the total
population at a level close to the low rates of the
1930's. If the ratio of the birthrate to the fertility



Table 1.
[Notes to tables given on page VII]

Live births, birth rates, and fertility rates: United States, 1909-65

Live Birth Fertilit
Year births ratel ratel Y
Rate per Rate per
Registered births Number 1,000 1,000 women

population | aged 15-44 years
3,767,000 19.4 96.7
4,027,490 21.0 104.8
4,098,020 21.7 108.4
4,167,362 22.4 112,1
4,268,326 23.3 117.2
4,257,850 23.7 118.0
4,244,796 24,0 118.8
4,295,000 24.3 120.2
4,255,000 24.5 120.2
4,308,000 25.3 122.9
4,218,000 25.2 121.2
4,104,000 25.0 118.5
4,078,000 25.3 118.1
3,965,000 25.1 115.2
3,913,000 25.1 113.9
3,823,000 24.9 111.5
3,632,000 24,1 106.2
3,649,000 24,5 107.1
3,637,000 24,9 107.3
3,817,000 26.6 113.3
3,411,000 24,1 101.9
2,858,000 20.4 85.9
2,939,000 21.2 88.8
3,104,000 22,7 94,3
2,989,000 22,2 9L.5
2,703,000 20.3 83.4
2,559,000 19.4 79.9
2,466,000 18.8 77.6
2,496,000 19.2 79.1
2,413,000 18.7 77.1
2,355,000 18.4 75.8
2,377,000 18.7 77.2
2,396,000 19.0 78.5
2,307,000 18.4 76.3
2,440,000 19.5 81.7
2,506,000 20,2 84.6
2,618,000 21.3 89.2
2,582,000 21.2 89.3
2,674,000 22,2 93.8
2,802,000 23.5 99.8
2,839,000 24,2 102.6
2,909,000 25.1 106.6
2,979,000 26.1 110.9
2,910,000 26.0 110.5
2,882,000 26.2 111.2
3,055,000 28.1 119.8
2,950,000 27.7 117.9
2,740,000 26,1 111.2
2,948,000 28,2 119.8
2,944,000 28.5 121.0
2,964,000 29.1 123.4
2,965,000 29.5 125,0
2,966,000 29.9 126.6
2,869,000 29.5 124,7
2,840,000 29.8 125.8
2,809,000 29.9 126.3
2,777,000 30.1 126.8
2,718,000 30.0 126.8

lyor 1917-19 and 1941-46, based on population including Armed Forces abroad.

2Provisional estimates.

3¥or 1915-32, figures include adjustments
1915, estimates are based on the number of births
mates for 1909-34 were prepared by P. K. Whelpton.

for States not in the

registration area.
registered in the 10 original registration States.
See National Office of Vital Statistics,

For years prior to

Esti-
"Births and Birth

Rates in the Entire United States, 1909 to 1948," Vital Statistics—Special Reports, Vol. 33, No. 8, 1950.




rate had remained unchanged since 1933-39, the
birth rate in 1964 would have been 25.3 rather
than only 21.0.

The factors associated with the long-term

rise and subsequent decline in fertility are dis-'

cussed in detail in Natality Statistics Analysis,
-1963.2 Imasmuch as fertility data for 1964 were
consistent with that interpretation of recent
trends, the analysis will not be repeated in this
report. However, a summary of the interpreta-
ton is presented in the following paragrapbs.
Readers wishing more detail may refer to the
earlier report.

Cohort Fer'riiiiy Rates

An adequate description of trends in fertility
requires the use of cohort fertility rates. These
rates are designed to follow the fertility of groups
of women as they proceed through the child-
bearing years of life. The groups to which these
rates relate are called "'cohorts' and are identi-
fied by the year of birth of the women included in
them. (The birth years by which cohorts are
identified end on June 30, The cohort of 1920, for
example, was born in the 12 months preceding
June 30, 1920. This convention has been adopted
for technical reasons stated on pages 106-108 of
reference 3.) Thus these women always carry the
same designation, regardless of their ages. This
feature facilitates comparisons over periods of
time. For example, statements can be made about
the fertility of the 1920 cohort when its members
were 30 years of age in 1950 and when they were
40 years of age in 1960, The same group of women
is referred to in both years.

One of the most commonly used cohort meas-
ures is the ''cumulative fertility rate," Thisis the
average number of children ever born in a cohort
up to an exact age, For example, the cumulative
fertility rate of 377 for the 1930 cohort by exact
age 20 (assumed to have been attained on January
1, 1950) means that by the time the women of this
cohort reached their 20th birthday they had borne
377 children per 1,000 women.

Series of cumulative fertility rates make it
possible to see trends in the average number of
children ever born by different ages in the repro-
ductive period, Such series are presented in fig-
ure 1. They show the long-term decline in cumu-

lative rates, which ended with the low rates of .the
1909 cohort, and the subsequent rise, which ap-
pears to be ending with the cohorts of the 1930's.

Of particular interest is the trend in the cu-
mulative fertility rate by age 50, often called the
"completed fertility rate.” Figure 1 shows the
long-term decline in completed fertility from
3,818 births per 1,000 women for the 1875 cohort
to 2,230 for the cohort of 1909, It is difficult to
predict how high completed fertility will be for
some of the cohorts still in the reproductive years
of life, but projections based on women's expecta-
tions of their future childbearing indicate thatthe
cohorts of 1931-35 will complete their families
with 3,100 to 3,500 births per 1,000 women. It now
seems probable that the cohorts of 1940 andlater
years will show some reductions in completed fer-
tility. (See Natality Statistics Analysis, 1963,2 for
a discussion of the evidence concerning future
trends in completed fertility.)

Period Fertility Rates

To a major degree, the postwar rise in fer-
tility rates was a consequence of the trend toward
larger families (that is, higher completed fer-
tility). But this is not the whole story, for ''period
fertility rates” (that is, fertility measures re-
lating to births occurring in particular calendar
years as contrasted with cohort rates) were also
influenced by the inflationary effects of certain
changes in the timing.of births. The extent to
which annual measures of fertility were inflated
in the postwar period can best be appreciated by
an inspection of the trend in the "total fertility
rate," shown in figure 2 and table 2.

The total fertility rate is the sum of age-
specific birth rates for single years of age ob-
served in a single calendar year. An important
conceptual advantage of the total fertility rate
is that it states the number of births 1,000 women
would have if they experienced a givensetof age-
specific birth rates throughout the reproductive
age span. The rate of 3,197 for 1964, for exam-
ple, means that if 1,000 women were to have the
same birth rate at each single year of age that
was observed in 1964 they would have a total of
3,197 children by the time they reached the end
of the reproductive period (assumed to be 50
years of age).
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Figure 1. Cumulative birth rates by exact age.

(Rates based on births adjusted for underregistration for all years, including 1960-~64,and on population
4 estimates adjusted for underenumeration)
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Figure 2. Total fertility rates.

(Rates based on births adjusted for underregistration for all years, including 1960-6%, and on popu-
lation estimates adjusted for underenumeration)

This feature makes it possible to compare
the total fertility rate with the completed fertility
rate. Such comparisons give some idea of the ex-
tent to which fertility in a given year may be dis-
torted by factors that can have only a temporary
effect, For example, the total fertility rate for
1957 was 3,724, This was the highest rate ob-
served in this country since the beginning of the
series in 1917, However, there was evidence from
a 1955 interview survey of married women that
no actual group of women then in the childbearing
population expected to have as many as 3,700
children per 1,000 women by the end of the repro-
ductive period. (See projected cumulative fertility
rates for ages 45-49 in table 10-7 on pages 356
and 357 of reference 4.) This meant that the 1957

rate of 3,724 was "inflated' in the sense that such
a high rate could not be maintained for a long time.
The total fertility rate would soon have todescend
to a level more compatible with the experience of.
actual groups of women living through the child-
bearing period.

The recent decline of the total fertility rate to
values close to 3,000 represents in part an in-
evitable decline from the inflated levels of 3,500-
3,700 observed throughout the period between
1954 and 1962, The total fertility rate had been
distorted upward for at least 9 years and could
no longer remain at such high levels because of
the average couple's desire for families of moder-
ate size.



Table 2,

Total fertility rates: United States, 1917-65

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

Rate Rate
Year per 1,000 Year per 1,000
‘women women

1965 mmcmmm o mm e 12,950 || 1940-cammmmmmc e mc e 2,214
196 cmmmmmmcmmemomcccmecm e ane 3,197 | 1939emccmmmmcmmcmeccccaanee 2,154
1963 - amammmmmacmmmmmcccmcmmeaea 3,331 | 1938-c-memcmmmmcmmmmmcmcmmaas 2,200
1962-cmmcmcmaccmemm e cmcm e 3,476 || 1937-cmmmcmmmacccacccamciaanas 2,147
196l ammmrmmemmmm ;e 3,620 | 1936-nmemmemmmmmcmem———————— 2,119
1960m=~me-mcmmmmmacceanc—aaae- 3,655 1935mcm-mmmmccccmaccacacanann- . 2,163
1959=cmecmmancccmmmmcmn e m i 3,669 | 1934mmmmmaccccmccmmce e 2,205
1958mm-mmcmmmmmmammemm—c—————— 3,654 || 1933mmmcaccccmmmmacmmc e 2,149
1957 mcmmmcmmmmmcmemccmcmacaana- 3,724 | 1932acmacmmmcccccamcmemocnaa—- 2,288
1956m==mmmmmmmmmemmae e mme e 3,634 | 1931acmcmmmmm e 2,376
1955=mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmcmm e e s 3,521 | 1930-m=mmmmcemmmmmmmicmcmae e 2,509
1954 mmmmmmcmcmacmmmmmemccm————— 3,501 || 1929-ccmmmcmmmm e a e 2,524
1953 mmmmmmmmcacmam e mmaccecamae 3,378 | 1928em-cmmmcmccceeceacmcaaeas 2,656
1952 - mcmcmmmcmmmm e eeemm e 3,307 | 1927-=memmmmmm e s 2,826
195]mmmmemmmmcmcmcmmmeccama—aa 3,209 || 1926m-emmoccmmmcmamm e 2,910
1950mcmmmmmmmmmmmc e mcmcm s 3,030 | 1925caccmm o 3,027
1949 ammrcmmmmcmamc e mc i an 3,030 || 1924ecmcmcmcmmmc e 3,144
1948-cmncarancacaraccccmcananan 3,013 | 1923ccccmcmcmcccmaccccmmamaas 3,116
1947 =cmammmmcccmccmmcmccamncen 3,158 || 1922ce-cmmamccmmmamcacemeeaae 3,125
1946 -mmmmmemmmcmcac e 2,829 || 1921 em-cammmcmccemccccmmaeaman 3,349
1945maamcamcmccanama e cmman——— 2,392 | 1920-mmm=-cemmmmcmmmmc—c—————e 3,273
194 mecmmacmmmm e mm——mm e 2,466 || 1919cacm~mcmcacammccaemm e naa- 3,078
1943 amcacmammanamamc o mcma—- 2,616 || 1918-eccemmmmc e mcc e ccaee 3,313
1942 mmamcmmc o acmacan e mc e 2,532 | 1917==m=mcmommmmcmccemeemmana 3,332
194l-caccmmmcannacamacccmmancnn 2,314

lprovisional estimate.

NOTE:
years of age

used to compute total fertility rates

The total fertility rate is the
for women 14-49 years of age.

sum of age-specific birth rates for single

The birth rates for

single years of age
are based on births adjusted for underregistra-

tion for all years (including 1960-65) and on population estimates adjusted for under-
enumeration. Hence, they are not precisely comparable to the birth rates and.fertility

rates shown in table 1.

For method of adjusting the population bases,
of vital Statistics,

odological Appendix in National Office

Birth Cohorts of American Women

"
3

tics—Special Reports, Vol. 51, No. 1, 1960.

Timing of Births

The temporary inflation of the total fertility
rate in the postwar period was brought about by
two overlapping shifts in the timing of births.

First, the cohorts of 1916-25 (approximately)

were having higher birth rates at the

older child-

bearing ages than the cohorts preceding them.

see the Meth-
"Fertility Tables

for

by P. K. Whelpton and A. A. Campbell, Vital Statis-

The members of these cohorts reached the early
ages of childbearing during the 1930's and early
1940's, when economic conditions and war may
have made it advisable or necessary to postpone
marriage and childbearing. By 1950, however,
when the women in these cohorts were 25-34
years of.age, they were having children at the
highest rates observed at these ages since the



cohorts of the 1890's. By 1960 they were 35-44
years of age, and the inflationary effect of their
higher fertility had virtually run its course.

