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IN THIS REPORT vecent lrends and differentials in illegitimacy are
described. Statistics on illegitimacy in the United States ave derived
Jrom information vequived on the birth certificates of 34 States and the
Distyict of Columbia, This analysis is based principally on the illegiti-
macy vate (number of illegitimate births per 1,000 unmarried women
15-44 years of age). Tvends and differentials in the illegitimacy vatio
(numbev of illegitimate bivths pev 1,000 total live births) are also dis-
cussed, but the important shortcomings of this measure as an analytical
tool are emphasized,

All of the measures indicate that the incidence of illegitimacy has in-
creased over the past 25 yeavs. Theillegitimacy vate, for example, has
increased from 7.1 in 1940 to 23.5 in 1965,

The diffevence in illegitimacy between the white and the nonwhite popu-
lation is wide. Although the measures of illegitimacy have always been
highev for the nonwkhite than fov the white population, this differential
has been declining in vecent years.

Other important diffeventials in illegitimacy can be seen when the bivths
are classified byage of mother, live-birth order, and place of residence,
Socioeconomic status is consideved an imporvtant factor in accounting
Jov diffeventials in illegitimacy.

Finally illegitimate children suffer not only socially because of theiv
legal status but also with respect to theiv physical development at birth
and theiv subsequent health,




TRENDS IN ILLEGITIMACY

Alice J. Clague and Stephanie J. Ventura, Division of Vital Statistics

INTRODUCTION

The steady increase in the annual number of
illegitimate births since 1940 has led to wide-
spread public concern for the causes and conse-
quences of illegitimacy in the United States, The
principal purpose of this report isto examine this
trend and describe some of the factors associated
with it,

The principal topics covered here are
(1) trends and differentials in the incidence of il-
legitimacy, (2) factors accounting for these trends
and differentials, and (3) differences inhealth be-
tween the legitimate and illegitimate newborn in-
fants,

The basic data are presented in tables 1-26,
which follow the text. Most of the data shown in
the text are based on these tables. A number of
specifil tabulations were prepared for 1964, the
most recent year for which detailed data were
available at the time this report was written,

The previous reporton this subject was "Ille-
gitimate Births: United States, 1938-1957."1Inad-
dition to the information in that publication, further
detailed tables are shown in the annual report,
Vital Statistics of the United States, Vol. 1,

SOURCE OF DATA AND
METHODOLOGY

The source of data for this reportisthe cer-
tificate of live birth filed for each child born in
the United States, The birth certificates of 34
States and the District of Columbia include an item
asking for the legitimacy status of the child.

Over the years included in this study, the
number of States asking for the legitimacy status
of the child has declined. During the 1930's almost
all States had the legitimacy item on their cer-
tificates. During the 1940's, however, a concern
for the confidentiality of this item prompted a
number of States to remove it, Today most State
vital statistics offices take special care toinsure
the confidentiality of a child's legitimacy status.

The quality of illegitimacy statistics is af-
fected by the completeness of birth registration as
well as by the accuracy with which the legitimacy
item is completed. Some of the recent increase
in illegitimate births may be due toimprovements
in the registration of births. However, improved
reporting could account for only a small part of
the observed increase.

No attempt has been made to evaluatetheac-
curacy with which the legitimacy question is com-
pleted. It is impossible to say whether the accu-
racy has varied over time, yet it is probable that
variation in accuracy exists among different seg-
ments of the population.

It was noted above that only 34 States and the
District of Columbia currently report illegiti-
macy. Among the nonreporting States are New
York, California, and Massachusetts, together
accounting for 21 percent of all births in 1964. In
order to have national figures on illegitimacy,
estimates are prepared for the number of illegiti-
mate births occurring in these and other nonre-
porting States, To obtain national estimates, all
States are grouped into nine geographic divisions,
The combined ratio of illegitimate births per 1,000
total live births for all reporting Statesina single



geographic division is then applied to all the live
births occurring to residents of that division. This
yields an estimate of illegitimate live births for
the geographic division., This procedure is applied
separately to white and nonwhite births. The sum
of these estimates for the nine geographic divi-
sions makesup the estimate for the United States,

This method assumes that the nonreporting
States in a given geographic division have the same
proportion of illegitimate births as the reporting
States in that division, The reliability of the esti-
mates is therefore influenced by the proportion
of births to residents of the reporting States in
each geographic division. In some divisions this
proportion is small, particularly in the New Eng-
land, Middle Atlantic, Mountain, and Pacific Di-
visions, Therefore an independent estimate was
made of the number of illegitimate births in the
nonreporting States in 1964 in order to evaluate
the usual estimation procedure, In general, the in-
dependent estimates ofillegitimacy were remark-
ably consistent with the results obtained from the
customary estimation procedure, The method and
results of the evaluation are describedindetail in
Appendix II.

The findings in this report are based largely
on the illegitimacy rate, which is the number of
illegitimate births per 1,000 unmarried women
aged 15-44 years, This rate is used to measure
the likelihood that an unmarried woman will give
birth.

Other analytical measures that are some-
times used in describing patterns of illegitimacy
will be discussed where appropriate, These in-
clude the illegitimacy ratio (the number of ille-
gitimate births per 1,000 total births) and the total
illegitimacy rate (number of illegitimate births
per 1,000 total women aged 15~44 years).

THE ILLEGITIMACY RATE

Comparison of the United States With
England and Wales

Trends in the illegitimacy rate for the United
States are available for a relatively short period
of time, because all States were not included in
the birth-registration area until 1933 and esti-
mates for the States not reporting illegitimacy
were not made until 1938. In England and Wales,
where the registration system is older, compar-
able data are available since 1850.2 The longhis-
torical trend shown in figure 1 for this country
gives some perspective to the picture presented
by the United States for the shorter period. It
suggests that illegitimacy may have been nearly
as high in the past as it is now, In any case, we
cannot assume that the currently high rates rep~
resent a phenomenon entirely without precedent
in Western society.
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In England and Wales, the illegitimacy rate
declined fairly steadily from 18.3 during 1851-60
to a low of 5.5 illegitimate births per 1,000 un-
married women in the early 1930's. There was
relatively little change until the 1940's. Then the
rate rose rapidly to 16.1 in 1945 and began to de-
cline immediately after the war toa levelof about
10 illegitimate births per 1,000 unmarried women
in 1950. After 1955, the rate began to increase
rapidly and steadily, as it had during the early
war years, until by 1962 it had reached a level of
18.9, almost the same as the rate observed during
the 1850’s,

The illegitimacy rate for the United States
increased steadily from 1940 to 1957 (from 7.1to
21.0) in contrast to the rise and fallin the illegiti-
macy rate experienced in England and Wales dur-
ing the last two decades. There has been little
change in rate during the period 1958-65: in some
years the rate increased, while in others it de-
clined slightly. In 1965 the rate was 23.3. Figure
1 indicates that during the 1950's theillegitimacy
rates for both countries increased at about the
same pace.

Premarital Conceptions Ending in Legitimate

Births

Not all conceptions occurring before mar-
riage result in illegitimate births. In many cases
the couple marries before delivery and the child
is registered as legitimate, Some inferential data
on this pattern of behavior are presented in table
A, These data are based on a surveyof marriage,
fertility, and childspacing conducted by the Bureau
of the Census in 1959.3 According to table A, the
proportion premaritally pregnant has risen for
white women married since 1945, For example,
among white women who first married during
1955-59, 16.0 percent had a first birth within 8
months of marriage. This proportion is twice as
great as the comparable proportion among white
women who first married during 1940-44, For
nonwhite women there has been an increaseinthe
proportion premaritally pregnant in every mar-
riage cohort since 1900. It is clear therefore that
the proportion of legitimate births conceived be-
fore marriage has increased substantially.

Table A. Estimated percent of women mar-
ried in specified years whose first
child was born within 8 months of mar-
riage, by color: United States

Marriage cohort and color Percent
VWhite women

1955259~ m e 16.0

1950~54=mmmumr e v 11.9

1945249 cmcmmme e e 10.3

194044 -cmmm e m e e 8.0

1935-39cc-c e 8.6

9.0
8.1
8.3
8.9
7.4

195059 ~-mmmmcmm e e mm 41,3

1940-49acm e e e 29,4

1930-39 - e 25,5

1920-29«-recmcmmcm e 21.8

1910-19--rccmmmm e 20.7

1900~1909 -~ cmmmmmmm e e e 11.8

NOTE: Figures based on data shown in
tables 16 and 17 in U.S. Bureau of the

Census, ''Marriage, Fertility and Child-

spacing, August 1959," by W. Grabill and

R. Parke, Jr., (%Jrrent Population Re-
ports, Series P-20, No. 108, Washington
b.C.. July 1961. ’ ’

lllegitimacy Rates by Age and Color

Illegitimacy rates for white and nonwhite
women are usually not published because of the
unreliability of population estimates by age, sex,
color, and marital status. Estimates of the popula-
tion by these demographic characteristics are
available for the census years 1940 and 1950 and
for each of the intercensal years since 1957. Since
intercensal estimates of the numbers of unmarried
women by age were obtained from a sample survey,
they fluctuate widely from year toyear. Therefore
they were smoothed for the computation of illegiti-
macy rates. (See Appendix I for the method used in
the adjustment.)

There are large differences in the incidence
of illegitimacy between white and nonwhite women



as shown in figure 2 and table B. In 1940 the il-
legitimacy rate for nonwhite women was 35.6,
about 10 times greater than the rate of 3.6 for
white women. During the 1940's the rate rose
more rapidly for nonwhite women than for white,
By 1950 the rate for the former was71.2, and that
for the latter was 6.1, Since thentherise has been
slightly more rapid for white women. Although the

Table B.

nonwhite rate for 1950 was about 12 times higher
than the white rate, by 1965 this color differential
(expressed as the ratio of the nonwhite to the white
measure) had declined to slightly over 8 times as
high. In that year 9.8 percent of the unmarried
nonwhite women and 1.2 percent of the unmarried
white women had an illegitimate child. Actually,
the illegitimacy rate for nonwhite women has

Estimated number of illegitimate births per 1,000 unmarried women 15-44, by

age and color of mother: United States, 1940, 1950, 1960, 1964, and 1965

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Alaska and Hawaii included beginning 1960. Figures for age of mother
not stated are distributed. See Appendix I for method of estimating populatiorg

Age and color 19651 1964! 19601 1950 1940
Rate per 1,000 unmarried women
Total in specified group

15-44 yearsZe------mcmemcammcmaeaaoo 23.5 23.0 21.6 14.1 7.1

15-19 years--m=m-=m—accmce e e e 16,7 15.8 15.3 12,6 74
20-24 yearS=-==-=m-cmmscmee e e ce——wae—— 39.9 39.9 39.7 21,3 9.5
25-29 yearS-—-m=—-=-meesocccccammmmc—am— e 49,3 50,2 45,1 19.9 7.2
30~-34 years----=----c----ce-ccmcuenccnan—- 37.5 37.2 27.8 13.3 5.1
35-39 yearSe--=m-memmm—cmcmcememceeeeeeaa- 17 .4 16.3 14.1 7.2 3.4
40-44 yearsdeeemcmeceeccmcenmcemeccrracaan 4,5 4.4 3.6 2.0 1.2

White

15-44 years2e-eccmmccmccnccmcann—ana 11.6 11.0 9,2 6.1 3.6

15-19 yearse----r-=-mscmmcccmmncm e e————— 7.9 7.3 6.6 5.1 3.3
20-24 YEArS=mmmmmmmommmmmmmmemmcmmc—mm e 22,1 21,2 18.2| 10.0 5.7
25-29 years------—---~~--scrmmemca—cceaaaaa 24,3 24,1 18,2 8.7 4.0
gg—gg A - L L CE L L 16.6 15.9 10.8 g.g 2.5
- VeArS=--m=mmmem e mem e e com—ce—— = . 1.7
40-bk JEATEB mmmmcmmmcmmmmm e ————————— 4.9 4.8 3.91 99 0.7

Nonwhite

15-44 yearsZ2cececamcmccmrencacaroea- 97.6 97.2 98.3 71.2 35.6

15-19 years=------c--—cccmccmmcccnne e 75.8 74.0 76.5 68.5 42,5
20-24 years----—--cccecccmccmecccmac e 152.6 164.2 166,5| 105.4 46,1
25-29 years=----m-e-mc-c-mcmcccomcmaaconnan 164,7 168.7 171.8 94,2 325
gg-gg JeArS=-=--mmccmecmmmcsesmccmnea - 137.8 132.3 104.0 63.5 23,4
- VEArS=-—=---e-mmecsce e cemeam————a- 3.3 13.2
40-44 yearsdee-cccmmcccmmccemmme e 39.0 34.5 35.6 8.7 5.0

1Based on a 50-percent sample of births.
15 ZZates computed by relating total births, regardless of age of mother, to women

3Rates computed by relating births to mothers aged 40 and over to women aged 40-44,
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Figure 2. Estimated illegitimacy rates, by color:
United States, (940, 1950, 1955-65.
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shown a slight decline since 1960 (1 percent during
the period 1960-65) while the rate for white women
has increased 26 percent, Trends in the illegiti-
macy rate for white and nonwhite unmarried
women are illustrated in figure 2,

The illegitimacy rates for each age andcolor
group indicate that the trendis generally the same
for women of the same age within each color group
except for the age groups 15~19 and 25-29 (fig. 3).
Nonwhite teenagers have been the only group to
show a sustained decline since 1957, Between 1957
and 1965, there was a netdeclineof 5.6 births per
1,000 in the illegitimacy rates for nonwhite women
aged 15-19. In contrast rates for white teenagers
showed an increase of 1.5 births per 1,000.

Although it is commonly believed that teen-
agers have the greatest risk of bearing an illegiti-
mate child (over 40 percent of the illegitimate
children are born to mothers 15-19 yearsof age),

these women actually have the lowest illegitimacy
rates among women under 35 years of age (table
B). In general the illegitimacy rates for women
25 years of age and over have increased more
rapidly than those for younger women during the
period 1940-65.

Live-Birth Order and Color
By relating the number of first illegitimate

births to the population of unmarried women, itis
possible to determine the minimum number who
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Table C. Estimated number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy rates, by live-birth
order and color: United States, 1947, 1955, 1960, and 1964

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Live-birth order refers to number of children born alive to mother. Fig-
ures for live-birth order not stated are distributed. Due to rounding estimates to the nearest hundred, figures by color may not
add to totals]

Live~birth order

Year and color Second Second

Total First and Total First and
higher higher

Total Number ogiiiézgitimate Illegitimacy rates
1964} mm e e 275,700 147,500 | 128,000 23.0 12,3 10.8
1960 e m e me et c e 224,300 110,300 | 114,000 21.6 10.6 11,0
1955 e me e e e 183,300 91,700 91,600 19.3 9.7 9.7
1947 mmmmm e e e 131,900 81,800 50,100 12,1 7.5 4,6

White
1964 cmm e e 114,300 76,200 38,000 11.0 7.4 3.7
1960 ' mmmm e e 82,500 52,600 29,900 9.2 5.9 3.3
1955----—mccr e 64,200 42,100 22,100 7.9 5.2 2.7
1947 e e e e 60,500 44,600 15,900 -—— -—- -——-
Nonwhite

1964 cme e 161,300 71,200 90,000 97.2 42,9 54,2
19601 mmmm e o 141,800 57,700 84,100 98.3 40,0 58,3
1955 ==mmmmmmmmmm oo s 119,200 49,500 69,700 87.2 36.2 51.0
1947 ceme e e e e e e e 71,500 37,200 34,300 -—- -—- -—-

IBased on a 50-percent sample of births.

2Rates were not computed because no estimates of unmarried women by color are avail-
able for 1947.

NOTES: Figures for 1947 and 1955 based on data shown in table H in National Office
of Vital Statistics, "Illegitimate Births, United States, 1938-57," by J. Schachter
and M. McCarthy, Vital Statistics-—Special Reports, Vol. 47, No. 8, Public Health
Service, Washington, D.C. Sept. 1960,

Figures by birth order for 1960 based on data from unpublished tabulations, Natality
Statistics, National Center for Health Statistics.

became mothers of an illegitimate child for the
first time in a givenyear, (Some additional women
may have their first illegitimate birth sometime
after the birth of one more legitimate children, but
it is impossible to identify such women from in-
formation given on the birth certificate.) Table C
shows that in 1964 1.2 percent of the unmarried
women became mothers for the first time., The
proportions were 4,3 percent for nonwhite women
and 0.7 percent for white women.

It appears that the white-nonwhite differential
has declined a little over the past 10 years due to
an increased tendency of white women to have il-

legitimate children of all orders. Figure 4 indi-
cates that there has been little or no change in the
rate of higher order illegitimacy among nonwhite
women, In fact, mostof the increase in illegitimacy
rates since 1955 for both color groups can be at-
tributed to an increase infirstillegitimate births.

Geographic Variation

Each State has its own laws and regulations
defining an illegitimate birth. In some States an
illegitimate birth is a child whose mother reports
that she is not currently married. The birth cer-
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tificates in a few of these States ask only "Is
mother married?’" The child is considered legiti-
mate if she is married. In other States, a birth
is classified as illegitimate if the child was con-
ceived "out of wedlock” to an unmarried woman
or to a married woman by a man who was not her
husband. Every State assumes that a child bornto
a widowed or divorced woman is legitimate if the
mother and her husband were living together at the
time of conception.

Since a high proportion of the illegitimate
births are to women who have never beenmarried,
we can assume that any differences inthe laws af-
fect the legitimacy status of only a small propor-
tion of all infants.

It is highly likely that the quality of reporting
varies from State to State and from one locale to
another within States. For example, it may be
easier for a woman to hide the fact that she is
not married if she lives in a large metropolitan
area than if she lives in a small town. Therefore
comparisons made between different geographic

locations should be made with caution. Small
differences may not mean a great deal.

Only in the census years is it possibleto ob-
tain estimates for each State of the number of un-
married women by age, estimates thatareneeded
to compute illegitimacy rates. In 1960 there were
24 illegitimate births per 1,000 unmarried women
aged 15-44 years in the reporting States; inother
words, 2.4 percent of the women Vatrisk' actually
had an illegitimate child.

The highest illegitimacy rates were found
primarily in the South Atlantic and inthe East and
West South Central Divisions. Of the reporting
States, Alaska was the only State outside these
divisions with an illegitimacy rate above 25 per
1,000. The highest reported rates of illegitimacy
were for Mississippi (64.3) and the District of
Columbia (60.0). South Carolina, Alabama, Flor-
ida, Alaska, Louisiana, and Delawareallhadrates
between 40.0 and 50.0. (See table 3 for greater
detail.)

Most of the States with relatively low rates
of illegitimacy were in the New England or Mid-
western areas.

The rates for white women were highest in
Hawaii (21.5), West Virginia (16.4), and Delaware
(14.3) and lowest in Alabama (6.7), Mississippi
(6.0), and New Jersey (5.3). There was relatively
little correlation between rates for white and
nonwhite women. Nonwhite women in Delaware
(179.2), Florida (150.8), and Missouri (136.1) had
the highest rates while those in Michigan (72.5),
Washington (62.4), and Hawaii (22.6) had the low-
est.

TRENDS IN NUMBERS OF
ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS

The number of illegitimate births estimated
for the entire United States has risen annually
since 1940 with only one exception. During the 25-
year period 1940-65, the estimated total more
than tripled, from 89,500 in 1940 to 291,200 in
1965 (table D).

In analyzing trends in numbeérs of illegitimate
births, it is necessary to consider not only changes
in the ''risk' that an unmarried woman will bear
an illegitimate child (as measured by theillegiti-
macy rate) but also changes inthe size of the pop-
ulation "at risk" (unmarried women of reproduc-
tive age). The years between 1940 and 1965 can be



Table D. Estimated number of illegitimate births and ratio of illegitimate births to
total births, by color: United States, 1940-65

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Alaska included beginning 1959, and Hawaii, 1960. Due to rounding
estimates to the nearest hundred, figures by color may not add to totals]

Year Total White Eﬁgze Total || White ﬁﬁg;e
Illegitimacy

Number of illegitimate

291,200
275,700
259,400
245,100
240,200
224,300

220,600
208,700
201,700
193,500
183,300

176,600
160,800
150,300
146,500
141,600

133,200
129,700
131,900
125,200
117,400

105,200
98.100
96, 500
95,700
89,500

. ratios per 1,000
births live births

123,700 | 167,500) 77.41] 39.6| 263.2
114,300 | 161,300 68.5| 33.9| 245.0
104,600 | 154,900] 63.3) 30.4( 235.5
94,700 { 150,400 58,8( 27.0| 227.8
91,100 | 149,100 56.3| 25.3| 223.4
82,500 | 141,800 52,7 22.,9| 215.8

79,600 | 141,100| 52,0 22,1{ 218.0
74,600 | 134,100f 49.6| 20,9 212.3
70,800 | 130,900| 47.4| 19.6] 206.7
67,500 | 126,000{ 46.5]| 19.0| 204.,0
64,200 | 119,200 45.3| 18.6} 202.4

62,700 | 113,900f 44,0} 18.2| 198,5
56,600 { 104,200 41.,2{ 16,9| 191.1
54,100 96,200 39.14 16.,3| 183.4
52,600 93,900 39.1)| 16.,3| 182.8
53,500 88,100| 39.8] 17.5| 179.6

53,500 79,700} 37.41| 17.3] 167.5
54,800 74,900 36,7 | 17.8{ 164,7
60,500 71,5001 35.7| 18.,5| 168.,0
61,400 63,8001 38,1| 21,1| 170.1
56,400 60,9001 42,9| 23.6| 179.3

49,600 55,600} 37.6| 20.2| 163.4
42,800 55,400¢ 33,4| 16,5] 162.8
42,000 54,500 34,3 16.9| 169.2
41,900 53,800 38,14 19.0| 174.5
40,300 49,2001 37.94 19.5| 168.3

1Based on a 50-percent sample of births.

divided into two periods with respect to trends in

these components as follows:

The changes in the size of the unmarried fe-
male population can be explained as follows:

1. Although the total number of women in-
creased during the 1940's and 1950's, an
increasing proportion of women married
in these years, causing the number of un-
married women to decline (see table E),

Trend in
. . number of
Period Trend in risk unmarried
of illegitimacy women 15-44
years of age
1940-57«~~ Up Down
1958~65«-- Stable Up

2, During the 1940's the annual number of
births increased; by 1958 the giris born
in those years began to reach age 15. In



Table E. Number and percent of unmarried women 15-44, by color and age: United States,
1940, 1950, and 1960

Color and age 1960 1950 1940 1960 1950 1940
Number of Percent of
Total unmarried women! all women
in thousands who are unmarried
15-44 years-mmmmmmmmmmnmmecane- 10,289 | 10,017 | 12,523 | 28.5| 29.3 39.1
15-19 years-----=-ccmcccmccmmncnnaaa. 5,555 | 4,434} 5,439 84,3 83.3 88.4
20-24 years=-----cmeccmccccmccaeaa——- 1,686 | 2,021 | 2,870 30.5 34,4 48,7
25-29 years=~===s-mccomcmcmcceccaaan- 765 | 1,050 | 1,461 13.8 16,7 25,9
30-34 years=--~-——mecmcmc e ——a——- 688 814 1,016 11.3 13.8 19.6
35=39 years-—-mmeccccccmcccccccn——na 761 830 888 11.9 14,5 18.5
40-44 yearse=-=----m—meeamccccce—a———- 834 868 849 14,1 16.9 19.4
White
15=44 yearse=---c-—cecmccacaca. 8,802} 8,779 11,142 27.7 28.9 39.1
15-19 years=-----ccmmccmccaccma————— 4,868 | 3,907 | 4,863 84.3 83.9 89.3
20-24 years---mme-cccammcccccnncc———. 1,422 1,781 | 2,599 29,5 34,4 49,7
25=29 yearSe--~--cerecccmmcccmaeaaa 618 911 | 1,298 12.8 16.3 25.9
30-34 yearSe-=--c--mememceccmcmcaaea 559 711 892 10.4 13.5 19.3
35-39 years=-=---m-mcmecccccmmcccna- 631 715 759 11.1 14,1 17.8
40~44 years---——-wm-mcmmcmcme e 704 753 730 13.3 16.3 18.5
Nonwhite
15-44 year§em-c—eamccccaccm—an 1,486 | 1,238 1,381 34,8 32,4 39.3
15-19 years 687 527 576 84,2 79.4 81.7
20~24 years 264 240 271 37.8 34,3 40,4
25~29 years 147 138 163 21,1 19.8 25,7
30-34 years 129 104 124 17.6 16.9 23,0
35-39 years 130 115 129 18.3 18.3 24,0
40~44 years 130 115 119 21.0 22,1 27.9

lPopulation enumerated as of April 1 for each year.

NOTES: Figures for 1960 based on data shown in table 176 in U.S. Bureau of the
Census, U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Detailed Characteristics, U.S. Summar , Final
Report, PC(1)-1D, Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963.

Figures for 1950 and 1940 based on data shown in table 102 in U.S. Bureau of the

Census, U.S, Census of Population,]1950, Vol. II, Characteristics of Population, Pt. I,
U.S. Summary, Ch. C., Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953.

each year thereafter, there has been an It has already been shown that the "risk' of
increasing number of women reaching the illegitimacy, as measured by the illegitimacy rate,
younger ages of the reproductive period. has leveled off inthe past7 years. If it is assumed
that the age-specific illegitimacy rates continue

3. The declining age at marriage observedin at their 1965 levels and that the proportions of
the 1940's appears to have reversed inthe women unmarried by age for 1965 remain con-
late 1950's and the 1960's, thereby inflat- stant, then it is possible to project the number of
ing the number of young women remaining illegitimate births that will occur in future years
unmarried. if only the number of unmarried women changes,
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Figure 5. Estimated numbers of unmarried women 15-UY years of age and of illegitimate births, 19U0-65;

and hypothetical numbers of unmarried women and illegitimate births up to [980: United States.