A second and more important change in the
timing of births was the trend toward younger
marriage and younger childbearing by the cohorts
of 1926-35 (approximately). The women in these
groups were 15-24 years of age in 1950, their
marriage rates were high, and their birth rates
at these ages were higher than any previously
observed in this country in a series going back
to 1917. Their higher fertility at the younger
ages kept annual birth rates high throughout the
1950's.

Because these women had such high birth
rates at younger ages in the 1950's, they are
having relatively low rates at the older child-
bearing ages in the 1960's, This means that co-
horts with relatively low birth rates at the older
childbearing ages (the 1926-35 cohorts, approxi-
mately) have replaced cohorts with relatively
high rates at these ages (the cohorts of 1916-25,
approximately). The result is that fertility rates
at ages 25 and over are substantjally lower in the
1960's than in the 1950's. This can be seen from
comparisons of age-specific birth rates pre-
sented in figure 3 and table 3.

Younger childbearing increases the propor-
tion of women who have all the children they want
by a given age and thereby reduces the propor-
tion of women who want additional children at
later ages. This effect is illustrated by figure 4,
which shows the proportions of women who have
had various numbers of children by age 30. The
proportion who have had three children or more
has doubled in 20 years. This shift toward more
children has greatly reduced the proportions of
childless women and of those with one child, and
since 1955 it has also brought down the proportion
of women with only two children.

Between January 1, 1957, and January 1, 1965,
the proportion of 30-year-old women with three
children or more rose from 36 to 50 percent. This
means that the proportion with fewer than three
children by age 30 has dropped from 64 to 50 per-
cent. Because most of the women who want addi-
tional births are among those with fewer than
three children, the reduction in this proportion
implies a reduction in birth rates after age 30.
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Figure 3. Birth rates by age of mother.

(For 1959-64 based on registered live births; for
1940-59, 0n live births adjusted for underregis-
tration. Semilogarithmic scale)

Fertility at Younger Ages

The explanation offered in the preceding sec-
tion accounts only for the decline in fertility at
the older childbearing ages. Fertility has also
fallen at the younger childbearing ages (under 25
years of age, approximately), as is shown by the
age-specific birth rates in table 3 and figure 3.
One or both of two tendencies could account for
this trend:

1. Postponement of bivths to latey ages.—
Perhaps today's young couples are shift-
ing their childbearing to somewhat later
ages than the cohorts immediately pre-
ceding them. This would amount to a re-



Table 3.

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

Birth rates by age of mother: United States, 1940-64

Age of mother
Year o
10-141 15-19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | 40-44 | 45-49
years | years | years | years | years | years | years | years!
Registered births Rate per 1,000 women
1964 cccacacccancnanna mememem— 0.9 72,9 | 219,8] 178.8 | 103.5( 49.9( 13.8 0.8
1963 mmmmmcnenee e cacn e 0.9] 76.5)231.3] 185.4 ] 105.9'| 51.2| 14.2 0.9
1962«ccemacaan- Seeememecnoeaa 0.8y 81.3]243.8| 191.3| 108.7| 52.6| 14.8 0.9
196lemcccaccccccanann e 0.9 88.0] 253,61 197.8| 113.3| 55,6 15.6 0.9
1960--=-camcmmcmnm e nam 0.8 89,11 258,1| 197.4 ) 112.7| 56.2] 15.5 0.9
1959cancccmnrrcccncncananana 0.9 89,1|257.5| 198.6 | 114.4 | 57.3| 15.3 0.9
Births adjusted for
underregistration
0,91 90.4 | 260.1| 200,5| 115.6| 58.2| 15,5 1.1
0.9%{ 91,4 258,21 198.3| 116.2}! 58.3) 15.7% 0.9
1.0] 96.3]260.6| 199.4| 118,9| 59.9| 16.3 1.1
1.0| 94.61253,7|194,7 | 117.3| 59.3| 16.3 1.0
0.9! 90,5 242,0| 190,5| 116.2| 58.7| 16,1 1.0
0.9] 90.6236.2| 188.4 | 116.9 57.9] 16,2 1,0
1.0| 88.2]224.,6| 184,1 | 113.4| 56.6| 15.8 1.0
0.9 86.1|217.6| 182.01}112.6| 55.8| 15.5 1.3
0,9 87.6 211,61} 175.3}107.9| 54,1 | 15.4 1.1
1.0) 81.6)196.6| 166.1 | 103.7| 52.9| 15.1 1.2
1.0} 83,4 |200,1] 165.4}102,1| 53.5| 15.3 1.3
1.0| 81.8]200,3) 163.4103.7| 54.5] 15,7 1.3
0.9 79.31209,7| 176,0 | 111,9} 58.9} 16.6 1.4
0.7} 59,3 (181,8|161.2|108.9| 58.7| 16.5 1.5
0.8 51,11138,9]| 132.2| 100.2| 56.9| 16.6 1.6
0.8 54.3|151.,8] 136.5| 98.1 54.6| 16.1 L.4
0.8 61.7|164.0) 147.8 | 99.5| 52.8( 15.7 1.5
0.7 61.1 165,11 142,7| 91.8| 47.9| 14.7 1.6
0.7} 56.9 ) 145,41} 128,7| 85.3] 46.1| 15.0 1.7
0.7 54,1 |135.6| 122,8 83.4| 46,3| 15.6 1.9
IRates computed by relating births to mothers aged 45 years and over to women aged

45-49. years,

versal of the trend toward earlier child-
bearing.

2. Smaller families.—Perhaps young coup-
les will have fewer children altogether
than the couples who began their families
earlier in the postwar period.

At the present time, there is no reason for pre-
ferring either of these explanations to the ex-

clusion of the other. Both are probably correctto
a limited extent. (See Natality Statistics Analysis,
1963,2 for a discussion of the evidence concerning
trends in fertility at the younger childbearing
ages.)

The downward trend in the fertility of younger
women is illustrated by the cumulative fertility
rates for ages 18-24 for the cohorts of 1910 and
later (fig. 5). Recent cohorts have had fewer
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(Rates based on births adjusted for underregis-
tration for all years, including 1960-64%, and on
population estimates adjusted for underenumera~
tion. Semilogarjthmic scale)

children than the cohorts immediately preceding
them, but their cumulative fertility is still well
above the levels observed for the cohorts of
1910-20,

The recent experience of the 1947 cohort is
of interest because this was the largest cohort
born in the early postwar period. There has been
some speculation that when the women of this co-
hort became old enough to marry, they would be
unable to find husbands at the appropriate ages
(generally 2 to 3 years older) because of the
different sizes of the cohorts involved. Speaking
approximately, the women of the 1947 cohort
would ordinarily marry men from the 1944 cohort,
but there were 23 percent fewer children born in
1944 than in 1947, so there are proportionately
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fewer men available for marriage, Some of this
slack is undoubtedly taken care of by women
marrying younger men. But the sharp drop in the
cumulative fertility rate for the 1947 cohort at
age 18 (fig. 5) may result from a corresponding
drop in the marriage rate for these women. Un-
fortunately, statistics on marriages are not suf-
ficiently detailed to test this explanation. How-
ever, cumulative birth rates at ages 16 and 17
(not shown) also make the same dip for the 1947
cohort and a recovery for the 1948 cohort.

Influence of Contraceptive Pills

The effects of the increased use of the contra-
ceptive pill on recent trends in fertility are not
yet known. Certainly the pill has had some effect
independent of the many factors enumerated
above, but we do not know how large it has been.
To a considerable extent, the decline in fertility
is the expected result of certain shifts inthe ages
at which women bear children. The recent tendency
for couples to have their children somewhatlater
in life and, possibly, to have fewer children al-
together bas undoubtedly been aided by the use of
the pill, but there is no evidence concerning the
pill's independent effect on these trends. (See
Natality Statistics Analysis, 1963,2 for estimates
of numbers of women using contraceptive pills
and a discussion of the possible influence on fer-
tility of the pill.) '

The Childbearing Population

The only factor influencing future births about
which we can be reasonably certain is the size of
the childbearing population. The large number of
babies born in 1947 became 18 years of age in
1965. Those born in 1948 and subsequent years
will soon follow them and greatly increase the
number of young people in the younger child-
bearing ages. There were 6.8 million women at
ages 20-24 in 1965. By 1970 there will be 8.6
million women in this age group, 26 percent
more, according to the Census Bureau's pro-
jections. :

It is quite possible that the increasing number
of young people will offset declining birth rates
enough to produce an upturn in the annual number
of children born. Even the Census Bureau's low



series of projections shows a rise inannual num-
bers of births starting in the late 1960's and pro-
ceeding through the 1970's.”

In summary, there is a potential for an in-
crease in the annual number of births within the
next 5 or 10 years, When a rise will begin and
how great it will be are questions thatcan receive
only speculative answers at present.

THE FERTILITY OF MAJOR
POPULATION GROUPS

The foregoing discussion deals with fertility
trends in the United States as a whole, Obviously
the same description does not necessarily apply
to all components of the population. In this sec-
tion of the report, attention will be directed to-
ward the fertility of certain major population
groups.

The kinds of groups available for comparative
analysis are necessarily limited by the informa-
tion collected on birth certificates, Consequently,
comparisons of the fertility of certain important
groups in our society cannot be made. For exam-
ple, it is impossible to discover from birthregis-
tration data whether fertility is declining more
rapidly among low-income families than among
moderate- and high-incqme families. Nor is it
possible to investigate trends in fertility among
women classified by educational attainment, It
would be highly desirable, for many purposes,
to present such analyses, but the birth certifi-
cates of most registration areas do not ask for
the information needed to make this possible.
However, Puerto Rico has requested information
pertaining to the educational attainment of the
mother and father on its birth certificates since
1962. Minnesota also instituted this practice on
the 1965 revised form of its birth certificate.

At present, the only major population groups
whose fertility can be studied on the basis of in-
formation collected on birth certificates are those
identified by race and residence. Thenext section
compares fertility in the white and nonwhite popu-
lations, and the two following sections present
data for States, geographic divisions, and certain
metropolitan areas.

Fertility by Color

The fertility of the nonwhite population has
been higher than that of the white population in
all years for which relevant data are available,
In 1964, the excess of the fertility rate (births
per 1,000 women 15-44 years of age) for non-
whites over that for whites was 42 percent,

In general, both the white and nonwhite popu-
lations have followed similar trends, as the fer-
tility rates shown in figure 6 indicate, However,
the postwar rise in fertility was somewhat more
rapid for the nonwhite population. Measuring from
the low prewar levels observed in 1933-39, the
rise to the 1957 péak was 58 percent for the white
population and 65 percent for thenonwhite. Sofar,
fertility rates for the twomajor population groups
have shown no tendency to converge,

In considering fertility trends inthenonwhite
population, the question arises as to whether this
group has shown the same kinds of changesin the
timing of births and completed fertility that have
been described for the total population. Only ap-
proximate answers can be given to such questions
at the present time because cohortfertility tables
have not been developed for the nonwhite popula-
tion.

It is clear from census data that the com-
pleted fertility of nonwhite cohorts has risen
substantially—probably by a greater relative
amount than for white cohorts. Among nonwhite
women who had ever married, the lowest com-
pleted fertility rate was 2,742 children ever born
per 1,000 women for the cohorts of 1906-10 (ap-
proximately). This rate was computed from re-
ports of women who were 50-54 years of age at
the time of the 1960 census.® In 1964 a Census
Bureau survey showed that ever-maxrried nonwhite
women 30-34 years of age had already borne an
average of 3,841 childrenper 1,000women.” This
rate relates to the cohorts of 1930-34 (approxi-
mately). So by 1964 nonwhite wives in the cohorts
of 1930-34 had already borne 40 percent more
children than were borne altogether by wives in
the cohorts of 1906-10. By the time the cohorts
of 1930-34 reach the end of the childbearing pe~
riod, their fertility will exceed that of the 1906-10
cohorts by an even greater amount,

11
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Figure 6. Fertility rates by color.