Figure 5 shows estimated numbers of un-
married women 15-44 years of age and of illegiti~
mate births for 1940-65 and hypothetical numbers
of women and illegitimate births up to 1980. The
projected figures, based on the assumptions stated
above, indicate that the number of unmarried
women of reproductive age will increase from
an estimated 12,459,000 for 1963 to an estimated
16,173,000 for 1980. Even if theillegitimacy rates
remain constant at their 1965 levels, the number of
illegitimate births would increase from an esti-
mated 291,200 in 1965 to 403,000 by 1980 (fig. 5).

ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS AS
A PROPORTION OF TOTAL BIRTHS

Analytical Problems Associated With the
lllegitimacy Ratio
The illegitimacy ratio (number of illegiti-

mate births per 1,000 total births) is the measure
used when describing the proportion of all births
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classified as illegitimate, It is useful in judging
the numerical impact of illegitimate babies on
services provided for the newborn. Thisisanim-
portant function since the health of these infants is
more precarious and their needs for social serv-
ices greater.

However, the illegitimacy ratio has many
shortcomings as an analytical tool. Whén using
this measure, it is essential to remember that
two independent factors affect the numerator and
denominator, Illegitimate births (the numerator)
are affected by the size of the unmarried female
population and the rate of illegitimacy. The de-
nominator (total number of live births) is pri-
marily influenced by the factors that affect marital
fertility, including changes in spacing and com-
pleted family size and the proportion of women
who are married. If this changes, the ratio will
change, even if the numerator remains the same.

For example, although the illegitimacy rate
has remained fairly stable during the 1960's, the
number of unmarried women has been increas-
ing and more illegitimate children are being born,



Simultaneously, there has been a general decline
in marital fertility associated with the delay of
births by married women. Therefore, there has
been a substantial rise in the illegitimacy ratio.
From 1959 to 1965, the illegitimacy ratio in-
creased by 49 percent, The corresponding per-
centage increases among white and nonwhite
women were 79 and 21, respectively, Other meas-
ures of illegitimacy have changed as follows:

Non-

Total | White white

Percent change

Number of illegit-
imate births-=e=«-- +32 +55 +19
Illegitimacy rate-- +7 +26 -3

Similarly contrasting impressions of the in-
cidence of illegitimacy can be shown with respect
to age differentials, Table 9 indicates, for exam-
ple, that the illegitimacy ratio has beenhighest at
the youngest ages—for example, in 1965 the ratios
per 1,000 live births were 785.3 for women under
15 years of age, 208.3 for those 15-19, and con-
siderably lower for all women over 20. As shown
in table B, however, the illegitimacy rate has been
aigher at ages 20-24 and 25-29 than at ages 15-19.

Several factors contribute to the different
pictures presented by the illegitimacy rate and
ratio. Very few teenagers are married in com-
parison with older women. Therefore a smaller
proportion of teenage girls are in a position to have
a legitimate child. The result is that even though
only a very small percent of the women aged 15-
19 years have an illegitimate child (1.7 percent
in 1965), a much larger percent of all births to
teenage mothers are classified as illegitimate, In
contrast, a large proportion of women 20-24 years

of age are married and having legitimate children.

Therefore although the unmarried women of this
age have a higher risk of bearing an illegitimate
child than do those 15-19, they contribute only
a small proportion of all births to mothers aged
20-24.

Although the illegitimacy ratio is helpful in
indicating the proportion of infants requiring spe-
cial services, its shortcomings impair its useful-
ness as an analytical measure.

400
200 Nonwhite 1

100 - -1
80 - -

60 - B

40 - 3
‘\

N2
20 &, White
L R o,
ey, > A !
i & ""lunuu,,,"““n‘\‘“

RATIO PER LOOO TOTAL LIVE BIRTHS

|l||l||1|lllll||l|||lll|

10
1940 1950 1960 1965
YEAR

Figure 6. Estimated illegitimacy ratios,by color:
United States, 1940-65.

(Semilogarithmic scale)

Trends in the lllegitimacy Ratio by Color

In 1940 the illegitimacy ratio was 37.9 per
1,000 total live births; that is, almost 4 percent
of the children born inthatyear wereillegitimate,
By 1965 the ratio had risen to 77.4,

The illegitimacy ratio for white infants has
varied between 16 and 34 since 1940 (fig. 6). The
ratio began to increase in 1953 and has risen quite
rapidly through 1965.

For nonwhite infants the ratio has ranged be~
tween 163 and 263 per 1,000; it has been rising
steadily but slowly since 1948. In other words,
the proportion of babies born each year that are
illegitimate has been approximately 6 to 10 times
greater for the nonwhite than for the white popula-
tion. Since the early 1950's, the color differential
in the ratio has been diminishing, justasit has in
the illegitimacy rate. In both cases, the declining
differential is due to a more rapidincreasein the
white than in the nonwhite measure.

Within the nonwhite population, the illegiti-
macy ratio for Negro births (270.9) was about 2%

11



times as great asthat for the other nonwhite races
(107.8). Table 13 shows the variation in the ratio
among races for States.

Live-Birth Order and Color

The classification of illegitimate births by
live-birth order (table 11) indicates thatthe high-
est illegitimacy ratio in recent years has been for
first births; 136 illegitimate births per 1,000 in
1964, for example. In contrast, the illegitimacy
ratios for all higher order births ranged from 40
to 58 per 1,000.

For white births in 1964, the first birth ille-
gitimacy ratio was 76 per 1,000 while the ratio for
all other birth orders was 20 or less. The com-
parable ratios for nonwhite births were 487 for
first births and between 163 and 276 for second
and higher births.

Age of Mother and Live-Birth Order
by Color

For the younger mothers, those under 20
years, the highest illegitimacy ratios have been
for first births, and the lowest for births of fifth
or higher order. This has been true for both white
and nonwhite births, Illegitimacy ratios classified
by age of mother and live-birth order are pre-
sented by color in table 12,

The highest illegitimacy ratios for babies
born to women over 20 have also been, with few
exceptions, for first births. However, the lowest
ratios for births to these women have been, in
many cases, for third and fourth births, In some
age groups, the ratio for fourthor fifth and higher
order births has been nearly the same as that
for first births, These relationships have been
similar within each color group.

Between 1955 and 1964, theillegitimacy ratio
increased most for first, second, and third births
to women over 25, For white births theillegitimacy
ratio rose most for births to older women, but
for nonwhite births there were declines in the ratio
for first births to mothers aged 30-40 and in the
ratio for third and fourth births to mothers over
30.
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Variation in lllegitimacy Ratios by Place
of Residence

If the level of illegitimacy as measured by the
illegitimacy ratio is positively associated with the
illegitimacy level indicated by the rate in a given
State, we would expect the variationinillegitimacy
ratios by place of residence to be similar to the
variation in rates. Rank order correlation coeffi-
cients were computed for the relationship between
the illegitimacy ratios and rates in 29 reporting
States. There was a positive correlation of 0.95
between these measures of illegitimacy. For the
white and nonwhite groups separately, the coeffi-
cients of correlation were +0.73 and +0.76, re-
spectively, Only a few States showed marked dif-
ferences in their rankings. Detailed tables are
shown in Appendix VI. Trends in the illegitimacy
ratio for the States that have ever reported legiti-
macy since 1940 are shown in table 14.

Since the correlation betweenrates and ratios
is so great, itisnotnecessarytorestate the vari-
ations by age of mother and color. Detailed data
are shown in table 15 for the reporting States.

Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Residence

In order to compare the relative incidence
of illegitimacy between metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas, the illegitimacy rates for
these two types of residence should be computed.
Since the necessary population estimates for un-
married women have not been available, however,
illegitimacy ratios have been used for the com-
parison.

In 1964 the illegitimacy ratio for women re-
siding in metropolitan counties was 20 percent
higher than that for women residents of nonmetro-
politan counties-~78.0 per 1,000 total births com-
pared with 65.0.

The difference by residence was 23 percent
for white births, but for nonwhite births there was
almost no difference (1 percent). Among white
births, those tomothers 15-19 years of age showed
the greatest residential variation—119.7 for met-
ropolitan births and 76.2 for nonmetropolitan
births, a difference of 57 percent, Detailed ratios
are presented in table 17.



Data classified by metropolitan and nonmet-
ropolitan county of residence are available since
1962. From 1962 to 1964, the gap between met-
ropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties widened
slightly due to the more rapid rise of the illegiti-
macy ratios inmetropolitan counties. Most of the
35 reporting areas followed the patterm of higher
ratios in metropolitan counties, as shown intable
18, However, there were a few States where the
ratios were higher in nonmetropolitan counties,

The illegitimacy ratio is a very important
indicator to a large city or metropolitan area
health department of the amount of special serv-
ices it will have to provide. Table 19 presents

Table F.

Number and percent distribution of illegitimate

the proportion of births that were illegitimarte in
150 standard metropolitan statistical areas in
1964, This proportion varied from a high of 20 per-
cent in Memphis,Tennessee, to a low of 1.3 per-
cent in Provo-Orem, Utah. Among nonwhite births,
generally those in need of the most services, the
proportion of births classified asillegitimate was
as high as 50 percent, as in York, Pennsylvania,

The trends in the illegitimacy ratio for spec-
ified urban places indicates that the ratio has
been increasing in most places since 1955 (see
table 21),

For those people in the health professions who
must provide immediate care to a mother andher

live births, by age of

mother: total of 35 reporting States, 1955 and 1964

[Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Figures for age of mother not stated
are distributed]

Year and age of mother Total White 5ggge Total || White ngz;
19641 Number of Illegitimate | percent distribution

Total=smmmme——mmecmcme e m 195,068 73,692 ] 121,376 | 100.0 }| 100.0 | 100.0
Under 15 yearSe---w=e=ecmm-c-—cc-—a-- 4,426 924 3,502 2.3 1.3 2.9
15-19 years«---ce-cvecmcneccncencan 80,420 29,600 50,820 41,2 40,2 41.9
Under 20 years==----smeeeccmecececa- 84,846 30,524 54,322 43,5 41.4 44,8
20-24 years-~---~-mmemcmmmcmca——ne—- 60,858 26,010 34,848 31.2 35.3 28,7
25-29 years-~-=--mmecccnecmecce————— 25,254 9,036 16,218 12,9 12,3 13.4
30-34 Jears-------==-m=mccmmcemmmns 13,676 4,276 9,400| 7.0 5.8 7.7
35-39 year8-------cccccmemmmmccma—- 7,890 2,796 5,094 4,0 3.8 4,2
40 years and over-------e-ececececa-- 2,544 1,050 1,494 1.3 1.4 1.2

1955

Totalemecmcomcm e e mrc e e 145,615 45,064 | 100,551 { 100.0 100.0 100,0
Under 15 years-----ee-recmcccacncu= 3,253 681 2,572 2,2 1.5 2.6
15-19 years---mec-s-occememcccecncaax 56,421 17,166 39,255 38.7 38.1 39.0
{fader 20 YOATS—omommmoo oo ommemmee 59,674 || 17,847 | 41,827 | 41.0|| 39.6| 41.6
20-24 yearge-m—=--=—memecmmmccccm—acoaa 43,654 14,653 | 29,001| 30.0 32.5 28.8
25-29 Jears---m-=m=mmmmmmmmmcmmmmn= 21,644 6,199 | 15.445| 14.9| 13.8| 15.4
30-34 yearse--ec-mocemccccacncan—a- 12,304 3,621 8,683 8.4 8.0 8.6
35-39 yearse--sm-c-mcecccmceccccaw—n- 6,436 2,066 4,370 4.4 4.6 4.3
40 years and over=------e~rmcecem-- 1,903 678 1,225 1.3 1.5 1.2

1Based on a 50-percent sample of births,
NOTE: Figures for 1955 based on data shown in table J in National Office of Vital

Statistics, "Illegitimate Births, United States, 1938-57," by J. Schachter and M.
McCarthy, Vital Statistics-~Special Reports, Vol. 47, No. 8, Public Health Service,

Washington, D.C., Sept. 1960.
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child, there is little reassurance in knowing that
the risk of having an illegitimate child has re-
mained fairly constant in the past several years.
Even if there is no increase in the illegitimacy
rates, there will probably be larger and larger
numbers of mothers and illegitimate children to
care for in the years to come, simply because the
number of young unmarried women is rising rap-
idly.