(Rates per 1,000 women aged I5-44 years. For 1959-64 based on registered live births; for 1920-59, on
live births adjusted for underregistration)

Comparable statistics for white ever-mar-
ried women, in contrast, show a rise of only 22
percent from the cohorts of 1906-10 to those of
1930-34. This is based on an average of 2,317
children ever borne by white ever-married women
50-54 years old in 1960° and an average of 2,825
for comparable women 30-34 years old in 1964.7

Although these statistics are not ideal for
comparing trends in completed fertility for co-
horts of white and nonwhite women since they

12

relate to ever-married women rather than all
women and since the younger cohorts havenot yet
completed their fertility, they are the best data
available at the present time. The contrast be-
tween the rise in the rates for the ever-married
white and nonwhite women is large enoughto sup-
port the hypothesis that the completed fertility
rates for cohorts of nonwhite women have risen

more rapidly than those for cohorts of white
women. ‘



It is evident that the fertility of the nonwhite
population was temporarily inflated during the
1950's by the same kinds of factors that have been
described for the total population. The total fer-
tility rate of the nonwhite population reached a

high of nearly 4,800 in 1957, and it seems unlikely A

that any cohort of nonwhite women then in the
childbearing years of life would have such a high
- completed fertility rate. The evidence for this
belief is less firm for the nonwhite population
than for the total population, but a 1960 fertility
survey suggests that currently married women
in the cohorts of 1926-30 will have about 3,900
births per 1,000 women.8 Even if this proves to
be an understatement of the eventual rate, it seems
unlikely that the completed fertility rate for all
nonwhite women in any recent cohort will be as
high as 4,800.

What gave rise to the inflation of total fer-
tility rates to the levels of 4,700-4,800 inthe late
1950's? For nonwhite women, the rise in theage-
specific birthrates of older women appears to have
played a greater part in the inflation of fertility
than was the case for the white population. This
can be seen from table 4, which shows the per-
centage change in age-specific rates for white and
nonwhite women for the periods 1940-59 and
1959-64.* At ages 25 and over, the percentage in-
crease in birth rates was considerably greater for
nonwhite than for white women. Below age 25, the
reverse was true: rates for white women rose
faster than those for nonwhite.

These data suggest that the shift of child-
bearing from older to younger ages was not as
great for the nonwhite population as itwas for the
white population. This may have been due partly
to the fact that birth rates were already quite high
for younger nonwhite women.,

Since 1959 the age-specific birth rates for
both white and nonwhite women have declined. So
far the declines have been somewhat faster for

8The year 1959 is used in these comparisons rather than
the peak fertility year of 1957 because two sets of rates are
available for 1959: one is comparable to the rates for 1940
(based on births adjusted for underregistration), and the other
is comparable to the rates for 1964 (based on registered births
only). Also, rates for 1959 were not very different from those
for 1957,

white women, but the differencesin trends at most
ages are not great,

At the higher birth orders, however, nonwhite
rates have been falling faster than white rates.
For example, between 1959 and 1964, the number
of fifth and higher order births per 1,000 women
15-44 years of age dropped by 13 percent for the
nonwhite population and 6 percent for the white
population. This comparison is based on the
following figures:

Percént

Chaﬂge’

- 1959 1964 1959-64
Whitemenunmcenee———— 16.0 15.0 -6
Nonwhitee-mememeanan 48.8 42,3 -13

The more rapid decline of nonwhite birth ratesat
the higher birth orders probably results from a
greater ability to prevent unwanted births. A 1960
survey of attitudes and behavior associated with
family planning showed that nonwhite couples tend
to want fewer children than white couples but have
been much less successful than white couples in
controlling their fertility to the extent desired.®
Perhaps the ability of nonwhite couples to con-
trol their fertility is improving.

Comparisons of certain characteristics of
white and nonwhite births (such as sex ratio,
plurality, and period of gestation) are presented
in later sections of this report.

Fertility by States and Geographic Areas

Levels.—Comparisons of birth rates by State
for 1964 are presented in figure 7, which shows
the State birth rate and its standing in relation to
the national birth rate. Although the majority of
the State birth rates were close to the national
average, a belt of high birth rate States extends
from the South through the Southwest. Birthrates
were also high in the outlying States of Alaska
and Hawaii. On the other end of the scale, there
were States withlow birth rates scattered through-
out other parts of the country, The lowestrate was
17.9 births per 1,000 population in Oregon.

The birth rates of the four geographic regions
varied less than the rates for individual States.

13



Table 4. Birth rates

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

adjusted and not adjusted for underregistration and percent
change, by color and age of mother: United States, 1940, 1959, and 1964

Rates adjusted for Rates not adjusted
underregistration for underregistration
Color and age
Percent Percent
1940 1959 change 1959 1964 change
White
15-19 years~=-wceeeccom—- 45.3 79.8 76 79.2 63.4 -20
20-24 years-=e-—ecocmeo~ 131.4 253.3 93 251.7 212.9 -15
25-29 yearg--——--eeemememeeo- 123.6 196.7 59 195.5 175.7 -10
30-34 years-—-—--eccmmmmmwmem 83.4 112.0 34 111.3 100.1 -10
35-39 years--=ccm—mmmmem—n 45,3 55.7 23 55.1 47 .6 -14
40-44 yearS—=-ceemmccmen 15.0 14.8 -1 14.7 12.9 -12
Nonwhite
15-19 yearS-—-=mmeme—eemmaa— 121.7 167.1 37 160.5 138,7 -14
20-24 years-=——--memmmmm oo 168.5 308.9 83 297.9 269.3 -10
25-29 years--~—--ecmeemmeeea 116.3 227.3 95 220.2 200.8 -9
30-34 years-—~emeeemcmmm e 83.5 143.3 72 138.1 126.8 -8
35-39 years-—=--ecemmmm——o 53.7 78.5 46 75.0 67.5 -10
40-44 yearS—m—mmec e 21.5 23.3 8 21.2 20.8 -2

The birth rate in the West (21.1 per 1,000) was
about the same as the national average (21.0).
This is because the low birth rates in three
continental Pacific Coast States were offset by
high birth rates in the outlying States of Alaska
and Hawaii and in the Mountain States. The birth
rate in the North Central Region was also the
same as the national average, Thisleaves deviant
birth rates on the high side in the South (22.1) and
on the low side in the Northeast (19.7).

Regional differences in the birth rate, how-
ever, do notnecessarily correspond todifferences
in the fertility of women. Although the birth rate
is an appropriate measure of the impact of fer-
tility on population growth, it has long been dis-
credited as a measure of fertility, for it is af-
fected by the proportions of women at the child-
bearing ages. It is also affected by the proportion
of women who are married and by the timing of
their births,

14

Table 5 shows regional fertility differentials
in terms of more refined measures than the birth
rate. Varying proportions of women in each 5-year
age group between ages 15 and 44 are taken into
account by computing an adjusted birth rate, The
adjustment increases the comparative fertility of
the Northeast and North Central Regions, reduces
that of the'South, and does not appreciably affect
that of the West. The net effect of adjusted birth
rates is to bring the regions closer together than-
do comparisons of unadjusted birth rates.

The adjustment is based on the indirect meth-
od of standardization, the standard age-specific
birth rates being those for the total United States
in 1960. This set of rates is weighted by the
proportions of the regional population who were
women in S-year age groups between the ages of
15 and 44 at the time of the 1960 census. Although

‘regional age-sex structures have changed since

the 1960 census, the adjustments of the 1964 birth
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rates are considered to be approximately cor-
rect. They show that the age-sex structure favors
high birth rates in the South and low birth rates
in the Northeast and North Central Regions.

Table 5 also shows regional fertility differ-
ences in terms of the number of children ever
born to women aged 15-44 by June 1964, This
retrospective measure of fertility reflects the
birth rates of these women in all of their child-
bearing years to date, not just in 1964. These
previous years differ from 1964 in that regional
differences in the birth rate were formerly larger
and have since converged. Owing to this conver-
gence, regional differences in the number of
children ever born should exceed regional differ-
ences in the 1964 birth rate. ’

Compared with a base of 100 for the United
States as a whole, regional indexes of the number
of children ever born per woman range from 88
in the Northeast to 106 in the North Central Re-
gion, That this index of fertility varies more than
the adjusted birth rate by region is seen in the
sum of the deviations (without regard to sign)
from 100. The deviations of the four regions' in-
dexes sum to 8 for the adjusted birth rate and 26
for the number of children ever born.,

A further refinement is introduced by study-
ing the fertility of only those women who had
ever married by June 1964. Table 5 shows that
this refinement slightly reduces the range of the
regional differences to 93-104. This reduction is

15



Table 5. Measures of fertility by geographic region:! United States, 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

Region
Measure of fertility Ll ,
eglon North- North south West
east Central s
Birth rate per 1,000 total
population
Birth rate, unadjusted------mmeccmmne 21.0 19.7 21.0 22.1|  21.1
Birth rate, age-sex adjusted----—==-- 21.0 20.1 21.4 21.4 20.9
Number of children ever born

Children ever born per woman aged .
15=442 e e 1.93 1.69 2.05 2.02 1.99
Children ever borrn per ever-married

woman aged 15-44P —acemmm o cmemeee e 2.51 2.33 2.62 2.57 2.45

Index

Birth rate, unadjusted--~-me—memme—a— 100 94 100 105 .100
Birth rate, age-sex adjusted--------- 100 96 102 102 100
Children ever born per woman aged '

15=44% — oo e e --- 100 88 106 105 103
Children ever born per ever-married

woman aged 15-44P —memmmmcmmm e 100 93 104 102 98

1Ry place of residence as of mid-1964.

2U.S. Bureau of the Census,"Fertility of the Population, June 1964 and March 1962,"
Current Population Reports, Population Characteristics, Series P-20, No. 147, table 4,

p. 15, Figures are standardized for age.
31bid., p. 16.

brought about by omitting never-married women,
whose fertility is low. By geographic region,
never-married women constitute the greatest pro-
portion of women 15-44 years of age inthe North-
east and the smallest in the West. Removal of the
never-married women from the population aged
15-44 increases the average number of children
ever born in all regions but relatively more in
the Northeast and relatively less in the West.

Recent trends.— The decline of the birthrate
in recent years has been general, affecting every
State and geographic region of the United States.
Between 1960 and 1964, the declines averaged 11.4
percent but varied widely from State to State. In
general, the States in the West and North Central

16

Figures are standardized for age.

Regions experienced more rapid declines than
States in the South and Northeast. Table 6 and
figure 8 show the percentage decline of the birth
rate in each State between 1960 and 1964. The
largest declines took place in the eight Mountain
States, where they averaged 17.2 percent. The
second largest declines took place in the West
North Central States. Declines were least in the
East South Central Division, where theyaveraged
9.0 percent., Figure 8 shows these relative de-
clines.

Since the birth rate is affected by population
composition, notably by proportions in the child-
bearing ages, comparative declines in the birth
rate are affected by changes in these proportions.



Table 6. Birth rates and percent change: United States, each geographic division and

State, 1960 and 1964
E\Iotes to tables given on page VII]

Division and State!

1960

1964

Percent
change

United StateSe----memcmcacm e crrem e m ;e -

Geographic division

New England®e - e oo oo a oo oo oo
Middle Atlantic--=-----ccccmcm e mme e
East North Central---ceecmcmmm e cmaeaee =
West North Central--=-ecemee o e me e -
South Atlantige--=e-cccmmmcecmemcecccrrcrecrrrmem e e
East_South Central------=eeccmcm e
West South Central----=--e—cemmm e
Mountain-===-ccemmecm et ccccrccmdccmccme e m— =
Pacificremmmm e e e -

New Hampshire-====cec-mcmm s e
Vermont-=--=-sw-mccemmmccmccmcmcmecmcasecmcmmcmmcmm—a—————
Massachusetts —r==wecmmccmcccmmcrecmrcccccccnrerccmcmm——
Rhode Island-----cemecemmmmmcccccrc e crcmcccccccmm————
Connecticut==-~c-—ccmcccamccorccnrcrmcmccmrmm——cm o ———————

New YOork-====ccemme e e e
New Jersey---—=--ec-mrumcm e e mc e rem e e mccccmmccm e m e
Pennsylvania====-sc-ecmmmom e e -

Indiange==~c-ce-cmmm e e mee e e
Illinoig-=====--emmmmcm e e c e m e e
Michigan-==-=~=ccmcmrem e m et
Wisconsin=====cemccmmc e e e m e —————

South Dakotg----=-=-rm---ccmmcc e rm e mm e
Nebraska-===c--ccemmmm e e -
Kansas==-=-rmecmemcm e mr e e e e e

1By place of residence.

Birth rate per

1,000 population

23.7 21.0 | -1l.4
22.5 20.2{ -10.2
21.5 19.5 -9.3
24.2 21.3| -12.0
24.0 20.6 | -14.2
24,2 21.9 -9.5
244 22.2 -9.0
25.4 22.4 | -11.8
27.3 22.6 | -17.2
23.6 20.5 | -13.1
24.0 21.5| -10.4
22.8 21.1 7.5
241 21.2 | -12.0
22.4 19.6 | -12.5
21.4 19.7 -7.9
22.4 20.6 -8.0
21.4 19.6 -8.4
21.8 19.8 9.2
21.3 19.1| -10.3
23.8 20.8 | -12.6
24.2 22.0 29.1
23.7 21.2 | -10.5
25.0 21.7 | -13.2
25.2 21.6 | -14.3
25.7 21.8 | -15.2
23.3 20.1 | -13.7
22.7 20.1| -11.5
26.3 22.4 | -14.8
25.9 21.8 | -15.8
24.3 20.8 | -14.4
23.3 19.51 -16.3

%igures for 1964 exclude 1,800 live births in Massachusetts.
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Table 6. Birth rates and percent change: United States, each geographic division and

State, 1960 and 1964—Con.
[Notes to tables given on page vil]

Division and Statel

1960

1964

Percent
change

South Atlantic

DelaWwar@r ===~ e e e
Maryland----=~m---mo oo e
District of Columbig--=eme-emcmcmcmccrcccccccccmeccan e —e =
Virginia-=--~=eemmmm oo -
West Virginia------=--ccmccmom o e -
North. Caroling-===ce—cmmmccm e et e e
South Caroling-----—e-e-mmecmrc e cccc e m e
Georgla-==m=mmo e m e a e ccm e —— e
Florida----crmememcm e mm e e cmc ;e —m——————————————

KentUCK Y= === m s o m s r e e e e e e e e e e m
T ONTIE S SE@ = = = = = = = e m v m e i o et e et e e
Alabama--~-rmcmcemmcamc e e, a s ;e m—m e m e — o m——————
Mississippi-m==r—mm e et e

Arkansas--===--m-mcmee e c e e ce e nrc e
Loulsiana--~----=me-mm e e m e e e
Oklahomar-====mm-m e oo et e e e e m oo mm e

Wyoming--=-=r-merec e e e e e
Colorado--m=emmmm e e ce e

(0 Y=o e ket ettt

Birth rate per

1,000 population

25.9
24.9
26.0
24.1
21.2
24,1
25.1
25.3
23.3

22.7
27.7
21.9
26.0

25.9
25.7
25.8

24.5 }

32.3
28.2
29.5
25.5

22.9
21.7
23.7
33.4
27.2

23.
22.
24,
22.
19.
21.
22,
23.
20.

21.
21.
22.
24,

21,
24,
19.
22.

21.
20.
21.
20.
26.
23.
24,
24,

WO ~\I\OH

OLHhWOVUOEROYW

U= U

Ut o 0o B~

RO W

-10.
-8.
-7.
-8.
-6,
-9,

-11.
-7.

-14.

NUNHCWNOO

-9.
-8.
-9.
-9.

Wi~y

-5.
-10.
-11.
-13.

B, RXeRT, LN

-17.
-21.
-18.
-15,
-17.
-18.
-18.

-3.

VWP OUINO &

-16.
-17.
-12.
-12.

-8.

[e-RNe LN RS, e

1By place of residence.
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Relotive decline

Percent decline (U.S._decline =100}

160 or more - 140 or more

130 - 159 n4¢ - 139
10.0-1289 88 - 113
7.0 - 99 61 - 87

6.9 or less 60 or less

Figure 8. Percent change in birth rates by State, 1960-64.

(By State of residence)

In the Mountain Division, for example, the 196064
decrease in the proportion of the total population
of reproductive age (18-44) was 2.2 percent, 10
This in itself would account for a decline of the
birth rate during the period of about 2.2 percent,
which is approximately one-eighth of thetotal de-
cline. In general, the 1960-64 decline of a State
birth rate was to some extent explained by a de-
cline in the proportion of its population of repro-
ductive age.

In addition to the age composition, the color
composition of State populations may affect the
comparative declines of their birth rates. The
previous section of this report, ''Fertility by
Color," showed that since 1959 age-specific birth
rates have been declining more rapidly for white

women than for nonwhite. The magnitude of re-
cent declines in the birth rate by geographic divi-
sion is consistent with this relationship. Between
1960 and 1964 declines in the birth rate were
smallest in the East South Central Division and
the Middle and South Atlantic Divisions, which
generally have high proportions of nonwhite per-
sons. In areas with smaller proportions of non-
white persons, birth rates have tended to decline
somewhat more rapidly.

The 1960-64 decline of the birthrate was also
related to the level of the birth rate at the begin-
ning of the period. Birth rates have declined most
in areas where they were highest and least in
areas where they were lowest. As a result, re-
gional differences in birth rates have diminished.
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In 1960, for example, birth rates by geographic
division ranged between 91 and 115 percent of the
national average. In 1964 this range had narrowed
to 93-108 percent. In table 7 these figures are
represented by an index birth rate for eachof the
nine geographic divisions, the index for the Na-
tion as a whole being 100.

Table 7. Index of birth rates by geo-
graphic division: United States, 1960
and 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VII]
Division! 1960 | 1964
United States==-==w==-= 100 100

New Englalnd2 ----------------- 95 96

Middle Atlantic-~===cec=ec—-na- 91 93

East North Central-==---==«=--- 102 101

West North Central--=--=--c--- 101 98

South Atlantic--~---we--m-aa- 102 104

East South Central-~--<ce--=- 103 106

West South Centrgl--=-«-e--w- 107 107

Mountain---=-~-c-sccccmmmeacnax 115 108

Pacificm=cmmmcmmmmme e e o 160 98

1By place of residence,

2pigures for 1964 exclude
births in Massachusetts.

1,800 live

Reductions of the variation between States
can also be seen with the use of the coefficient
of variation, which is the standard deviation of
State birth rates as a percentage of the average
birth rate for all States. In 1964, the coefficient
of variation was 9.5 percent; it was 10.1 percent
in 1960 and 15.6 percent in 1940.

Fertility by Metropolitfan Residence

There were 2 587 410 births registered to
residents of metropolitan counties of the United
States during 1964, or 64 percent of the total.
Metropolitan counties are those defined by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census as being in standard
metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's). Essen-
tially, an SMSA is a county containing a city of
50,000 inhabitants or more; further details of the
definition are given in the Technical Appendix
of Volume 1 of Vital Statistics of the United
States, 1964.1
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Birth rates for large SMSA's varied according
to the geographic region in which they were situ-
ated, as shown in table 8. They were high in the
South and North Central Regions and low in the
Northeast. Birth rates for SMSA's in the West
Region were close to the national average of 21.0
per 1,000 population, ,

Although the majority of the SMSA's (21 of
37) had birth rates above the national figure, the
average SMSA birth rate unweighted by population
size was 21.2 per 1,000, This is veryclose to the
national birth rate. Thus birth rates give about
the same impetus to population growth in the large
SMSA's as in the Nation as a whole.

Between 1960 and 1964 birth rates declined
most in the metropolitan areas where they were
highest, Table 8 shows the percent decline of the
birth rate during this period for the 37 largest .
SMSA's. The annual birth rates for 1960 and 1964
are also given in that table. To insure compara-
bility, the 1960 territory of the SMSA is used and
subsequent annexations are disregarded.

The average decline of the birth rate in the
37 largest SMSA's was 12.1 percent, or 1,06
times the national decline between 1960 and 1964.
Declines during this period exceeded the national
average of 11.4 percent in 22 of the 37 largest
SMSA's. In the 3 largest SMSA's—New York, Los
Angeles, and Chicago--however, declines were
less than the national average.
~ The more rapid declines of birth rates inthe
largest SMSA's were insufficient to offset their
more rapid population growth as compared with
the total United States. According to recent Cen- -
sus Bureau estimates, the population of the 37
largest SMSA's shown here increased by 7.4 per-
cent between 1960 and 1964 and the total popula-
tion increased by 6.7 percent.11
Although the birth rates cited above show the
contribution of fertility to population growth in
metropolitan areas, they areinadequate measures
of fertility, Census Bureau data on the number of
children ever borne by ever-married women of
reproductive age show that fertility was lower
in metropolitan areas than in other areas. Among
women aged 15-44 who had ever married, those
living in metropolitan areas had borne an average
of 2.4 children by June 1964; the comparable fig-
ure for those living in nonmetropolitan areas was



Table 8. Birth rates for standard metropolitan statistical areas and percent change:
United States, 1960 and 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VH]

. 1 ‘ Percent

Region and SMSA 1964 1960 change

Birth rate per
¢ Northeast 1,000 population
Boston-Lowell-Lawrence, Mass2-=w-cmcmm o mcm e 20.1 22.5 -10.7
Buffalo, N.¥emomoommm e et 20.0 23.6 -15.3
Newark, N.J===s-ccmmco oo e 19.8 21.2 -6.6
New York, N.¥---e--roc e e e e e crccmmmr e 19.5 20.5 -4.9
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N.J=-=c-momccnccccmoma e 18.5 20.2 ~8.4
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J-==--m-commcccc e 20.3 22.7 -10.6
Pittsburgh, Pa------c---mcmmmm e - 18.2 21.3 -14.6
Providence, R.I~=w-ecmemc e ma e - 19.3 21.1 -8.5
Rochester, N.¥=-=---c-cmmcm e 21.8 22.7 -4.0
North Central

Chicago, Ill--=e-memcmec e e e e - 21.9 24.6 -11.

Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky-----e-eecmeco e cccmccmcc e 22.7 25.7 -11.

Cleveland, Ohio--==--—mcmco - 20.5 22.9 -10.

Columbus, Ohio===~c----ccmcm e e 23.0 26.6 -13.

Dayton, Ohio---==rremee e m e e 21.4 25.1 -14,

Detroit, Mich-=m=cemmrmc e e e e oo 20.9 24.6 -15.

Indianapolis, Ind---=--e-comemcm e m e ccra e e 23.7 27.0 -12.

Kansas City, Mo.-Kan§--~=---m-mcecmoccm e e e 21.6 25.8 -16.

Milwaukee, WiS-==--c-mcmmc e m e e - 22.1 26.0 ~15.

Minneapolis~-St. Paul, Minn------=-mcccmccmmma e 23.9 27.5 -13.

St. Louis, Mo.-Tll--meemmm e m e e - 21.9 25.0 =12,

South
Atlanta, Ga-~----——cm-mc e e 23.5 25.6 -8.2
Baltimore, Md--~==-~c-—mmm e 21.9 24,5 -10.6
Dallas, Tex—====-c-c-mcmocrac e ccccmcm e m——a e 22.6 25.8 -12.4
Houston, Tex----m-cceccmmcccmca e em 23.0 26.8 -14.2
Louisville, Ky.-Ind+--mcomeoc e 21.8 25.9 -15.8
Miami, Fla-=m==-=--r e e - 17.8 21.0 -15.2
New Orleans, La---=-mecccmemom oo e 24.0 27.0 -11.1
San Antonio, TeX----=-ecemeemmoccr e e 25.3 28.6 -11.5
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla-~-cwecceomom o -- 17.3 19.9 -13.1
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va===cccmmm e c e - 24,2 26.0 -6.9
West

Denver, Colo--==memmmm e e - 21.2 25.6 -17.2
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif---c-e---cmmmcmccma e 20.9 23.1 -9.5
Portland, Oreg.-Wash----m-mecmom oo e eme e 17.7 21.1 -16.1
San Bernadino-Riverside~Ontario, Calif--------—cememca-—o 21.4 24,7 ~13.4
San Diego, Calif---cwecmcmccc i 21.6 26.1 -17.2
San Francisco-0Oakland, Calif---~w--m-c-cmccccmmcccccneaex 20.9 23.4 -10.7
Seattle, Wash--=-=--ccmcm e c e S 19.0 23.0 -17.4

By place of residence; SMSA's are those established in 1960.