CHARACTERISTICS OF UNWED
MOTHERS

According to data from the areas reporting
legitimacy status (34 States and the District of
Columbia as listed in table 7), 44 percent of the
unmarried mothers giving birth in 1964 were
under 20 years of age (table F), A slightly larger

Table G. Number

and percent distribution of illegitimate live births,

proportion of the nonwhite unmarried mothers
(45 percent) than of the white unmarried mothers
(41 percent) were under 20. An additional 31
percent of all the unwed mothers in 1964 were
20-24 years of age, The proportion of unwed
mothers in this age group was somewhat higher
for white women (35 percent) than for nonwhite
women (29 percent).

More than half (52 percent) of the unmarried
mothers who had a child in 1964 reported that
this was their first child; 17 percent, their second;
and 10 percent, their third (table G), The corre-
sponding proportions differ substantially between
the two color groups. For example, 66 percent
of the white unwed mothers but only 44 percent
of the nonwhite unwed mothers reported that the
baby was their first,

by color and

birth order: total of 35 reporting States, 1955 and 1964

[}?efers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Live-birth order refers to number of
children born alive to mother. Figures for live-birth order not stated are distributed]

Year and birth order Total White Nonwhite Total {|White | Nonwhite
Number of . . .
1964! illegitimate births Percent distribution
Total-----—r--c e e 195,068 73,692 121,376 100.0 {|100.0 100.0
First child---------r-cccmmcun-- 101,557 48,544 53,013 52,1 || 65.9 43,7
Second child-m=-ccrmemmemccmaaaaan 33,362 10,502 22,860 17.1 || 14,3 18.8
Tnird child-~--~---c-mmccmmcmaan 19,040 5,494 13,546 9.8 7.5 11.2
Fourth child---=--cecmccucnmcaaaa 12,868 3,752 9,116 6.6 5.1 7.5
Fifth child and over------~---=-- 28,241 5,400 22,841 14,5 7.3 18,8
1955
Total---==m-emmmm e 145,615 || 45,064 100,551 100,0 (|100.0 100.0
First child-----------occevma- 71,504 || 29,570 41,934 49,1 | 65.6 41,7
Second child------=--c-ecncmuon-- 28,164 7,188 20,976 19.3 16.0 20.9
Third child-------m-cmcmommemea 15,977 3,445 12,532 11.0 7.6 12,5
Fourth child----=--c--cmocumun- 10,578 1,927 8,651 7.3 4,3 8.6
Fifth child and over-------=--w- 19,392 2,934 16,458 13.3 6.5 16.4

-Based on a 50-percent sample of births.

NOTE: Figures for 1955 based on data shown in table J
United States, 1938-57,"
Vital Statistics--Special Reports,

Statistics,
McCarthy,
Washington, D.C., Sept. 1960,

""Illegitimate Births,

in National Office of Vital
by J. Schachter and M,

Vol. 47, No. 8, Public Health Service,



Between 1955 and 1964, these distributions
have changed only slightly, The proportion of
unwed mothers giving birth in 1964 who indicated
that this was their first child increased by a
small amount over the corresponding proportion
in 1955, This was due primarily to an increase
in the percentage of first births among nonwhite
mothers.

As would be expected, the proportion of first
births declined with each older age group of un-
married mothers (table 7). In 1964, 80 percent of
the births among unwed mothers under 20 were
first births. The corresponding proportion for
mothers 20-24 was 45 percent. For the age group
25-29 years, the percentage declined to 16 percent,

Within each maternal age group, first illegiti-
mate births accounted for a greater proportion of
all illegitimate births for white than for nonwhite
mothers. Among unwed mothers under 20 years of
age, 92 percent of the births to white mothers
and 73 percent of the births to nonwhite mothers
were first born. The relative difference by color
was greatest for unmarried mothers at ages
20-24: the percentages of first births were 64
and 31 for white and nonwhite, respectively.

FACTORS ACCOUNTING FOR COLOR
DIFFERENCES IN ILLEGITIMACY

The differentials in illegitimacy between
white and nonwhite women are great, This is
reflected by all the measures used in this report.

Non- | Ratio of
Measure for 1964 White ﬁ?t nonwhite
whilte | +o white
Illegitimacy
rate~=-==em=caa- 11.0 97.2 8.8
First birth ille-
gitimacy rate--- 7.4 42,9 5.8
Illegitimacy
ratio-=--e-ceca- 33.9} 245,0 7.2

This section presents some hypotheses that
have been suggested to account for these differ-
entials,

First of all it may be that differences in the
timing of marriage after discovery of conception
account for an important part of the differences
in illegitimacy rates between white and nonwhite

women, William Pratct found support for this
hypothesis in a study conducted in Detroit.
This research was conducted to see whether the
rise in illegitimate births and the decline in the
age at marriage in recent years might both re-
flect different adjustments to the same under-
lying trend—rising premarital conceptions,

The sample for his study was drawn from
about 20,000 first marriages occurring in Detroit
in 1960 (women over 45 years of age were ex-
cluded). One in eight white newlyweds and one
in two nonwhite newlyweds were included in the
sample, Information was collected by mail ques-
tionnaires,

One of his findings is that white couples are
more apt to marry soon after the discovery of
conception, while nonwhite couples may wait until
after the birth of one or more children before
marrying. He further states that

"The dramatic difference between white and
nonwhite illegitimate births is as much or
more a function of fewer marital resolutions
before the birth of the childas it is a function
of higher illegitimate conceptions,

"l suggest we are infact witnessing a different
cultural pattern in family formation and
growth in the nonwhite population, which,
if far from universal, is nonetheless suffi-
ciently widespread to merit special study, ...,
Overall, it seems to me that far more atten-
tion needs to be given to the patterns of
family formation and growth in the nonwhite
population before firm conclusions as to
illegitimacy trends, differentials and their
implications can be made,"

A second factor that might help to account
for the higher nonwhite illegitimacy rate is less
frequent induced abortion among Negro women,
No reliable estimates have been made of the
frequency with which induced abortion occurs,
but there has been much discussion of this in
recent years because of the health threat it
poses. The only research available on this sub-
ject was conducted by Alfred Kinsey,5 and his
findings were reported toa conference onabortion
sponsored by the Planned Parenthood Federation
of America, Inc, He attributed his finding of less
frequent induced abortion among Negroes to
sociological differences,
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There is considerable evidence that socio-
economic composition is an important factor con-
tributing to the white-nonwhite differential in
illegitimacy. It is likely that if it were possible
to control for social class, much of the difference
between these two groups would disappear.

Finally, some people have ascribed the differ-
ences between white and nonwhite rates of illegiti-
macy to values and the access to the means of
realizing these values in behavior. These values
include attitudestoward extramarital intercourse,
""forced" marriage, induced abortion, and having
an illegitimate child, The variables relating to
access include knowledge and availability of
contraception, the degree of difficulty inobtaining
an induced abortion, and the financial ability to
establish a family.

Each of these two types of variables differ
for different segments of the population as defined
by age, socioeconomic status, place of residence,
religion, race, and so forth, Butitisalso possible
that two groups with similar valueshave different
degrees of access to the means of realizing
their values, and thus differing rates of illegiti-
macy. It would require extremely careful and
thorough research to link these variables,

FACTORS ACCOUNTING FOR THE
INCREASING ILLEGITIMACY RATE

One factor that may help to account for the
rising illegitimacy rates is a decline in the inci-
dence of induced abortion, Alfred Kinsey,? inthe
research discussed earlier, found that for women
born during the 40-year period 1890-1930, there
was no change in the incidence of premarital
pregnancy, but there was a rise in the frequency
with which these women ended a pregnancy by
abortion. Among ever-married women, he found
the lowest rates of abortion among the generation
born before 1890. The frequency of abortion rose
among women born during the next two decades
and then decreased for women born between 1910
and 1929, In his sample he found that between 88
and 95 percent of the premarital pregnancies
were ended by induced abortion.,
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In addition, he noted that the percentage
of girls who are having premarital intercourse
has increased considerably during the first half
of the 20th century, if a higher percentage of
girls are having premarital intercourse and if
it is more difficult to obtain an abortion, then the
number of women having an illegitimate child
would increase unless more marry before giving
birth, Unfortunately, there is virtually no infor-
mation available on levels or trends in illegal
abortion, and therefore it is not possible to
support or refute this hypothesis,

Another factor that may help to account for
the rise in illegitimacy is the reduction of sterility
associated with venereal disease. This cannot be
demonstrated with certainty, but it appears to be
a tenable hypothesis, particularly for the nonwhite
population. We do know that among nonwhite
married women, the prevalence of childlessness
was once quite high. Among ever-married non-
white women 50-54 years of age enumerated in
the 1960 Census, for example, 28 percent reported
that they had never had any children., The pro-
portion was much lower for younger women
(14 percent for ever-married nonwhite women 25~
29 years of age), It seems likely that this trend
toward fewer childless women represents an
increase in fecundity, probably due tothe reduced
prevalence of venereal disease.® Iftherehasbeen
an increase in the fecundity of the nonwhite popu-
lation, it would affect the unmarried population
as well as the married and raise the likelihood
that premarital intercourse would lead to preg-
nancy and childbirth,

Such a trend may also have affected illegit-
imacy rates among certain segments of the
white population, particularly the poor and less
educated who generally have had less access to
adequate medical care,

Again, it should be emphasized that these
suggestions are speculative, We haveno research
findings directly linking an increase in fecundity
with an increase in illegitimacy. But in an area
in which speculation is much more common than
research, the hypothesis of increased fecundity
appears to have somewhat more merit than other
inadequately supported speculations,

Another factor that may account for the large
increase in the illegitimacy rate among nonwhite



women during the 1940's is the large-scale mi-
gration from southern farms into large cities in
many parts of the country, The dissolution of
families, crowded living conditions, and generally
unfavorable social and economic conditions may
have led to greater promiscuity,

William Goode? had hypothesized that there
tends to be more illegitimacy among groups of
the population that have not been completely
assimilated; therefore some association between
rates of migration and illegitimacy would be
expected, In order to get some indication of the
effect of migration on illegitimacy, the proportion
of migrants into each standard metropolitan
statistical area (SMSA) was obtained for the
white and nonwhite population between 1955 and
1960, This was correlated with illegitimacy ratios
observed in 1964,

For the nonwhite population there was a
negative correlation of 0.41 between illegitimacy
and migration; for the white population there
was a positive correlation of 0.28. Neither of
these can be considered meaningful. Clearly
more refined measures are needed to test this
hypothesis,

None of the factors discussed here can satis-
factorily explain the rise in illegitimacy. It is
clear, therefore, that more careful and definitive
research is needed,

HEALTH CHARACTERISTICS

Hlegitimate children are not only stigmatized
socially by their legal status but they also suffer
handicaps with respect to their physical develop-
ment at birth and their subsequent health, This
has been demonstrated by studies conducted in
New York City® and can be shown in two health
related characteristics that are reported uniform-
ly on the birth certificates of all States: the
birth weight of the child and the attendant at
birth and place of delivery,

In the study of matched live birth and infant
death records conducted in New York City over
a period of years, it was revealed that unmarried
mothers received less prenatal care and had more
complications of pregnancy than married mothers.
There was a higher rate of prematurity among
the illegitimate children than among legitimate
births and their risk of death was considerably

higher, For 1963 births, the infant death ratios
(deaths under 1 year of age per 1,000 live births)
were as follows:

. Legit~- | Illegit-
Length of gestation imate imate
Premature--=====ec~e-- 158.0 183.5
Full term=--~==--mce-- 9.5 15,3

Birth Weight

Various studies have shown that unmarried
pregnant women are slower to accept prenatal
care and in general receive poorer prenatal care
than do married pregnant women. This is reflected
in the birth weight of their offspring, The median
weight of legitimate infants bornin 1964 was 3,310
grams; it was only 3,110 grams for illegitimate
infants,

The percentage of babies born weighing less
than 2,501 grams (5% lbs,)—i.e,, those defined
as immature—is a good index of future health
because of the high morbidity and mortality in
this low birth weight group. By this criterion
14.6 percent of the illegitimate infants born in
1964 were immature as compared with 7.7 per-
cent of the legitimate babies. The differences by
color are striking: more nonwhite legitimate
babies (13.0 percent) were immature than were
white illegitimate ones (11,3 percent), but the
gap between legitimate and illegitimare births
was wider for white infants, In other words, non-
white infants had a high rate of immaturity regard-
less of their legitimacy status, whereas legitimacy
made a substantial difference for white infants
(6.8 percent of legitimate babies and 11.3 percent
of illegitimate babies were immature), See table
H for detailed data,

In general, the higher the birth order, the
higher the average weight of the child, Fewer
second and higher order births were immature
(8.0 percent) than were first births (8.5 percent).
This was true regardless of legitimacy and color
with one exception. Among white illegitimate
births, 13.2 percent of the second and higher
order births were immature but only 10.4 per-
cent of the first births, This difference may re-
flect a difference in socioeconomic environment
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Table H. Percent of live births immature and median birthweight, by legitimacy status,
live-birth order, and color: total of 35 reporting States, 1955 and 1964