2Figures for 1964 exclude 1,800 live births in Massachusetts and a smaller but un-
known number in the Boston-Lowell-Lawrence SMSA.
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Table 9. Live births by sex and sex ratio at birth,

States, 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

by color and plurality: United

Color and. plurality Male Female Ratio

Males

per

Numberx 1,000
females
Total -—— e e e e e 2,060,162 11,967,328 1,047
Single=—mm e e o e e e e 2,019,630 | 1,927,704 1,048
Pluralem e = e e e e e e e e 40,532 39,624 |- 1,023
Whitemw oo e e e e 1,727,416 | 1,641,744 1,052
Single--—--——-—---—-------—--—-; ----------------------- 1,695,472 | 1,610,726 1,053
Plural em e e e e e e e e e o 31,944 31,018 1,030
Nonwhitememm oo e e e e e 332,746 | 325,584 1,022
Single=— = e e e e e 324,158 316,978 1,023
Plural~e e e e o e e e e 8,588 8,606 998

2.7.12 The lower fertility of the metropolitan
population is also shown by percentage who had
ever borne 5 children or more. In the age group
35-44, which is near the completion of child-
bearing, 14.4 percent of the metropolitan wives
had borne 5 children or more and 23.1 percent
of the nonmetropolitan. 12

CHARACTERISTICS OF BIRTHS

The following sections deal with certain
characteristics of births for which all or most
registration areas provide information. The char-

acteristics for which data can be presented are

necessarily limited by the information collected
on the birth certificate; there are certain impor-
tant characteristics, especially those relating to
the health of the newborn child or its mother, for
which there is little or no useful information at
present.

Sex Ratio -

The sex ratio of infants born in 1964 was
1,047 males per 1,000females, slightly lower than
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at any time in the past 25 years. Between 1940
and 1963, the sex ratio at birth varied within a
narrow range between 1,048 and 1,058.

The sex ratio for nonwhite births was lower
than for white births regardless of other factors
under consideration. In 1964 the sex ratio for
white births was 1,052 and that for nonwhite
births was 1,022, However, there were wide dif-
ferences between the sex ratios for various non-
white groups.

Sex vatio
All nonwhite groups---- 1,022
Negro-—m=—mmemcmccme e e 1,020
Indian~-~--cmcmcmmmem e 1,016
Chinege- ~m-memmmmmacee aam 1,122
Japanese - -~~ecmmmam e e 1,073
Other races -w--cmece mcewe 1,038

A comparison between the sex ratio for single
and plural births shows that single births had a
higher proportion of males than live births in
plural deliveries. There was a considerable dif-
ference between white and nonwhite births re-
gardless of plurality (see table 9).



Table

10. Sex ratio at birth,

by live-birth order,
States, 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

race, and age

of mother: United

Live-birth order
Race and age of mother -
. . . Sixt
Total || First| Second | Third | Fourth | Fifth and over
Total Males per 1,000 females

All ages-----===vccman-- 1,047 1,058 1,048 | 1,050 1,042 { 1,037 1,026

15-19 years--=-=w-mcee—omocna- 1,056 1,065 1,035¢ 1,032} 1,034 1,118 1,378

20-24 years----===-cm-eomoooo- 1,050 1,054 1,053| 1,046 1,036 | 1,058 1,000

25-29 years--=-=-mm-cmcmcnna_- 1,047 1,049 1,049} 1,053 1,047 | 1,033 1,032

30-34 years---=-----mmmcmmemaoo 1,039 1,066 | 1,030 1,056 1,037 | 1,025 1,031

35-39 years-----~-c-ccammoc-u- 1,039 1,047 1,056 | 1,050 1,052 | 1,046 1,022

40-44 years---------mcmmcaea-o 1,029 1,064 1,052} 1,060 1,023 1,038 1,014
White

All ages----==emem—cmmn- 1,052 1,061 1,052 1,053 1,046 | 1,041 1,037

15-19 years~-----ce-——omeena—- 1,066 1,074] 1,042] 1,046 1,084 833 1,154

20-24 years--------—————cc-c-- 1,053 1,056 1,055 1,048 1,041 | 1,073 1,014

25-29 years=--m----commmmmoe—- 1,051 1,050 1,052 1,055| 1,053 1,037 1,037

30-34 years-m=--smmmmc—moccmeno— l,046 1,063 1,041 1,061 1,041} 1,034 1,039

35-39 years---mcmemmmmcmaem e 1,044 | 1,053 | 1,049| 1,046 1,048 | 1,041 - 1,040

40-44 years==e=msececm——cmee | 1,044 {| 1,073| 1,067| 1,073 | 1,026 { 1,056 1,029
Nonwhite

All ages~--=c=-==cmwocan 1,022 | 1,035| 1,021 1,032} 1,019 | 1,020 1,004

15-19 years---e---comemmmeeao— 1,026 1,030 1,019 | 1,013 997 1 1,285 1,500

20-24 years=---==-eme—uon——o—- 1,034 1,039 1,039 | 1,039 1,022 | 1,038 990

25-29 years--------c-cmemcmua- 1,022 1,038 1,008 | 1,035 1,011 | 1,017 1,025

30-34 years--------ccmecmmma-- 1,002 || 1,090 929 | 1,004 ! 1,007 974 1,015

35-39 years---c-memme—eaaooo—- 1,016 998 1,122 1,093 1,098 | 1,087. 976

40-44 years=-=-=mmcmec—caccn-- 959 981 917 929 982 894 968
Negro

All ages----===-me—eoa-- 1,020 1,031 1,021 1,030 1,017 | 1,017 1,005

15-19 years=--=w-ccoc—cncreu—- 1,024 1,026 1,020 | 1,015 995 [ 1,292 | 1,458

20-24 years---=msmecmcacoce—oo- 1,032 1,034 1,038 1,040 1,017 | 1,042 991

25-29 years--------ccer——cmoaa 1,019 1,033 1,006 | 1,024} 1,011 {1,010 1,027

30-34 years----------mmemaeao- l 003 l 090 925 1,008 1,017 970 1,014

35-39 yearsm-=e--cmc-ccoecmaaoo 1,011 || 1,011) 1,109 | 1,084| 1,080 | 1,068 978

40-44 years--==-c--cmcan—aa——~ 960 916 945 915 1,000 911 969
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deliveries and ratio

Table 11. Number of live births in plural
of plural 1live

Table 12. Ratio of plural live births to
total live births, by color and age of
mother: United States, 1964 '

[Noces to tables given on page VII]

births to total live births: United
States, 1944, 1950, and 1956-64
[Notes to tables given on page viI]
Numbe; of Ratio
Year Hnpheay” | Ber 1,000
deliveries live births
1964-~-mmmun- 80,156 19.9
1963----=mcunn 81,158 19.8
1962-------m-- 81,306 19.5
1961-----uu--- 86,100 20.2
1960-------=-- 86,684 20.4
1959--cremuua- 87,654 20.6
1958----cecuun 86,610 20.6
1957---cmmana- 87,158 20.5
1956-~=—emmaen 88,816 21.3
1950-======nu- 74,456 20.9
1944~ ccmcae - 56,362 20.2

As in the past, the sex ratio for 1964
generally decreased with age of mother and live-
birth order; however, this relationship did not
usually hold true for a cross-classification of
any single birth order with age of mother, as
shown in table 10,

Plural Births

Over the past 20 years there has been no
noticeable trend in the rate of occurrence of plural
births (see table 11). Ninety-eight percent of the
births occurred in single deliveries. Very little
change can be seen in the relationship between
age of mother and the occurrence of plural births.
The incidence of plural births increased with age
of mother through age 39 and decreased slightly
over 40 (see table 12),

While 1 in 50 live births occurred ina plural
delivery, this was not true for all races; lin
every 54 white live births was from a plural
delivery but 1 in only 38 nonwhite live births.
Orientals had a lower twinning rate than white
persons.

Since the frequency of twins increased with
higher birth order, the high Negro twinning rates
may be due partly to the large proportion of
higher order births among them.
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.. | Non-
Age of mother Total | White white

Ratio of plural live
births per 1,000
total live births

All ages----1| 19.9 18.7 26.3
15-19 years------- 12.5 11.8 14.8
20-24 years------- 1l6.7 15.6 23.3
25-29 years------- 21.5 20.0 30.7
30-34 years--==--- 26.9 25.2 36.2
35-39 years------- 29.4 27.6 39.2
40-44 years~------ 24.0 22.3 32.9

Attendant at Birth and Place

of Delivery

In 1964 the vast majority of live births were
classified as having been delivered by physicians
in hospitals. This group consists of all births in
hospitals and those births delivered in "clinics"
by physicians. N

Using this definition, figures for 1963 and 1964
show no change in the proportion of white births
delivered by physicians in hospitals, but for non-
white births the proportion rose from 87.9t0 89.0
percent,

In 1964 there were more white births de-
livered by physicians in hospitals than nonwhite
births, as the following figures show:

Al White  Nonwhite
bivths  births births
Totale=am=omo- 100.0 100.0 100.0
Physician in
hospital -=~=-=--- 97.5 99.1 '89.0
Physician not in
hospital --~==m=-- 0.7 0.4 2.0
Midwife~m= = =====~ 1.5 0.3 8.0
Other and not ‘
specified---- ---- 0.3 0.2 1.0



The largest increases in the proportions of
nonwhite births delivered by physicians in hos-
pitals occurred in the geographic divisions where
these proportions were smallest—the South At-
lantic (82.4 to 83.9 percent) and the East South
Central (65.4 to 67.4 percent),

In certain geographic divisions there were
- small declines in the proportion ofhospital births.

In five of the nine divisions, over 99 percent of all

births occurred in hospitals.

Table 13 is a percentage distribution of 1964
births by place of delivery and person in attendance
as recorded on the birth certificate. Since this
table makes a distinction between births occurring
in hospitals and those in clinics, it indicates that
2.2 percent of the births classified as occurring
in hospitals were reported to have occurred in
clinics. Further, while most hospital births were
delivered by physicians, a very small proportion
were delivered by midwives (0,1 percent for the
United States) and 2.4 percent were delivered by
other and unspecified persons. It seems likely
that most of the attendants in the latter category
were physicians whose handwriting was so il-
legible that their titles were not distinguishable.

Many of the midwives belong to a group of
registered nurses trained in obstetrics who are
known as ‘‘certified nurse midwives." New York
had the largest number of babies delivered in
hospitals by midwives (1,886). The remainder of
the 3,902 were delivered in several other States.
Usually the number for a State is less than 300—
a group small enough that one or two persons
could reasonably deliver all of them ina year. No
complete investigation of these births has been
made, If the number of deliveries conducted by
nurse midwives in hospitals increases, more at-
tention will be focused on them in the future.

Only 4.8 percent of all births occurred out-
side hospitals; 2.9percent of these were delivered
by physicians, 1.5 percent by midwives, and 0.3
percent by other and unspecified persons.

In some States where a large proportion of
births occur outside hospitals, most of them are
delivered by midwives—Alabama, Georgia, and
Mississippi. There are other States where alarge
proportion of births occur outside hospitals but
they have the benefit of a physician in attendance—
Arizona, Kansas, and Nevada. Arkansas, South

Carolina, and Texas have large numbers of births

outside hospitals delivered by bothphysicians and
midwives.

Birth Weight and Period of Gestation

The weight of an infant at birth is one of the
most easily obtained indicators of his maturity
and, at certain levels, a good predictor of his
future health. Infants weighing less than 2,501
grams or more than 5,000 grams have high risks
of neonatal mortality. It has recently been shown
that the "immature" babies (those weighing less
than 2,501 grams or 5 pounds, 9 ounces) also have
higher risks of morbidity if they survive and may,
in fact, never quite catch up in physical and
intellectual growth with the more maturemembers
of their cohort, 14 '

In Natality Statistics Analysis, United States,
1962,15 there is a detailed discussion of the
trends in birth weight and gestation distributions
since 1950. Since there have been no noticeable
changes in thetrend since 1962, further discussion
is unnecessary; therefore this section considers
several of the environmental and biologic vari-
ables that are associated with variation in birth
weight and gestation.

There is an important differential in birth
weight between white and nonwhite babies. The
median weight for white infants (3,320 grams)
in 1964 was 190 grams higher than for nonwhite
infants (3,130 grams). This was due to a much
larger proportion of immature births amongnon-
white babies (13.9 percent) than among white
(7.1 percent).

This differential can probably be attributed
to poorer access to good prenatal care, poorer
nutrition on the part of the mother, and generally
lower socioeconomic status of the nonwhite popu-
lation.