[By place of residence. Refers only to births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Live-birth order refers to
the number of children born alive to mother. Figures for legitimacy status not stated or not reported are included in legitimate
births. Figures for birth weight not stated are distributed proportionately. The median is the value which divides a distribution
into two equal parts; one-half the values being less than the median and one-half being more]

19641 1955
Live-birth order
and color s s s . P
Legiti~ | Illegiti- Legiti- | Illegiti-
Total mate mate Total mate mate
Percent immature (2,500 grams or less)
Total live births--- 8.2 7.7 14.6 7.5 7.2 13.0
White-=---=- 7.0 6.8 11.3 6.7 6.6 11.2
Nonwhite-- 13.9 13.0 16.5 11.6 11.0 13.7
First child-----=e--nn-o--- 8.5 7.7 13.8 8.0 7.5 12.8
White~-=-= 7.3 7.1 10.4 7.1 7.0 10.7
Nonwhite-- 15.5 14.2 16.9 13.4 12.9 14.3
Second child and over----- 8.0 7.6 15.5 7.3 7.1 13.1
White----- 6.8 6.7 13.2 6.5 6.5 12.2
Nonwhite-- 13.4 12.8 16.3 11.0 10.6 13.4
Birth order not stated---- 14.4 14.7 11.9 9.5 8.9 13.1
White----- 14.7 14.8 13.9 8.3 8.2 10.3
Nonwhite-- 13.6 14.5 11.1 12.0 11.0 14.0
Median weight in grams?
Total live births--- 3,300 3,310 3,110 3,320 3,330 3,150
White----- 3,330 3,340 3,200 3,340 3,340 3,210
Nonwhite-- 3,130 3,160 - 3,050 3,200 3,220 3,130
First child-------mmeaaa-- 3,250 3,270 3,100 3,250 3,260 3,120
White----- 3,280 3,290 3,200 3,270 3,280 3,190
Nonwhite-- 3,040 3,070 3,000 3,080 3,100 3,060
Second child and over----- 3,320 3,330 3,130 3,350 3,350 3,190
White---~- 3,360 3,360 3,220 3,370 3,370 3,240
Nonwhite-- 3,160 3,170 3,100 3,230 3,240 3,180
Birth order not stated---- 3,210 3,210 3,210 3,280 3,290 ] 3,140
White----- 3,230 3,230 3,370 3,300 3,310 3,200
Nonwhite-- 3,160 3,160 3,170 3,210 3,250 3,120

IBased on a 50-percent sample of births.

2Computed to the nearest 10 grams on basis of exact conversion of interval limits
from pounds and ounces.

NOTE: Figures for 1955 based on data shown in table 9 in National Office of Vital
Statistics, ''Illegitimate Births, United States, 1938-57," by J. Schachter and M,
McCarthy, Vital Statistics-—-Special Reports, Vol. 47, No. 8, Public Health Service,
Washington, D.C., Sept. 1960,
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and medical care between mothers of first
illegitimate births and mothers who had second
and higher order illegitimate births,

Attendant at Birth

Fewer illegitimate than legitimate children
were born in hospitals and more were delivered
by midwives in both 1964 and 1955; but the
situation had improved since the earlier date.
In 1964, 97,7 percent of the legitimate children
and 89.1 percent of the illegitimate children
were delivered in hospitals as contrasted with
94,1 and 74.9 percent, respectively, in 1955.

In some areas, usually where most babies
are born in hospitals, there were very small
differences between legitimate and illegitimate
children. For example, in the District of Colum-
bia 98.8 percent of the legitimate and 98,3 percent
of the illegitimate children were born in hos-
pitals. In Alabama however, 89,2 percent of
legitimate children and only 56.4 percent of
illegitimate children were born in a hospital.

Table J.

Midwives deliver large numbers of children
in the Southern States. Among children born in
1964 to residents of Alabama, for example, 8.7
percent of the legitimate and 36.8 percent of
the illegitimate births were delivered by mid-
wives, Mississippi and South Carolina had simi-
larly large proportions of both legitimate and
illegitimate children delivered by midwives, as
shown in table J, The proportions of deliveries
attended by midwives among all children born to
residents of the 35 reporting States in 1964
were 1.5 percent for the legitimate and 7.7
percent for the illegitimate births,

Differentials in the Frequency of

Fetal Death

Another indicator of the differences in pre-
natal care received by married and unmarried
pregnant women is the relative frequency of
fetal death., Any termination of pregnancy other
than a live birth is defined by the World Health
Organization as a fetal death., Fetal deaths

Percent of deliveries conducted by midwives, by legitimacy status and color:

total of 35 reporting States and each of 13 Southern States, 1964

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within reporting area to residents of the area. Based on a 50-
percent sample. Figures for legitimacy not. stated or not reported are included in legitimate births}

Legitimate Illegitimate
Area

. Non- Non~

Total || White | ;. .| Total White white
Total for 35 reporting States--=---- 1.5 0.4 8.2 7.7 0.8 11.8
Alabama--==-~ccmmemmcm e e anaa 8.7 0.5 28.8| 36.8 1.9 40,9
Delawarem===me=ccmmm~ccmmmcmemccenm e e e~ 0.5 0.4 1.1 1.3 - 1.8
District of Columbia=-c---vmumcnuccccnanax - - - - - -
Florida=--e-—cmmcecmmmccmcncacc e e 2.3 0.4 9.5 9.6 0.3 13.0
Kentuckys=---cmmmemearcusccnncnrca e e 1.8 1.7 2.8 3.3 3.5 3.1
Louisiana=---------ceecmccumcninmacceccaa 1.3 0.1 3.7 8.0 0.2 9,1
Migsiggippi--~s-mccmcm e e 17.6 0,3} 37.1| 43,7 2,8 46,2
North Carolina-----~=-cw-ececercameccaaanx 2,7 0,1| 10.3| 10,3 0.1 12.5
South Carolina=---==c-ee-cacucccmmencann 7.0 0.2 19.9| 20.5 1.0 23.0
Tennessee=----==-mcmmucecaceccmemcunune=— 1.4 0.3 7.2 6.1 1.1 7.8
TexXa8=-—=sw-smcmcmmmcccarccm s e e e e e m——— 3.5 3.0 7.0 9,0 5.7 11.6
Virginiae-=-c---meeccocceccnmmccc v e 2,2 0.3 9.8 12,1 0.5 16.8
West Virginia------cccnrcmcmnmccancacnaas 0.3 0.3 1.1 0.9 0.8 1,2
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Table K. Fetal death ratios, by legitimacy status and color: total of 34 reporting
States, 1955-64

I_By place of residence. Data refer only to fetal deaths for which thi period of gestation was given as 20 weeks or more or was
not stated

Legiti- | Illegiti=
Year Total mgtel ma%e
Total Ratio per 1,000 live births
19642 mmmmm e mmcmcccmmemcmcmmccmcsmmce e mem— - 15.5 14.7 25,9
1963 2ccmcmmmcmmeccemc;em;meccemmecmm—cemecmmmme e maem- 15,3 14.5 26,5
19622 cmmmem e mm e mm e ececmecccmmmmemcem—cm - 15,3 14,6 26,1
15,9 15.3 25.4
15.8 15.1 27.4
15,8 15,2 26,0
16.4 15,7 27.5
16.3 15.7 27.0
16.6 16.1 26,8
17.2 16.6 28.9
13.2 13.0 20,9
13,1 12.9 20,4
13.3 13,0 22,1
13.8 13.6 21.5
13,8 13.6 22,9
13.7 13.6 21,5
14,2 14,0 24,2
14.3 14,1 23,2
14,5 14,3 1 24,7
15,0 14,8 26,0
26.6 25,7 29.0
26.3 25,0 30.3
25,8 25,0 28,2
26,8 26.5 27.5
26,2 25,2 29,6
26,7 26,2 28,3
27.3 26.7 29,1
26,7 26,1 28,7
27 .4 27,3 27.8
28.6 28,2 30,2

1Includes legitimacy not stated,

2Data on fetal deaths by legitimacy status are not available for Rhode Island in
1955 and Virginia for 1962-64,

8since the revised certificate of fetal death for Virginia introduced during 1961
did not contain a question on legitimacy status,the count of illegitimate fetal deaths
for this State is understated,

4pigures by color exclude data for residents of New Jersey,

NOTE: Figures for 1955-64 based on data shown in National Center for Health Statis-
tics, Vital Statistics of the United States, Vol. II, Washington, U.S. Government
Printing Office,
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include, for vital statistics purposes, stiilbirths
and miscarriages as well as induced abortions.
Statistics from vital records include registered
fetal deaths occurring after 20 weeks of ges-
tation, The fetal death ratio (fetal deaths per
1,000 live births) has been 50 percent higher
for illegitimate pregnancies than for legitimate
among white women., For pregnancies to non-
white women, the corresponding difference has
been about 10 percent (fig, 7).

In 1964, 2 percent of the pregnancies to
unmarried white women and 3 percent of the
pregnancies to unmarried nonwhite women ended
in a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation.
There has been very little change in these per-
centages during the past 10 years (table K).

Adoption and Legitimation

Illegitimate children begin life with more
precarious health than do other children, In
addition, illegitimate babies have social handi-
caps, Under what conditions do children with
these disadvantages grow to maturity?

There are several possibilities: a child may
be adopted, either by relatives or by unrelated
persons, thus becoming a member of a socially
recognized family; his parents may marry and
"legitimize™ the child; he may not survive in-
fancy; or he may survive with unchanged legal
status and be raised by his mother or another
person or be put in an institution,

Attempts have been made in a few States
to determine how many illegitimate children are
adopted or legitimized. For example, Minnesota
found that of the 1,527 illegitimate children born
in 1952 in that State, 53 percent were adopted
and 11 percent were legitimized by the age of
10.° Robert W, Hiller of the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Health obtained these figures by examining
the birth certificates that had been replaced by
revised certificates, Hiller suggests that a more
complete study would also take into account
welfare records and death certificates.

The "replaced" certificates, representing le-
gitimations, constitute a readily available source
of data for additional information on the cir-
cumstances under which an illegitimate child is
raised. Research based on these records should
be encouraged.
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Figure 7. Fetal death ratios,by legitimacy status
and color:total of 34 reporting States, 1955-64
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SUMMARY

Statistics on illegitimacy in the United States
are based on information required on the birth
certificates of 34 States and the District of Colum-
bia, Although the number of States requiring that
legitimacy status be reported has declined since
the late 1930's, it is possible thatthe registration
of illegitimate births in the States requiring it
has improved over the past 25 years,

Trends and differentials in the incidence of
illegitimacy are described in this report., The
analysis is based principally on the illegitimacy
rate (number of illegitimate births per 1,000
unmarried women 15-44 years of age); this
measure is useful because it relates illegitimate
births to the population at risk, Trends and
differentials in the ratio of illegitimate births
to total births are also described, but the impor-
tant shortcomings of this measureasananalytical
tool are emphasized,
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All of the measures indicate that the prev-
alence of illegitimacy has increased over the past
25 years but that there have been several distinct
periods in this quarter century, The illegitimacy
rate, for example, nearly doubled from 1940
(7.1) to 1950 (14.1), The rate continued to rise
rapidly until 1957 (21.0), and since then the in-
crease has slowed down considerably, By 1965
the rate was 23,5, or only 12 percent higher than
in 1957,

The differences in illegitimacy between the
white and nonwhite population are wide, Although
the measures of illegitimacy have always been
higher for the nonwhite than for the white popu-
lation, this differential has been declining in re-
cent years, For example, in 1950 the illegitimacy
rate for nonwhite women was 71.2, or nearly
12 times greater than the rate of 6,1 for white
women, By 1965 this differential had declined
to slightly over 8: the rates were 11,6 and
97.6 for white and nonwhite women, respectively.

Other important differentials in illegitimacy
can be seen when the births are classified by age
of mother, live-birth order, and place of resi-
dence, Socioeconomic status is considered an
important factor in accounting for differentials
in illegitimacy. Among the lower status groups,
for example, there may be less use of contracep-
tion, less availability of abortion, and lesslikeli-
hood that a woman will marry after she becomes
pregnant,

Finally, illegitimate children suffer not only
socially, because of their legal status, but also
with respect to their physical development at
birth and their subsequent health, The different
circumstances under which these children can
grow up have been discussed,

The inability to account satisfactorily for the
increasing prevalence of illegitimacy or for
the differentials in illegitimacy demonstrates
clearly the need for more research,
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Table 1., Estimated illegitimacy rates,! by age of mother: United States, 1940-65

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Alaska included beginning 1959, and Hawaii, 1960. Rates are illegitimate live births
per 1,000 unmarried females in specified age group. Figures for age of mother not stated are distributed

Age of mother

Year All
ages 15-19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | 40-44
15-44 years | years | years | years | years | years
years

Illegitimacy rates

23.5 16.71 39.9{ 49.3| 37.5[ 17.4 4.5
23.0 15.8 1 39.9} 50.2| 37.2( 16.3 4.4
22,5 15.21 40.3| 49.0| 33.2| 1é6.1 4,3
21.9 14,8 40,9 46.7| 29.7| 15.6 4.0
22,7 15.9 | 41.7| 46.5| 28.3 ]| 15.4 3.9
21.6 15.3 1 39.7) 45.1} 27.8)] 1l4.1 3.6
21.9 15.5{ 40.2| 44,1 28.11| 1l4.1 3.3
21.2 15.3| 38.2| 40.5| 27.5}| 13.3 3.2
21.0 15.8 | 37.3] 36.8{ 26.8 12.1 3.1
20.4 15.6| 36.4! 35,6| 24.6| 11.1 2.8
19.3 15.1 33,5 33.5| 22.0} 10.5 2.7
18.7 14.9( 31.4} 31.0| 20.4| 10.3 2,5
16.9 13.9| 28,0 27.6| 17.3 9.0 2.4
15.8 13.5| 25.4| 24.8| 15.7 8.2 1.9
15.1 13.2| 23.2| 22.8( 14.6 7.6 2,2
14.1 12,6 21.3| 19.9] 13.3 7.2 2,0
13.3 12,0 21,0f 18,0 1ll.4 6.8 1.9
12.5 11.4} 19.8] 16.4| 10.0 5.8 1.6
12,1 11,0} 18.9| 15.7 9.2 5.6 1.8
10.9 9.5 17.3( 15.6 7.3 4,4 1.8
10.1 9.5] 15.3| 12.1 7.1 4.1 1.6

9.0 8.8 13.1[ 10.1 7.0 4.0 1.3

8.3 8.4 1l.4 8.8 6.7 3.8 1.3

8.0 8.2 11.0 8.4 6.3 3.8 1.2

7.7 8.0 9.8 7.8 6.0 3.7 1.4

7.1 7.4 9.5 7.2 3.1 3.4 1.2

IThe illegitimacy rates shown in this table for the years 1951-65 differ from those published
in various issues of Vital Statistics of the United States. The rates shown here are based on a
smoothed series of population estimates for unmarried women, by color and age (described in
Appendix I), which were not available when the rates previously published were computed.

2Rates computed by relating total illegitimate births regardless of age of mother to unmarried
women aged 15-44 years.

3Rates computed by relating illegitimate births to mothers aged 40 and over to unmarried
women aged 40-44 years.

1Based on a 50-percent sample of births.
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Table 2, Estimated illegitimacy rates, by age of mother and color: United States, 1955-65

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Alaska inciuded beginning 1959, and Hawaii, 1960. Rates are illegitimate live births
per 1,000 unmarried women in specified group. Figures for age of mother not stated are distributed. See Appendix I for procedure for estimating
unmarried female populations by age and color]

Age of mother

Color and year All

ages 15~19| 20-24 | 25-29| 30-34| 35-44

15-4¢4 years | years| years| years| years

years!
White Illegitimacy rates

11.6 7.9 22,1 24,3 16.6 4,9

11,0 7.31 21,2] 24,1 15.9 4,8

10.5 7.0 20,8) 22,0 14,2 4,6

9.8 6.5] 20,0 19.8] 12.6 4,3

10.0 7.0¢ 19.7} 19.4f 11.3 4.2

9.2 6.6} 18.2} 18,2| 10.8 3.9
9.2 6.5 18.3| 17.6) 10,7 3.6
8.8 6.3 17.3] 15.8{ 10.8 3.4
8.6 6.4 16.6| 14.6| 10,5 3.0
8.3 6.2 16,3 14.0 9.2 3.0
7.9 6.0 15,0} 13,3 8.6 2.8

97.6 75.8| 152.6 | 164,71} 137.8 39.0
97.2 74,0 164,21 168.7| 132.,3 34,5
97.1 73.8( 161.8( 17L.5] 124.3 34.4
97.5 74,1 163,6 172,7} 115,2 35.5
100.8 77.61 169,6| 172,71} 112.0 37.4
98.3 76.5| 166.5} 171.8 104.0 35.6

19598 cm e e e e mcmecee 100.8 80.8| 167.8| 168,0} 106.5 34,9
19583 97.8 80.4| 153.2} 161.2| 110.5 32,5
95.3 81.4| 147.7| 142.6| 115.1 30.3
92.1 79.6| 143.5} 132,7] 113.7 27.0
87.2 77.6| 133,0| 125.2| 100.9 25,3

IRates computed by relating total births regardless of age of mother to women aged 15-44 years.
2Rates computed by relating births to mothers aged 35 and over to women aged 35-44 years.
3Based on a 50-percent sample of births.
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Table 3. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy rates, by color: 35 reporting States, 1960

[B) place of re-idence Refer~ only to ilegittmate birth= occurring within the reporting area to residents of 1the srea Based on g Spereend”
~ample Rates per 1060 unmartied womoen -0 specified -!rmm]
Area Total White gggge Total White Eﬁg;e
Illegitimate births Illegitimacy rates
Total, 35 States -cocmoo e 163,632 55,234{ 108,398 24,0 9.6 101.8
Alabama - cm- s mmmemm e e el o 8,718 804 7,914 44 .4 6.7 104.,0
Alaska-cmmm o m e e 362 64 298| 43.4 12,3 94,9
DelaWar e~ === = e e e e e - 1,024 282 742 43,0 14.3 179.2
District of Columbig--~-=e-mcmomm e 4,072 346 3,726 50,0 9.¢ 1156,7
Florida--—cmomom oo - o 10,962 2,310 8,652 43,8 12.0 150.8
Hawaiiceoomommm o m e e o 902 200 702 22,3 21.5 22,6
I1linoism--cmmc e e oo 14,262 4,260 10,002 24,9 8.6 132.8
Indiana 4,546 2,720 1,826 18.4 11.9 96,2
LOWA~mmm e e e - 1,438 1,278 150 10.1 9.1 77.0
Kansag--cocmmrm e e e e e e 1,340 820 520 13.0 8.4 83.6
KentucKy o= sm s m e e e e e 3,636 2,020 1,516 21.3 13.0 106.2
Louisianaerm---mmmecmm e cm e e e 8,126 990 7,136 43,1 8.7 95.0
Maine !l ameme e e oo 630 620 10} 11.8 -— -—
Michigan-~---cmcmmmc e e e 7,328 3,766 3,562 16.7 9.7 72.5
Minnesotas=-=-~mmemmcm e e eeem 2,486 2,138 348 12,7 11,1 117.8
Mississippimmmccommm e e 8,214 384 7,830 64,3 6.0 123.2
MigsoUricam o mcmm e e e 5,632 1,798 3,834 24,2 8.8 136.1
Nevada' — - oo m s e e 266 122 144 18.8 - -—=
NEeW JerS@Ymmmmmm s cm o e e rmc e e m e 4,784 1,558 3,126 13.7 5.3 81.3
North Caroling----=s--ecmmmcommm e e 9,912 1,694 8,218 35.5 9.1 89.4
North Dakota =-e-m-cmocmmm e e 420 344 76 12,4 - -——
(038 X R e R 10,092 5,098 4,994 18.6 10.5 88.8
03 =T Lo s B e it e 1,184 1,008 176 13.1 11.5 72,8
Pennsylvanide=-eoommccccmrm e e oo 10,100 4,942 5,158 14.3 7.7 79.0
Rhode Island’ —----ememmcmmm o cmcmmmeeeaen 582 402 180§ 1l.1 - ---
South Caroling@--=-=--ccmmmmmmcc e e m 7,226 706 6,520 48,1 8.3 99.5
South Dakota-=-—-eeomcmcmmcm e me e e e e 552 262 290 16,2 8.2 124,7
7,130 1,752 5,378 33,1 10.1 128.0
12,830 4,954 7,876 25,0 11.5 94,8
410 352 58 8.0 ——- _——
Virginiaea-meemocm e e e 7,552 1,812 5,740 32.9 10.6 97.2
Washingtone-memccmmmc o e e 1,866 1,522 344 13.0 11.1 62.4
West Virginla----ce-cmommomcmmmmm e e 2,346 1,788 558 20.2 16.4 79.1
WiSCONSINemmmm e rm e m e m e e e 2,500 1,856 650 1.3 3.6 103.1
Wyomingl m=mammmmce dmmccm e e e 194 162 34 3.3 --- -

'Illegitimacy rates by color cannot be computed becau.e unmarried female population figures by

color are not available.
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Table 4. Estimated number of illegitimate live births, by age of wother and color: United States, 1940-65

[Rafers only to births occurring within the United States. Alaska included beginning 1959 and Hawsii, 1060. Due to rounding estimates to the nearest hundred, figures by color may not add to

totals]
Age of mother
Golor and year All Under | 15-19 15 16 17 18 19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | 40+
ages years years years years years years years years years years years years
Number of illegitimate live births
291,200 6,100 | 123,200 /12,200 | 21,200 | 28,400 | 32,700 | 28,700 | 90,700| 36,800 | 19,600 [ 11,400 | 3,700
275,700 5,800 | 111,400 {11,300 | 20,200 | 27,200 | 25,800 | 26,900 | 87,900| 36,400} 19,500 | 11,100 | 3,600
259,400 5,400 | 101,800 [110,700 | 18,600 | 21,700 | 24,900 | 25,800 | 82,600 35,400 19,800 10,900 | 3,500
245,100 5,100 | 94,400 10,100 | 15,500 | 20,600 | 23,600 | 24,700 | 77,400| 34,000 19,800 | 11,100 | 3,300
240,200 5,200 | 93,200 || 9,000 | 15,500 | 20,500 | 24,600 | 23,500 | 74,000| 33,700| 19,800 | 11,100 | 3,200
224,300 4,600 | 87,100 [ 8,700 | 15,100 | 19,900 | 21,800 | 21,600 | 68,000 32,100 | 18,900 [ 10,600 | 3,000
220,600 4,600 | 84,500 || 8,800 | 15,200 | 19,100 | 20,900 | 20,600 | 67,300| 32,000 ( 19,000 10,500 | 2,800
208,700 4,400 | 79,400 || 8,400 | 13,900 | 17,800 | 19,700 | 19,600 | 62,800| 30,800 18,700 | 9,900 | 2,700
201,700 4,600 [ 76,400 { 8,200 | 13,900 | 17,300 | 19,000 | 18,100 | 60,500 29,800 | 18,200 9,400 | 2,800
193,500 4,200 | 72,800 |[ 7,500 | 13,200 | 16,200 | 18,400 | 17,500 | 58,800| 29,400| 17,000 | 8,800 | 2,500
183,300 3,900 | 68,900 || 7,200 | 12,900 15,700 | 17,200 I 17,100 [ 55,700| 28,000 | 16,100 8,300 | 2,400
e ————— g
176,600 3,900 | 67,200 33,600 33,500 53,300} 26,600 15,500 | 7,900 | 2,200
160,800 3,400 | 61,500 30,900 30,600 48,800| 24,500 13,400] 7,000 | 2,100
150,300 3,200 | 58,700 30,700 28,000 45,500 22,400( 12,400} 6,500 |.1,600
146,500 3,200 | 57,400 29,200 28,300 43,900( 22,000| 11,900} 6,200 | 1,900
141,600 3,200 | 56,000 28,700 27,400 43,100{ 20,900| 10,800 | 6,000 | 1,700
133,200 3,100 | 53,300 27,200 26,100 40,300 19,560 9,700} 5,600 | 1,600
129,700 3,000 | 52,500 26,600 25,900 40,800| 18,200( 8,800 | 4,900 | 1,400
131,900 2,900 | 52,900 - --- - --- --- | 43,100} 18,100 8,700| 4,800 | 1,500
125,200 2,300 | 49,000 --- --- -—- - --- | 43,200{ 17,000 7,800 | 4,400 | 1,300
117,400 2,500 | 49,200 - --- --- --- ---139,300| 14,100{ 7,100 4,000 | 1,200
105,200 2,300 | 45,500 --- - - --- --- | 33,700| 12,400 6,400} 3,700 |1,100
98,100 2,400 | 44,000 - - - - --- | 29,800| 11,300} 6,100 3,500 | 1,100
96,500 2,300 | 43,200 --- —-- --- - -~ | 29,500| 11,200[ 5,900} 3,400 | 1,000
95,700 2,200 | 43,100 --- - - --- --- {29,200| 10,900| 5,800 3,300 | 1,200
89,500 2,100 | 40,500 - --- - --- --- | 27,200] 10,500 5,200| 3,000 | 1,000
123,700 1,400 | 50,700 || 3,300 7,100 | 11,100 | 15,200 | 14,000 | 43,400 14,900| 7,200| 4,500 | 1,600
114,300 1,400 | 45,200 f 3,200 6,900 | 11,500 | 11,000 | 12,600 | 40,600| 14,300{ 6,800 4,400 |1,600
104,600 1,300 | 40,700 || 3,300| 6,800 | 8,300} 10,400 | 12,000 | 36,800 13,000{ 7,000 | 4,200 [1,500
94,700 1,300 | 36,700 || 3,000 5,200 7,700| 9,800 | 11,200 | 32,300| 11,900 7,000 4,100 | 1,400
91,100 1,400 | 36,100 || 2,700 5,200| 7,600 | 10,300 [ 10,400 [ 29,900| 11,600 6,600 | 4,100 | 1,400
82,500 1,200 | 32,800 || 2,600 5,100| 7,400} 8,800 9,000 |26,700{ 10,700| 6,000} 3,900 } 1,300
79,600 1,200 | 30,900 || 2,500] 5,100| 6,800 8,000 8,500 |26,200| 10,500| 5,900} 3,700 1,100
74,600 1,200 [ 28,500 || 2,400| 4,400 6,300 7,300 | 8,000 |24,100| 10,000{ 6,100 3,500 | 1,100
70,800 1,100 | 26,900 || 2,200| 4,300| 6,000{ 7,300 7,200}22,700 9,800 6,000| 3,100 |1,200
67,500 1,000 | 25,200 | 1,900 3,900| 5,600 | 6,900 | 7,000 22,200\ 9,500 5,400 3,200 [1,100
64,200 900 [ 23,700 [ 1,800] 3,6001 5,200} 6,3001 6,800 |21,000] 9,100} 5,400 3,000 |1,000
— ——