Sex and plurality.—Birth weight was in-
fluenced by both sex and plurality of the baby, as
is shown in table 14. Among both white and non-
white infants, boys had a higher median birth
weight than girls. This was true for babies born
in single and plural deliveries. Infants from plural
deliveries had comsiderably lower birth weight
than single births. This was due in part to the
large proportion born prematurely (before 37
weeks of gestation),
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Table 13, Percentage distribution of live births, by plaigszf delivery and attendant: United States and each
State,

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

OO0 AHWH OMYUPL NOFMO HENW BONWL

Place of delivery énd attendant
2 Clinics, other specified
. Hospitals and unknown places
State
Other Other
Physi- Nurse Physi- [ Nurse
Total J and not | Total and not
cian midwife specified clan | midwife specified
Percentage distribution
United States=-~-m-=-=c-m==uou= | 95.2 92.7 0.1 2.4 4.8 2.9 1.5 0.3
Alabama--====rocmr e e 84,0 8l.7 0.2 2.1 16.0 3.3 12.2 0.
Alagkae-===--moocme s me e mam e —m e e e e 92.6 80.8 0.0 11.7 7.4 2,6 2.1 2,
ArizZong-=-----ccmcmmcmm e e mm e 87.9 87.7 0.0 0.2 12,1 10.2 0.8 1,
Arkansas=---===cc--memmsmeccmm—e—no——aa o 83.3 79.2 0.1 4,0 16.7 9.4 6.7 0.
Californigm~-=me-m-cmmmemccmm e mcameaoo 98.4 90.5 0.0 7.9 1.6 1.3 0.0 0.
Colorado=-=====-mumcemcm e m———— 98.7 98.3 0.0 0.4 1.3 1.0 0.1 0.
Connecticut====~r-=cmamenaaaan - 98.5 9L.5 0.0 7.1 1.5 1.4 - g.
Delaware=----rme-cormorcsem e 99.0 97.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 0.3 0.5 0.
District of Columbia-- 99.2 99.2 - 0.1 0.8 0.7 - 0.
Florida--- -- 92.4 91.7 0.3 0.4 7.6 4,1 3.1 0.
Georgia- 87.1 80.2 0.1 6.8 | 12.9 4,6 6.7 1.
Hawaiim--==c=r==m=n 99.4 99.1 - 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.0 0
Idahom===mrem=meo e e 99.4 98.3 - 1.1 0.6 0,2 0.0 0.
I1linoig~-====rc-c-ormmmmmcc—a—c———e oo 98.5 97.0 - 1.5 1.5 0.6 0.0 0.
Indiana=-------====-sccmmmeccmmc e na—— - 98.8 94,2 - 4,5 1.2 1.1 - 0.
R e L L L L L R L L L L 99.7 99,2 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.
Kansas--~===c=mcmcmrmecacmmc e ————— 85.4 85.0 0.0 0.4 | 14.6 14,5 0.0 0.
Kentucky---=r-=mmcommm e e e e 93.7 93.0 0.4 0.3 6.3 4,2 1.8 0.
Louisiana-=-=----rremmmecmccmcmneeaennn 96.0 94.5 0.1 1.4 4.0 1.8 2.1 0.
Maine—--------=smcmmmmemeenemmme—ce oo 91.1 90.4 - 0.6 8.9 8.3 - 0.
Maryland=--~-~-==--- 98.8 96.9 0.1 1.9 1.2 0.7 0.4 0.
Massachusetts 99.8 93.9 0.0 6.0 0.2 0.1 - 0.
Michigan---------==mmmcoccmcmaumcmcanao 98.2 98.1 0.0 0.1 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.
Minnesota-=----=-memmmmmee e 99.6 98.8 0.0 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.1
Mississippime----=cccmmccmmm e aeae 68.8 67.9 0.2 0.8} 31.2 9.1 21.5 0.6
Missouri--=-ro-memmeem e m e 94.0 93.3 0.0 0.7 6.0 5.5 0.4 0.2
Montana=-========reemmemcccccec——aca— e~ 99.3 97.8 0.1 1.4 0.7 0.2 0.3 0.1
Nebraska-e=---=-cmcmrancon e cm e ne 98.3 96.8 - 1.4 1.7 1.6 0.0 0.1
Nevada---------c-memmm e 90.2 89.1 - 1.0 9.8 9.7 - 0.2
New Hampshire----=meo-ceocromcocmoaaan- 99.7 99.6 - 0.1 0.3 0.2 - 0.0
New Jersey-----w-m==ommmcommmncamnne——— 97.3 96.0 0.0 1.3 2.7 2.5 0.0 0.2
New MeXicOm-=c-===-reomcmcocomcamm e 92.7 90.7 1.0 0.9 7.3 4.9 1.7 0.8
New York-----c-ecomemmmmm e e e 97.8 94.2 0.5 3.0 2,2 1.9 - 0.3
North Carolina-------r-mr-cwmmocnocanan 92,5 91.0 0.1 1.4 7.5 3.7 3.5 0.3
North Dakota-----<e-rmememmommemccmmme 91.3 91.1 - 0.2 8.7 8.6 0.0 0.1
i 99.4 98.0 - 1.4 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.1
93.8 93.2 0.0 0.6 6.2 5.4 0.6 0.2
98.3 97.8 - 0.5 1.7 1.4 0.0 0.3
95.6 91.3 - 4,3 4.4 4,2 0.0 0.2
99.8 97.8 - 2.0 0.2 0.2 - 0.0
South Carolina---=--=-=meeommmeeae—eea 82.7 8l.6 0.1 1.0| 17.3 7.6 8.8 0.9
South Dakota=----=-===c--rmomemen————— 99.0 98.2 0.1 0.7 1.0 0.3 0.4 0.2
TennessSee==—-n=-==r=rememomoco—— oo - 92.7 91.4 0.1 1.3 7.3 5.1 1.8 0.4
TeXa§==m=m=m=mmmm—m e ememm— e —— e 88.0 87.7 0.1 0.2] 12.0 7.7 3.9 0.4
Utah=r=smmmcmmmmecemmmmocmn e - 98.0 96.3 - 1.7 2.0 1.5 - 0.5
Vermont--------==smemmeme e e e ———— e 99.4 98.7 - 0.7 0.6 0.6 - 0.0
Virginig---~-----cmmmmm e e oo 94.5 93.8 0.1 0.7 5.5 1.8 3.3 0.3
Washington=-----e=memmmcmma e mmnc e 99.3 98.6 - 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.1
West Virginia 94,6 94,2 0.1 0.3 5.4 4.8 0.3 0.2
Wisconsin~-=~===r=r=n---n 99.3 98.7 0.0 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.0
Wyominge==--=====rmeuromeommm——mo—mann 99.6 99.1 - 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.1

By State of occurrence.

2Hospital births here include only those births occurring in hospitals or in institutions,but in previous pub-
lications of natality statistics they include, in addition, births delivered by physicians in cliniecs.
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Table 14. Median birth weight in single
and plural deliveries, by color and sex:
United States, 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VH]

Color and sex| Total| Single| Plural
White Median b;;ggsweight in
Both sexes-| 3,320 3,330 2,450
Male-————--—m-=| 3,380 | 3,390| 2,490
Female-w===—e—- 3,260 3,270 2,400
Nonwhite
Both sexes-| 3,130 3,140 2,290
Male-==mememuam 3,180 3,200 2,320
Female-=m—=mm~- 3,070 3,090 2,250

'Computed to nearest 10 grams on basis
of exact conversion of interval 1limits
from pounds and ounces.

Age and live-bivih ovdey.—Maternal age and
live-birth order both were positively correlated
- with birth weight, as shownintable 15.In general,
median birth weight increased consistently with
age of mother and live-birth order.
Whether white or nonwhite, mothers less than
15 years old had children with relatively low
weight., A majority of these children were ille-
gitimate, and both the mothers' immaturity and
their reluctance to seek early prenatal care
probably were factors affecting the weight of the
babies.
_ With increasing age, however, first birthshad
a higher median weight, This trend was reversed
for women over 30. This was true for both white
and nonwhite women. There are increased risks
of certain complications of pregnancy in primip-
arae who are over 35 years of age., When the
fetus is subjected to these complications there

appear to be increases in stillbirths, immaturity,
neonatal deaths, and abnormalities.

Very close spacing of births also appears to
be detrimental. Since we do not have information
on the length of time between births, this can
only be inferred from youngmaternal age and high
birth order. For white mothers 15-19 years of
age, the highest median weight was for first
births. For each order thereafter median weight
decreased. For mothers who had had more than
four children, the median weight of the latestwas
only 3,060 grams. This was the lowest weight of
any group among the white mothers.,

Close spacing of births does not appear to
have any effect on young nonwhite women, who
have children with very low birth ‘weight regard-

less of birth order.
There are some small declines in birth weight

with increasing maternal age after age 30 for
some categories of lower order births. However,
this tendency does not extend to the higher order
births.

Gestation.—The best method so far developed
to estimate length of pregnancy from information
on the birth certificate is to measure it from the
beginning of the mother's last menstrual period
(LMP). For 1964, LMP was available on the
certificates of only 4 of the 54 registration
areas: Baltimore, District of Columbia, New York
City, and California. Other States are adding this
item to their certificates, and more accurate
data on gestation should be available for a larger
number of areas in the near future; at present,
however, they request only the physician's es-
timate of the length of pregnancy.

A major limitation of the gestation data for
the United States as a whole is shown by a
tremendous concentration at 40 weeks of gestation.
According to the table shown on p. 29, 67 percent
of the births occurred at 40 weeks of gestation.
This heaping is probably due to a tendency to
look at a normal healthy baby weighing 6 to 9
pounds and decide that it is full term and,
therefore, 40 weeks., However, the chances that a
baby will arrive exactly 'on time" are small,
Two weeks in either direction is considered a
reasonable margin of error. A comparison with
data from LMP reporting areas supports this
contention. These data show that only 23 percent
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Table

15. Median birth weight, by live~birth order, color, and age of mother: United
States, 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

Live-birth order
Color and age of mother Total® feh
- o Fift
First |Second (Third ]Fourth and over
Total Median birth weight in grams®
All ages-—mm-mmmmcmmm——————— 3,290 3,250 | 3,290 3,320} 3,330 | 3,340
Under 15 years---—meoememcmemmeacoon- 3,050{ 3,050 | 3,010| (® %) )
15-19 years-«~-eccaccamcmc e 3,210} 3,220 3,190 3,160 3,120 3,060
20-24 years——w——ccmmccm e 3,280 3,260 | 3,300 3,290 3,260 3,220
25-29 yearS—-e=-—mmmccm e e - 3,320 3,240 | 3,3204 3,350( 3,340 3,310
30-39 years--esmmeemmcomm e 3,340} 3,210] 3,300 3,330 3,360 3,370
40-49 yearS-—-ec-recccmc e - 3,360( 3,200 3,270} 3,300 3,340 3,410
White
All ageS==--memmmme e m 3,320 3,270 | 3,320 3,340| 3,360 3,390
Under 15 years--mmmmmmrmmowomon————— 3,200] 3,190 .| & ) (%)
15-19 years-—ee-—cemccemrac e : 3,270f 3,270 3,260} 3,230| 3,210 3,060
20-24 yearS—=~ecrcrm e 3,310( 3,280 3,330 3,330( 3,310 3,300
25-29 years--c-cmcmc et 3,3404 3,260 3,340) 3,360| 3,370 3,360
30-39 years——er-cmsmm e 3,360} 3,230 3,310 3,350} 3,380 3,410
40-49 yearS—eemme e e 3,3904 3,220 3,280 3,310 3,360 3,450
Nonwhite
All AgeS--mmmmmemmc o ———— 3,130 3,050 | 3,100{ 3,140 3,160 3,210
Under 15 years---mmmeemm-eee—e—————— 2,960 2,960 | 2,970| (%) (%) *
15-19 years——=---emmmmcmmmmmcmcmeee = 3,030] 3,030 | 3,030 3,050| 3,050 3,060
20-24 years--=c-memmmmemmmc—————— 3,110/ 3,070 | 3,110/ 3,130 3.150 3,130
25-29 years----mmm—mmmemmmc e c;———en 3,170l 3,090 | 3,150} 3,180 3,190 3,200
30-39 years---—-=-=-ccmmmmmmmmmammeen 3,210 3,040 | 3,150 3,150 3,190 3,240
40-49 FEATS-mmmmmmmmmmmmcmmm e 3,240 3,030 | 3,170 | 3.160| 3,180 3,270 .

*Includes not stated live-birth order, which is not distributed.

2Computed to nearest 10 grams
pounds and ounces.

®Fewer than 250 cases in age of mother and birth order.
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of the babies were born after exactly 40 weeks of
gestation,

Completed weeks Unitea ~ LMP

of gestation States  areas

All periods~-====-- 100.0  100.0
Under 20 weeks-=-=r-=n-e- 0.0 0.1
20-27 weeks-=--mmom—mnaa- 0.6 0.7
28-31 weeksr=rrmmmcecaaa- 0.8 1.2
32-35 weeksrmmmmemmcanan- 2.4 5.0
36 weeks~==m==-mmcceecom- 3.0 3.4
37-39 ,weeks-=-----mmecenao 17.2 39.3
40 weekS---==memmcmmma——- 67.3 23.1
41-42 weekS~====--mmm——=- 7.3 21.3
43 weeks and over-------- 1.3 5.9

The length of the period of gestation is also
used to define prematurity. A birth is defined as
premature if it occurred after fewer than 37
weeks of gestation. For the United States as a
whole, 6.9 percent of the births were premature in
1964. For the LMP areas, the comparable propor -
tion was 10.4 percent,

All further discussion of period of gestation
is based on the four areas reporting LMP. Data
for the other States and for the United States
can be obtained from Volume I of Vital Statistics
of the United States, 1964.1

The sex of the child does not appear to affect
the length of time én ufero. The median length of
gestation was about a week longer for white boys
and girls (40.0 and 40.2 weeks, respectively) than
for nonwhite boys and girls (39.2 and 39.3 weeks).

Plural births had shorter periods of gestation
than single births for both white and nonwhite
deliveries, as shown by the following median
numbers of weeks:

Color of child Single Plural
WHhite mmemmmmems e oo 40.1  37.8
Nonwhite ~=mmmmeec e eecm e e 39.3  36.8

There is.normally a close relationship be-
tween the period of gestation and the infant's
birth weight, The median weight at each gestation
interval increased through the completion of 42
weeks. For babies that were 3 weeks or more
overdue there was a slight decrease inthe median
weight, as shown in table 16.

Table 16. Median birth weight, by color
and period of gestation: Baltimore,
California, District of Columbia, and

New York City combined, 1964
[Notes to tables given on page VII]

Period of . Non-
gestation! Total |White |h:po
Median birth weight

in grams?

All periods---| 3,266 || 3,301 3,103
20-27 weeksS—-===m= 957 899 | 1,860
28-31 weeks—--——-= 1,831 1,739 1,993
32-35 weeks-=-~=-- 2,629 | 2,620| 2,646
36 weekS—mmcccoea- 2,873 || 2,888| 2,836
37-39 weeks———-=-= 3,196 || 3,220 3,092
40 weekS—-emoccaaa 3,365 (| .3,390| 3,245
41-42 weeks—===e== 3,458 3,488 3,291
43 weeks and over-| 3,425 || 3,466| 3,253

1The period of gestation is measured
from the first day of the last menstrual
period. "All periods" includes not stated
period of gestation, which is not dis-
tributed.

2Computed to nearest 10 grams on basis

of exact conversion of interval limits
from pounds and ounces.

NOTE: Refers only to births occurring

" within the selected registration areas.

From the previous discussion one would ex-
pect that nonwhite infants would weigh less at
a given length of gestation than white infants.
This was true only for infants born alive after
the 35thweek of gestation. Nonwhite babies born
earlier than 32 weeks weighed considerably more
than white babies, Many investigators have shown
this, and some hypothesize that the nonwhite
fetus matures more rapidly at these early ages.

For the LMP areas, births can be divided
into four maturity groups, as shown by the follow-
ing percentages:

Birth weight
Length of gestation mmatuve  Mature
Premature-----=emeca-- 4.4 5.9
Mature ----=====vm-mu-- 3.7 86.0
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Eighty-six percent of .all newborn infants were
mature by both criteria. For the remaining
three groups (14.0 percent of the births) there
are varying risks., Studies conducted in New
York City!® and Baltimore!? have shown that the
highest risk of neonatal death is among babies
with immature weight. Those who are gestationally
mature have somewhat lower risks of death,
The other high-risk group, babies weighing 2,501
grams or more but having been iz ufevo fewer
than 37 weeks, have higher risks of neonatal
death than the completely mature births. While
these risks are higher than normal, they are
not nearly as high as for either of the groups
of infants weighing less than 2,501 grams, It is
apparently more important that an infant weigh
at least 2,501 grams than that he complete more
than 37 weeks of gestation. :

Season of Birth

Table 17 shows the monthly indexes of births
in the United States since the latter half of the
1930's. This is the ratio of the actual number of
births in a month to the average monthly number
for each calendar year. Adjustments have been
made for the varying number of days per month,

In 1964, as in past years, the monthly in-
dexes showed two peaks, a minor peak in February
and a major peak in September, Below-average
indexes were observed for January-May and
November and December; the intervening months,
June-October, had above-average indexes. The
maximum index occurred in September (107.7)
and the minimum in April (94.9).

In the 30 years since 1935, the seasonal
pattern of births in the United States has changed
little. The minor peak of the bimodal distribution
has always been in February and the major peak
in September. The difference separating these
peaks has widened slightly with a diminution of
the February peak and an accentuation of the
September peak.

While the pattern of monthly births has been
fairly stable, the degree of monthly fluctuation
has tended to increase. The standard deviations
of the monthly indexes within calendar yearshave
exhibited a long-term increase, which appears to
have ended in the 1950's. The standard deviation
of the monthly indexes rose from 3.6 in 1935 to
4.8 in 1953 and has since declined to 4.0 in 1964.
The major contributions to these trends can be
traced to two population segments—the nonwhite
group and persons in the South Geographic

Table 17. Monthly index of live births: United States, 1935-64
[[Notes to tables given on page VII]
Month of 1955-} 1950- | 1945-| 1940~ | 1935~
occurrence '1964 1963 | 1962 | 1961 | 1960 59 52 49 Ll 39
Total----| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0{ 100.0| 100.0{ 100.0
January-------- 97.4}1 96.41 96.4t 96.3| 96.3} 96.6| 97.8! 99.1| 99.9( 100.0
February------- 99.8| 98.5| 98.5| 98.6| 98.5( 98.7| 99.7| 100.2} 101.6| 102.5
March---------- 97.4| 98.0] 98.1| 98.0| 97.8| 97.3)y 97.7] 98.1] 99.5| 10l.4
April-~-=---w=-- 94.9) 95.0f{ 94.9| 94.8| 94.7| 93.9| 93.2| 93.5| 95.7 97.3
May-------=---- 95.9| 94.2 94.0| 94.1L| 94.1| 94.1| 92.9) 92.8| 94.3 96.6
June--~--=~----- 100.7( 97.3| 97.5| 97.5| 97.7| 98.1| 99.0| 98.8| 98.6 98.6
July---====---- 105.0 (1 103.2| 103.4{ 103.4| 103.6 104.2) 104.7| 103.3| 103.5| 104.2
August--------- 104.0| 106.9| 106.7 | 106.7| 106.5| 106.6| 106.6 | 105.9| 105.8| 105.5
September------ 107.7| 108.6| 108.7| 108.7| 108.6| 108.4| 107.7| 107.0| 106.3 | 105.3
October-------- 102.1( 102.9| 102.9| 103.0} 103.2| 103.1) 102.8| 102.8 | 100.8 98.7
November------- 98.0 ) 99.4] 99.4) 99.4] 99.5] 99.5] 99.4] 100.1'} 97.8 95.6
December------- 97.0) 99.6| 99.6f 99.5| 99.4| 99.37 98.5| 98.1| 96.5 9.4

NOTE: Ratio of monthly daily average
100.

30

to calendar year daily average multiplied by



Region—both of which have unusually large a-
mounts of seasonal variation. The nonwhite group
and the South have accounted for most of the
change in the amount of seasonal variation,
Details of these differentials may be found in
an earlier report:.18

Effect of seasonality on birth and fevtility
vates.~—Variations in the monthly incidence of
births within the calendar year can be analyzed
into several components: the trend-cycle (T), the
seasonal component (S), and the irregular move-
ments (I). The BLS Seasonal Factor Method?? is
used for this purpose with data for the 10-year
period 1955-64.

Factor (T) is approximated by a 12-month
moving average of the observed monthly number of
births, It is then removed by division, leaving

(S) x (I). Fitting a smoothed curve to these residual -

components removes the randomly distributed
factor (1), leaving (S).

Table 18 shows the seasonal factor (S) for
each month of 1964, These factors yield seasonally
adjusted monthly birth rates when divided into
the unadjusted monthly rates. The seascnally
adjusted rates may be interpreted as those that
would result from the elimination of the character-
istic seasonal pattern of births for the 10-year
period ending with 1964. To facilitate compari-
sons, the rates based on a monthly incidence of
births are inflated to anannual basis. The trend of
these rates suggests that the year's decline did
not really begin until August, before which fairly
stable rates prevailed. .

Illegitimacy

An estimated 275,700 illegitimate live births
occurred in the United States in 1964. This is
almost 7 percent of the 4,027 490 children bornin
that year. The increase of 16,300 illegitimate

Table 18. Seasonal factors and seasonally adjusted birth rates and fertility rates, by
month of occurrence: United States, 1964

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

Seasonally adjusted
rates?
Seasonal

Month of occurrence factor Births per | Births per
1,000 1,000 women

population | aged 15-44
Totadleremeeecererc e e ccrcm e e a e —— 100.0 21.0 104.8
January==m=mmmecccrmacc e e ncmcscs e n e m e ———— 96,6 21.4 106.5
Februaryeerremmcwcncr e n e r e m e e e ———— 98.5 21.4 106.9
March-e=recmssmecccccc e ccmcm e e e e - 97.8 21,1 105.0
Aprilecccm e e e e e 95.0 21.1 105.1
J N R Lt T L L E LT 95.1 21.3 106.0
L L L L L L LS P SR 97.9 21,7 108.0
B e L e ettt 103.3 21.4 106.5
AUSUSEmmmmemeremr e e e e cccccc e ——- 106.7 20.5 102,1
September 108.1 20,9 104.2
Octoberemem=wa 102.9 20,8 103.6
NovVember ——=rcccnmmnnmmaner e ca e n—— e —————————— 99.0 20,7 103.3
Decemberem=an-= EeemeNmmemm e eeen—em———— - ————————— 99,2 20.5 101.9

IBased on 1955-64 data using the BLS Seasonal Factor Method (1964) of the U.S. De-

partment of Labor,

2The quotient of the unadjusted rate and the seasonal factor; monthly rates are in-

flated to an annual basis.
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births between 1963 and 1964 follows the pattern of
an annual increase in the number of illegitimate
births seen in almost every year since 1938
(the first year for which estimates of the number
of illegitimate births were made for the entire
country).

All data on illegitimate births for the United
States as a whole are based on the reports of
illegitimacy from 34 States and the District of
Columbia, In making estimates for the entire
United States, the States are grouped into nine
geographic divisions. The ratio of illegitimate
births to total live births for the residents of
reporting States in each division is then applied
to all live births occurring to residents of that
division. The sum of the estimates for the nine
divisions is the estimate for the United States.
These estimates are prepared for white and non-
white births separately.

Trends in the number of illegitimate births
are affected by two factors: (1) changes in the
rate of illegitimacy—that is, in the risk that an
unmarried woman will have an illegitimate child—
and (2) changes in the number of unmarried
women. :
The illegitimacy rate, illegitimate births per
1,000 unmarried women 15-44 years of age,
measures the risk of an unmarried womanhaving
an illegitimate child, In figure 9 the trend in this
rate since 1940 is shown for all unmarried women
of childbearing age as a group and for certain
S-year age groups separately.

The continuous upward trend in the illegiti-
macy rate for women 15-44 during most of these
years shows that much of the increase in the
number of illegitimate births isduetoanincreas-

ing risk. Since 1957, however, there has been

relatively little change in the rates from year to
year. In other words, since 1957 an increasing
number of unmarried women, rather than an
increased risk, has accounted for the rise in the
number of illegitimate births.