62,700 soo| 23,200 — m,200 13,000 20,600( 8,900 5,200 3,000 | 1,000
56,600 800 | 20,700 9,100 11,600 19,000 8,200 4,700| 2,600 800
54,100 700 | 19,600 8,800 10,800 18,500{ 7,700 4,300 2,600 700
52,600 600 | 19,700 8,900 10,900 17,300 7,800 4,200] 2,300 | 800
53,500 700 | 19,900 8,700 11,100 17,800 7,900 4,200] 2,300 700
53,500 700 | 19,700 8,800 10,900 17,700{ 8,300| 4,100} 2,300 | 700
54,800 700 | 20,500 9,100 11,400 19,000 8,200| 3,700| 2,100 | 600
60,500 700 | 21,600 --- - - - ---|22,300| 9,100 4,000 2,000 700
61,400 600 | 20,300 --- - --- - --- | 24,800 9,300 3,800| 2,000 600
56,400 600 | 20,300 - --- --- - --- |22,600| 7,500 3,300| 1,700 | 500
49,600 500 | 18,600 - --- - ——- --- | 19,000| 6,500 2,900 1,500 | 500
42,800 600 [ 16,600 --- - - - --- | 15,500| 5,500} 2,600 1,500 | 500
42,000 500 [ 16,300 - --- - e --- | 15,300} 5,400| 2,600 1,400 | 500
41,900 500 | 16,500 - - .- --- ---|15,200| 5,300 2,500 1,300 500
40,300 500 | 16,000 --- -— --- - --- | 14,7001 5,200] 2,200{ 1,300 | 500

1Based on a 50-percent sample.
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Table 4. Estimated number of illegitimate live births,by age of mother and color: United States, 1940-65—Con.

[Reters only to births occurring within the United States. Alaska included beginning 1959 and Hawaii, 1960. Due to

e

to the nearest hundred, figures by color may not add to

8

totals]
Age of wmother
Golor and year ALl Under | 15-19 L5 16 17 18 19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | 40+
ages years years years years years years years years years years years years
Number of illegitimate live births
167,500 4,600 | 72,400 || 8,900 | 14,100 | 17,200 } 17,500 | 14,700 | 47,300 | 21,500] 12,400 | 6,900 | 2,000
161,300 4,400 | 66,200 || 8,100 | 13,300 | 15,800 | 14,800 | 14,300 | 47,300 | 22,100| 12,700 | 6,700 | 1,900
154,900 4,200 | 61,000 |! 7,500 | 11,800 | 13,400 | 14,500 | 13,800 | 45,800 | 22,300| 12,800 | 6,700 | 2,000
150,400 3,900 | 57,600 || 7,100 {10,400 | 12,900 | 13,800 | 13,500 | 45,000 | 22,100 12,900 | 7,100 | 1,800
149,100 3,800 | 57,100 || 6,400 | 10,300 | 12,900 | 14,400 | 13,100 | 44,100 | 22,100} 13,100 | 7,000 | 1,900
141,800 3,500 [ 54,300 || 6,100 | 10,000 | 12,600 | 13,100 | 12,600 | 41,300 | 21,300 12,900 | 6,700 | 1,700
141,100 3,400 | 53,600 || 6,300 | 10,100 | 12,300 | 12,900 | 12,100 | 41,100 | 21,500| 13,100 | 6,700 | 1,700
134,100 3,300 | 50,900 || 6,000 | 9,400 | 11,500 | 12,400, | 11,600 | 38,600 | 20,800 12,600 { 6,300 | 1,600
130,900 3,500 | 49,600 | 6,000 | 9,600 | 11,200 | 11,700 | 11,000 | 37,800 | 20,100 12,200 | 6,300 | 1,600
126,000 3,200 | 47,600 || 5,600 | 9,300 | 10,700 | 11,600 | 10,400 | 36,600 | 19,900| 11,600 [ 5,600 | 1,500
119,200 3,000 | 45,300 || 5,400 | 8,300/ 10,500 10,900 10,300 [ 34,700 | 18,900{ 10,700 [ 5,300 | 1,400
113,900] 3,100 | 44,000 23,400 20,600 32,700 | 17,700| 10,300 | 4,900 | 1,200
104,200 2,700 { 40,800 21,800 19,000 29,900 | 16,300 8,700 [ 4,400 | 1,300
96,200 2,600 [ 39,000 21,800 17,200 27,000 | 14,700| 8,000 [ 3,900 | 900
93,900 2,600 [ 37,700 20,300 17,400 26,600 | 14,2001 7,700 [ 4,000 {1,200
88,100 2,500 | 36,100 19,900 16,200 25,300 | 13,000| 6,600 | 3,600 | 1,000
79,700 2,400 [ 33,600 18,500 15,200 22,600 | 11,200| 5,600 | 3,300 900
74,900 2,300.| 32,100 17,600 14,500 21,800 | 10,100{ 5,000 [ 2,800 | 800
71,500 2,200 | 31,300 - - --- --- --- 20,800 9,000 4,700 | 2,800 800
63,800 1,800 | 28,700 - - --- -e- --- | 18,400{ 7,700| 4,000 2,500 | 700
60,900 1,900 | 28,900 - -—- --- --- ---|16,700| 6,600 3,800 2,300 | 700
55,600 1,800 | 26,900 - .- - --- ---| 14,700 5,900{ 3,500 | 2,200 | 600
55,400 1,800 | 27,300 -—- - -— - ---| 14,300 5,800 3,500 | 2,100 | 600
54,500 1,700 | 26,900 --- - - -—- ---| 14,100 5,800 3,300 2,000 | 600
53,800 1,700 | 26,600 - --- - e --- 13,900 5,600 3,300 2,000 700
49,200 1,600 | 24,500 - --- -—- - ---]12,500| 5,300 2,900 1,700 | 600

1Based on a 50-percent sample.
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Table 5. Estimated number of illegitimate live births, by color and live-birth order: United

States, 1964

|Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Based on a 50-percent sample. Due to rounding estimates to the nearest hundred, fig-
ures by color may not add to totals. Live-birth order refers to number of children born alive to mot.hea

Live-~birth order

Total

White

Nonwhite

First childecemcmmcm e e e e e
Second child--e e e mm et e cecc e — e
Third chil@eme e o mm e e e e
Fourth child-eeemcsm e e e e
Fifth child and overe--m-ecemac e e mcce e e
Not stated--—-com o e rremcc e -

Number of illegitimate
live births

275,700f| 114,300| 161,300
147,100|| 76,000 71,100
47,200|| 16,100| 31,100

26,400 8,300| 18,100

17,600 5,600 12,000

36,700 7.900| 28,800

500 300 200
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Table 6. Number of illegitimate live births, by live-birth order and color: 35 reporting States,
1964

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Based on a 30-percent sample.
Live-birth order refers to number of children born alive to mother. Figures for hirth erder not stated are distribute(‘]

Live-~birth order
Area and color
Total 1 2 3 4 5+
Number of illegitimate live births
35 reporting StateS----meccccmmccmccmean 195,068 || 101,557| 33,362 19,040 12,868 28,241
Whiteme e m e e m 73,692 48,5441 10,502 | 5,494 3,752 5,400
Nonwhite-oeemm e e 121,376 53,013 22,860 | 13,546 | 9,116| 22,841
Alabamam= =~ e e e 9,162 4,250 1,586 890 640 1,796
White = em e e e e 950 744 114 34 22 36
Nonwhitem - = - oo e e e 8,212 3,506 1,472 856 618y 1,760
Alaskaem e e e e 420 247 59 32 38 44
Whitemmom e r e e eaee 116 89 15 - 10 2
Nonwhite-=cecmmmc e e e 304 158 44 32 28 42
Delaware=c=-mecccmm e mdmc ;e ———— 1,194 538 224 156 104 172
Whlt@ e e m e e e e e 316 196 48 26 18 28
Nonwhites -~ mmce o oo e 878 342 176 130 86 144
District of Columbiad-----crccmcoccmmaaca o 4,648 2,264 853 462 324 745
Whitee oo mm oo e e 412 264 68 26 28 26
Nonwhites-——-ee e el 4,236 2,000 785 436 296 719
Floridame-emece oo 12,384 5,884 2,179 1,264 8221 2,235
Whiteemooom e e mmccm e cmcee 3,346 2,250 482 274 170 170
Nonwhitee oo mmac e 9,038 3,634 | 1,697 990 652} 2,065
Hawaiie=e- oo mme e e e e el 1,138 622 166 116 74 160
Whiteme e m e e e 314 200 40 24 20 30
Nonwhite-e e m e e 824 422 126 92 54 130
I1linoisecccm oo 17,096 8,212} 2,796 , 1,822 1,202| 3,064
Whiteeommmm e 5,666 3,804 806 426 270 360
Nonwhitescrmmecm oo c o m e e e 11,430 4,408 1,990 | 1,396 932{ 2,704
Indiana--=eeccmcmmac e e 5,772 3,217} 1,005 489 366 695
Whiteme o mm e e e e e 3,554 2,219 561 267 212 295
Nonwhitemee e mm e e e e 2,218 998 444 222 154 400
IoWAme m e e c e e ca e crccmrmam e ———— 1,862 1,176 260 166 102 158
Whitee e cmom e e rcccce e e 1,636 1,076 220 140 78 122
Nonwhitem-mmmme e oo et 226 100 40 26 24 36
Kansasm=mc e e e oo e e 1,864 1,116 236 160 130 222
Whiteemmmcm oo mc e 1,210 866 122 74 64 84
NonwWhife= - s e m e m e 654 250 114 86 66 138
Kentucky ————cc oo e o 4,140 2,073 742 417 319 589
Whiteeeom e e 2,370 1,359 406 197 155 253
Nonwhites-ceccmm e e ceee e 1,770 714 336 220 164 336
Louisianae=e-cemmmecmm oo c e 9,524 4,058| 1,619| 1,095 749( 2,003
Whitemomm oo e e e 1,094 748 164 78 40 64
Nonwhite-eeo e oo e 8,430 3,310 1,455 1,017 709 1,939
Maineme = e e e 876 518 116 88 48 106
Whiteemmemm e e e 856 510 114 86 44 102
Nonwhitee=mme oo e e e e e 20 8 2 2 4 4
Michiganee-cmecmm e 9,800 6,422 | 1,548 696 424 710
Whitee - e e 5,330 3,880 644 312 208 286
Nonwhitemmememom e e oo 4,470 2,542 904 384 216 424
Minnesota@m=mm e e e e m e e e 3,570 2,240 522 260 222 326
Whiteseommm e e ccccc;e e mccccc e 3,100 2,070 430 202 174 224
Nonwhites e e e e 470 170 92 58 48 102
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Table 6. Number of illegitimate live births, by live-birth order and color:

1964 -—=Con.