In 1964, for example, there were 23.4 illegiti-
mate births per 1,000 unmarried women aged 15~
44, If there had been the same number of un-
married women 15-44 years old in 1964 as in
1960, then this rate would have produced only
240,800 illegitimate births (12.7 percent fewer
than there actually were).
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Figure 9. Illegitimate births per [,000 unmarried
women, by age. ’

(Semilogarithmic scale)

Not all women have the same risk of bearing
an illegitimate child, For girls less than 15 years
of age the rate was negligible in 1964 (0.6
illegitimate births per 1,000 unmarried women
10-14); for those 15 to 19 years old the rate was
16.5. Women between 20 and 34 years of age had
rates 2% times the rates for those of 15 to 19
years. '

The trends for these different groups of
women have differed considerably over the past
25 years. Women under 25 years of age have
shown relatively little change in their risk of
bearing an illegitimate child since 1959. Older
women, in contrast, have shown almost continuous
increases in their rates of illegitimacy during the
entire period since 1940.

Concern is often 'expresséd because a large
proportion of the illegitimate births occur to
teenagers. Such statements often imply that they
have a higher risk. In fact, as shown above, they
have lower risks than older women, The reason .
that so many illegitimate children are born to
women 15-19 years of age is that a high propor-
tion of women in this age group are unmarried.



Recently this situation has been aggravated by the
large numbers of children, born during the late
1940's, who have been entering their late teens.

The illegitimacy ratio, illegitimate births per
1,000 live births, is used to describe the relative
number of babies affected rather than thenumber
of women. Since it is much easier to compute
this measure thanthe illegitimacy rate (because of
difficulty in obtaining accurate estimates of un-
married women), it is more frequently used
but is often inappropriate.

In 1964 there were 68.5 illegitimate births
per 1,000 live births. For white infants the ratio
is 33.9 and for nonwhite infants 245.0. Since
1958 the ratio has risen more rapidly for white
births than for nonwhite, Since illegitimacy rates
by color are mnot available, it is impossible to
state whether the narrowing of the differential
by color is due to a similar tendency for the
rates,

Differentials by age are similar for the two
color groups. Babies born to the youngest groups
of women show the highest proportion illegitimate.
This can be accounted for by the low proportion
of women married and having legitimate children
at ages under 20. For women over 20, even
though the unmarried have high rates of illegiti-
macy, a large proportion are married and having

Table 19, Estimated number of illegitimate live births and ratios,
of mother: United States, 1964

legitimate children. Therefore the smallnumbers
of unmarried women contribute a small proportion
of the total births (see table 19),

The number ofillegitimate births and illegiti~
macy ratios for each State and the number of
illegitimate births for certain local areas are
shown in Vital Statistics of the United States,
1964.1

BIRTHS IN PUERTO RICO AND THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS (U.S.)

Rates of Birth and Natural Increase

The number of live births that occurred in
Puerto Rico in 1964, 78,956, was the highestsince
1952; it was 2 percent higher than in 1963. The
birth rate per 1,000 population, however, was 30.6
in 1964, about the same as in 1963 and the lowest
on record. This continues the steady decline since
1947, when the birth rate was 42.2,

As a result of the declining birth rate, the
rate of natural increase has also declined in
Puerto Rico since 1947. The rate of natural
increase is the difference between the birth rate
and the death rate per 1,000 population. In 1947
this rate was 30.4, which isashighas the current

by color and age

,'[Notes to tables given on page VII].

Age of mother Total White | Nonwhite | Total | White | Nonwhite
Number of illegitimate live | Ratio per 1,000 total
births live births

All ageS---mcmccommme e 275,700 114,300 161;300 68.5 33.9 245.0
Under 15 years- -- - 5,800 1,400 4,400 | 742.1 || 523,2 856.0
15-19 years-—ee-cccccccamcccc e 111,400 45,200 66,200 | 190.2 | 101.7 468.3
15-17 years-- ——— --| 58,700 21,600 37,100 | 299.2 || 160.5 602.0
18-19 years-- 52,700 23,600 29,100 | 135.3 76.2 365.0
20-24 years- --1 87,900 40,600 47,300 | 61.1 33.1 220.4
25-29 years-- 36,400 14,300 22,100 | 36.1 16.5 155.0
30-34 years—-memm————- 19,500 6,800 12,700 { 33.3 13.7 140.7 .
35-39 years- - 11,100 4,400 6,700 1 35.8 16.9 136.2
40 years and over 3,600 1,600 1,900} 39.0 20.7 125.2
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birth rate. The rate of natural increase declined
to 25.8 per 1,000 population in 1960 and to 23.4
in 1964,

The Virgin Islands, in contrast to Puerto
Rico, exhibit no downward trend in annual rates
of birth or natural increase. The trends, if any,
are upward, In 1964 the birth rate was 43.4

per 1,000 population, and the natural increase

rate was 35.0, the highest rates ever recorded
in the Virgin Islands, The trends of birth and
natural increase rates since 1940 are shown in
table 20 for the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and
the United States.

In 1964 the birth rate for the Virgin Islands
was about twice that of the United States and the
rate for Puerto Rico about 1% times. The annual
rates of natural increase were even further apart
when compared with that of the United States
(with an increase of 11.6 per 1,000 in 1964); that
for the Virgin Islands was three times as large
and that for Puerto Rico was two times as large.
-In relation to land area, the 1964 natural increase
represented an increment of about 11 persons per
square mile in the Virgin Islands, 18 per square

mile in Puerto Rico, and less than 1 per square
mile in the United States,

Season of Birth

Like that of the United States, the monthly
incidence of births in Puerto Rico tends to have
a minor peak early in the year preceding the
major peak (see fig. 10), In 1964, monthly
indexes of births showed the minor peak occurring
in March in both Puerto Rico and the Virgin -
Islands rather than in February as in the United
States. Major peaks occurred in September in
Puerto Rico (114.9) and in the United States
(107.7) and in November in the Virgin Islands
(127 .4). ,

Compared with the United States, however,
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands exhibit larger
month-~to-month fluctuations. The standard devia-
tion of the indexes summarizes the amount of
fluctuation from month to month. In 1964 the
standard deviation was 10.1 for Puerto Rico,
18.9 for the Virgin Islands, and 4.0 for the
United States. '

Table 20. Rates of birth and natural increase: Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and United
States, 1940-64

[Notes to tables given on page .VII]

Birth rate Natural increase rate
Year

Puerto | Virgin | United | Puerto | Virgin | United

Rico Islands | States Rico Islands | States
1964 mcmmmmccmamcccmc e mam————————— 30.6 43,4 21.0 23.4 35.0 11.6
1963 -=ccccacmcnacaccnaneanemesnan——~ 30.7 38.1 | 21.7 23.8 28.5 12,1
1962-mcmccaccanemcenceneram—aa————— 31.1 39.4 22,4 24,4 30.2 12,9
196lemmcnnecncsemnuccmmcr e 31.3 34,8 23.3 24,5 25.3 14,0
1960~cmmmcmccmac e mcmcm - 32.5 36.8 23,7 25.8 26,5 14,2
196064 mcmmmcmmmccac e ccecem—aman 31,2 38.5 22,4 24.4 29.1 13.0
1955+59) cmacmemcemeec e, m———— 33.7 35,2 24,6 26.6 24,0 15.2
195054} ccmaccacccmccc e 36.6 32,7 24,5 27.7 20.5 15.0
1945-49% --------------------------- 41,0 33.5 23,3 28.8 19.4 13.3
1940=44" mmmmam e ccaamaee 239,7 35.3 19.8| 225.4 17.8 9.2

!Annual average,
2Based on 1943-44 data,
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In a study of the season of birth in Puerto
Rico from 1941 through 1961, the maximum month-
ly index was observed to shift from May in
the 1941-46 period to August inthe 1946-~50 period
and to September in subsequent 5-year periods,20

The 1964 maximum also occurred in Sep-
tember (114.9), but it was nearly equaled by the
October monthly index (114.3). This is part of
the trend toward births being concentrated in the
October-December quarter of the year in Puerto
Rico. In previous years the index of births in
this quarter had been average (near 100 in the
1946-55 period) or below average (90-100 in the
1941-45 period). There is some evidence that
the recent high incidence of births in the final
quarter of the year in Puerto Rico was associated
with socioeconomic status. This is shown by the
following tabulation of the index of births in the
October-December quarter of 1962 according to
the educational attainment of the mother (this

tabulation is not available for Puerto Rico in

1964).

Index for

Oct.-Dec.
No schooling==-=cr-eeamcmmmmmeaaxn 105
Grades l-demmammmm e 103
Grades 5~8=-—=mrmrcmmccccr——aae 106
Grades 9-ll--emmcmmcmccccmcaeee 111
Grade 12-=cmmmemme e 116
Grade 13 or more==—ce—mrccecaaa- 107

lllegitimate Births

It was previously noted in this report that
about 7 percent of the total live births occurring
in the United States in 1964 were illegitimate.
The percentages were higher in Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands, 23.1 and 43.3 percent, respec-
tively. The trends in these islands since 1945
are shown in figure 11. While the percentage of
illegitimate births steadily declined from 33to 23
percent in Puerto Rico during this 20-year period,
it remained at about 50 percent in the Virgin
Islands until the 1960's. Recent levels are fluctuat-
ing near 40 percent in the Virgin Islands.

IHegitimate births in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands occurred to sizable proportions of
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Figure 10. Monthly indexes of live births: Puerto
Rico and the United States, [96U.

(Ratio of monthly daily average to the calendar
year daily average multiplied by 100)

mothiers who were living with a husband in con-
sensual marriage, which is prevalent in Latin
American cultures. During 1964, the percentage of
Puerto Rican births classified as illegitimate
(23.1) was comprised of 18.9 percent to parents
who were "'living together" (consensually married)
and 4.2 percent to parents who were 'not living
together.” Comparable figures are not available
for the Virgin Islands and the United States.
Tabulations of the Puerto Rican classification
were published for the first time in Vital Sta-
tistics of the Unitea States, 1964, Volume 1,1 and
may be compared with an unpublished tabulation
of 1962 data, as is shown in table 21 of this report.

Between 1962 and 1964, the percentage of
births to consensually married parents declined
in Puerto Rico from 20.2 to 18.9. Comparable
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Figure 11.

I1legitimacy ratios: Pue
the Virgin Islands.

(11legitimate births are those to
consensually married women)
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rto Rico and

unmarried or

declines were not observed in the percentage of
births to parents 'not legally married, not living
together." Thus declines inthe overall percentage
of- illegitimate births in this 2-year period were
attributed entirely to declines inthe percentage of
consensually married parents. Declines in.the
percentage of births to consensually married
parents were common to all age groups of mothers
but were least (less than 1 percent) withinages 15-
29 (see table 21).

Complementing these declines were in-
creases in the percentage of births to legally
married parents. The percentage of legitimate
births rose from 75.7 to 76.9 percent between
1962 and 1964. The amount of this increase was
higher for older mothers (excluding ages under .
15), as shown by table 21, Moreover, the special
1962 tabulation shows that above-average per-
centages of legitimate births are found in the
upper socioeconomic strata. Where the mother
was at least a high-school graduate, for example,
more than 9 out of every 10 births were legitimate
in 1962,

It seems likely that recent increases in the
percentage of legitimate births in Puerto Rico
were due largely to rising percentages of women
who were legally married and well educated.



Table 21.

Percentage distribution of births by marital status
amount of change in distribution, 1962-64, by age of mother: Puerto Rico

[Notes to tables given on page VII]

of parents, 1964, and

. . . Change from 1962
Percentage d}strlbutlon, 1964 (percentage points)
Parents not legally Parents not legally
Age of mother ALl Parents married Parents married
. legally legally
births married ied
Living | Not living | marrie Living | Not living
together | together together | together
All ages---| 100.0 76.9 18.9 4,2 +1.2 -1.3 +0.1
Under 15 years- | 100.0 50.8 23.0 26.2 +8.2 -11.0 +42.8
15-19 years----| 100.0 69.5 23,2 7.3 +0.4 -0.8 +0.3
20-24 years----| 100.0 77.5 18.2 4.3 +0.5 -0.7 +0.1
25-29 years---- | 100.0 80.3 17.0 2.7 +1.0 -0.6 0.4
30-34 years----| 100.0 78.7 18.2 3.1 +2.6 -2.8 +0.2
35-39 years----| 100.0 77.1 19.5 3.5 +2.2 -2.6 +0.4
40-44 years----| 100.0 78.9 18.8 2.4 +2.6 -2.6 +0.1
45-49 years----| 100.0 77.6 21.4 1.0 +7.2 -6.7 -1.0
NOTE: Excludes not stated marital status of parents and not stated age of mother,
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