35 reporting States,

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Based on & 50-percent sample
Live-birth order refers to number of children born alive to mother. Figures for birth order not stated are distributed]

Area and color

Live-birth order

Total 1 2 3 4 5+
Number of illegitimate live births

Misgisgippie~c-cccmmcccmcccrmn e ecanem e - 8,690 3,729} 1,654 925 624 | 1,758
Whiteeewrmemccccccccccanacncans B 494 376 62 26 12 18
Nonwhiteemecmmcccmmc e e cmr e e e 8,196 3,353 1,592 899 612 1,740
MissOUrie-memmeeoccccccccccorccnc e rc e e e 6,430 3,014 | 1,086 664 488 | 1,178
Whitee-mercccemcnamcm e e ccrmcccnccacaas 2,306 1,478 326 218 134 150
Nonwhitemeeermeomaomae e e 4,124 1,536 760 446 354 1,028
Nevadaeacmrecmmcmccccmrccrcmcmc e cnemem e c ke n - 526 272 100 54 42 58
Whitememmememmemc e ccccncmcccaccccac e 302 188 54 20 18 22
Nonwhitee-=eecmccccccmm e ccccccanca e 224 84 46 34 24 36
New Jerseym--emeccomccccmccmcunccancnnrrcae - 7,096 4,210 | 1,263 675 381 567
71 - Y 2,850 2,013 355 210 108 164
Nonwhitem--e-meccmmcmmca e cc e e e e 4,246 2,197 908 465 273 403
10,874 5,911 1 2,145 998. 636 | 1,184
1,988 1,372 304 110 88 114
8,886 4,539 | 1,841 888 548 | 1,070
506 362 60 20 22 42
418 326 48 18 14 12
88 36 12 2 8 30
12,780 7,185 2,077 | 1,268 784 | 1,466
6,790 4,429 | 1,005 526 348 482
5,990 2,756 | 1,072 742 436 984
1,690 1,072 238 110 106 164
1,492 978 198 90 92 134
198 94 40 20 14 30
Pennsylvanig---~-eccocceccmmmcaccnnccccmcceeae 12,966 7,464 | 2,347 | 1,210 771 1,174
Whitemrmeemmcmaamcccacmnnccncccccnnenccnrnne- 6,222 4,227 920 451 269 355
Nonwhiteewmmecmemccmacm e mccmccmcmccccenee 6,744 3,237 | 1,427 759 502 819
640 344 108 66 52 70
498 290 74 52 34 48
142 54 34 14 18 22
7,266 3,523 | 1,367 820 453 | 1,103
808 526 146 48 36 52
6,458 2,997 | 1,221 772 4171 1,051
796 464 122 58 50 102
444 340 46 24 12 22
352 124 76 34 38 80
=3 LY-ET Y R R e R P L P P 8,040 3,356 | 1,438 828 698 | 1,720
White~-=--- N ittt 2,002 1,170 322 162 136 212
Nonwhiteme--ccemmmmcmmcc e c v e e 6,038 2,186 | 1,116 666 562 | 1,508
U T et EEEE L EE L LT 14,906 7,647 | 2,554 | 1,504 973 | 2,228
Whitememmecemccmc e cmccemcm—cc———————————— 6,578 3,895| 1,025 575 374 709
NONWhi @ mmmmemm oo m e oo 8,328 3,752 | 1,529 929 599 | 1,519
UtBh e e mc e mm e cmme e m i m m ——— 460 302 68 32 22 36
Whiteemmmemome e e e 436 290 62 30 20 34
Nonwhitee~swoocemcm e e e emm ;e cm e oo 24 12 6 2 2 2
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Table 6. Number of illegitimate live births, by live-birth order and color: 35 reporting States,
1964=—=Con.

[By place of residence, Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Based on a 50-percent sample.
Live-birth order refers to number of children born alive to mother. Figures for birth order not stated are distéibuted]

Live-birth oxrder

Area and color
Total 1 2 3 4 5+

Number of illegitimate live births

Virginige-c-ca mememcmec e mec—caccsmmmcea— - 8,684 4,267 1,501 961 636 1,319
Whitemamom e e rmecmeeee 2,466 1,586 348 230 156 146
Nonwhitememamommm e e e e 6,218 2,681} 1,153 731 480| 1,173

Washingtoneeceececcncccacmmccnanncccccncccnnaa 2,906 1,906 376 206 176 242
Whit@eemomomoccmomaccc e c;ccmcccme—— e 2,444 1,686 278 162 138 180
Nonwhitee-eecmcccmmam e ca e 462 220 98 44 38 62

West Virginiaeeecmcocaammm i ccccmeee 2,486 1,355 370 214 182 365
Whiteemeec e mm e e 1,980 1,144 298 172 132 234
Nomwhitemmmee e e e et e e 506 211 72 42 50 131

Wisconsinewmmcomcmcanccccnccamcc e 3,606 2,185 541 290 184 406
Whiteemmmme oo e 2,686 1,819 367 188 100 212
Nonwhite 920 366 174 102 84 194

270 152 36 24 24 34
218 136 30 16 18 18
52 16 6 8 6 16
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Table 7. Number of illegitimate births, by age of mother, color, and live-~birth order: total of
35 reporting States, 1955 and 1964

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Live-birth order refers to num-
ber of children born alive to mother. Figures for age of mother not stated are distributed]

Age of mother
Color and live-birth order a11 || UndeT | 15-19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39| 4o+
15
ages years | years years | years | years | years | years
Total, 19641 Number of illegitimate births
All birth orders-----------= 195,068 4,426| 80,420} 60,858 25,254 13,676 7,890 | 2,544
First child-~-~---ccrcrcmmmc e 101,420 4,236 | 63,656 | 27,548 4,064 1,114 592 210
Second child---r--m--mcmnmcmem 33,320 178 | 13,072} 14,182 3,840 1,274 598 176
Third childe-mmmmmemom—mmmemmomae 19,018 8{ 2.940| 9,362 4,092| 1,592| 786 238
Fourth child--~r--ccmammmcrecnm 12,854 - 556 5,470 3,930 1,770 898 230
Fifth child and over------=------= 28,204 - 94| 4.2321 9.296!| 7,898 5,002 | 1,682
Not stated--=---w-wco-cccccouo—u- 252 4 102 64 32 28 14 8
White
All birth orderse=--mm-====- 73,692 924 | 29,600 | 26,010 | 9,036 | 4,276 2,796 | 1,050
First child--=--mrmemmmcme cm e 48,492 918 | 27,074 | 16,572 2,640 728 408 152
Second child---- 10,492 6| 2.234| 5,368 | 1,802 636 326 120
Third child----- 5,490 - 246 | 2,454 1,552 698 386 154
Fourth child-------ccemcmocmacon- 3,750 - 30 1,098} 1,366 676 448 132
Fifth child and over---=~==-=---=- 5,396 - - 490 1,670 1,528 1,222 486
Not stated--~=---c--coremummncaaa- 72 - 16 28 6 10 6 6
Nonwhite
All birth orders----------- 121,376 || 3,502 | 50,820 | 34,848 | 16,218 | 9,400 | 5,094 | 1,494
First child--------cccrmmmnmen——- 52,928 3,318 36,582 | 10,976 1,424 386 184 58
Second child----~-=mmcceomacana_- 22,828 1721 10,838 | 8,814, 2,038 638 272 56
Third child-------m--mmcmrcecunan 13,528 81 2,69 6,908 2,540 894 400 84
Fourth child«--=w~-mmcrecmcccnnem 9,104 - 526 4,372 2,564 1,094 450 98
Fifth child and over-----=-------- 22,808 - 94 3,742 7,626 6,370 | 3,780 1,196
Not stated~-=wwc-cwccecccmmaaaaax 180 4 86 36 26 18 8 2
Total, 1955
All birth orders---=-------- 145,615 || 3,253 | 56,421 | 43,654 | 21,644 | 12,304 | 6,436 | 1,903
First child----==--e-mrececmceea- 71,121 3,090 | 43,134} 18,253 4,055 1,685 732 172
Second child=-=-===mm=-mommamoan- 28,032 133 | 10,132 11,385| 3,92L| 1,639 657 165
Third child-=-==c-mcmccmmcaomaoa- 15,915 51 2,223 7,185 3,796 | 1,730| 787 189
Fourth child=---vewmecaracwccenaa- 10,541 - 470 3,874 3,505 1,735 754 203
Fifth child and over-------c----- 19,329 - 91| 2,805} 6,294 | 5,488 3,485 1,166
Not stated~-----remccccccccacannn 677 25 371 152 73 27 21 8
White
All birth orders---=-=-==-- 45,064 681 | 17,166 | 14,653 | 6,199 | 3,621 2,066 678
First child----cc-cemcccmcnccnon- 29,461 671 | 15,553 | 9,428 | 2,256 977 451 125
Second child--=mmemmmmmcmmmacmaen 7.165 6| 1,351 3.,273| 1,468 700 | 298 69
Third child=-=-=-=emoceommemaoao- 3,435 1 160 | 1,247| 1,040 588 | 310 89
Fourth child---~----cnrccecccnn- 1,922 - 26 441 693 412 264 86
Fifth child and over-==-=--w---=- 2,925 - 3 220 722 937 736 307
Not stated---=-----mcmm-wmccmmmon 156 3 73 44 20 7 7 2
Nonwhite
All birth orders--=-=w=-a=- 100,551 2,572 | 39,255| 29,001 | 15,445 8,683 | 4,370 1,225
First child---===-m=commmcacomacn 41,660 || 2,419 | 27,581 8,825| 1,799 708 | 281 47
Second child------merercmccccnoma 20,867 127 8,781 8,112 2,453 939 359 96
Third child~«--c-cr-cmcmcrcccunaa- 12,480 4 2,063 5,938 2,756 1,142 477 100
Fourth child-----=w=cenmcmuceonne 8,691 - 4441 3,433 2,812} 1,323 490 117
Fifth child and over-------------= 16,404 - 88| 2,585| 5,572 4,551| 2,749 859
Not statede---=--wcmcccemmmeanaa- 521 22 298 108 53 20 14 6

lBased on a 50-percent sample of births.
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Table 8. Estimated number and ratio of illegitimate live births, by color: United States, 1955-64

[Refers only to births occuming within the United States. Due to rounding estimates to the nearest hundred figures by color may not add to bot.als]‘

Year

Total

White

Non~
white

Total

White

Non-
white

Number of illegitimate

291,200
275,700
259,400
245,100
240,200
224300
220,600
208,700
201,700
193,500
183,300

live births

123,700
114,300
104,600
94,700
91,100
82,500
79,600
74,600
70,800
67.500
64,200

167,500
161,300
154,900
150,400
149,100
141,800
141,100
134,100
130,900
126,000
119,200

Ratio per 1,000
live births

39.6
33.9
30.4
27.0
25.3
22,9
22.1
20.9
19.6
19.0
18.6

263.2
245.0
235.5
227.8
223.4
215.8
218.0
212.3
206.7
204.0
202.4

lpased on a 50-percent sample of births.
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Table 9.

Estimated illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother and color: United States, 1955-65

ﬁ{efers only to births occurring within the United States. Alaska included beginning 1959 and Hawaii, 196(]

Age of mother

Color and year Under .

All 15 15-19 15 16 17 18 19 20-24 | 25-29| 30-34| 35-39] 40+

ages years years || years | years| years | years| years| years | years| years| years| years

Total Ratios per 1,000 live births
19651 cmmmcceaan 77.41 785.31 208.3 | 563.6| 374.1| 257.5| 175.5] 132.9| 67.8| 39.8] 37.0| 40.3| 42.9
19641 ~mmeecmmmn 68.5|| 742.1| 190.2{529.9| 349.2| 232.4| 160.6| 117.5{ 61.1| 36.1| 33.3] 35.8; 39.0
19631 cmmemmemnm 63.3|| 711.1| 173.6 | 501.8| 315.4| 216.4| 152.7 | 106.3| 56.8 | 34.6} 32.4; 33.8] 37.3
1962l -mmcccnm 58.8|| 694.8| 157.3 [ 469.5] 306.1| 204.6| 138.2| 96.2( 53.6| 32.5| 31.0| 33.2] 34.2
19611 ~--mcoeme 56.3|| 696.9| 154.9| 465.9| 291.8| 194.4| 136.1| 96.7| 51.2| 31.2| 29,2} 31.2| 32.2
1960! - -cemmmame 52.7 678.5| 148.4 | 443.9| 281.3| 182.4| 129.2| 91.6| 47.7| 29.4] 27.5 29.5( 31.0
1959 - cmacmaa- 52.0|{ 678.9| 148.0 | 437.2| 275.3| 186.4| 126.9| 90.1| 47.9( 29.1| 27.1| 28.9] 29.5
19581 cmcmanaans 49.6 | 661.9| 143.3|426.2| 269.1! 177.3| 123.5( 87.9| 45.9 27.8) 26.3| 27.6) 28.8
19571-mcmcmaaa- 47.41| 660.9| 138.9 [ 426.1| 268.1| 173.7} 120.0( 81.8{ 44.4| 26.1| 24.9| 25.7| 29.1
19561 ~mmmcmmmm 46.5|| 660.8} 139.9 || 421.6| 268,1{ 173.2| 120.9| 84.3| 44.4( 26.0| 23.4| 24.8| 26.4
1955--—wmmmmmam 45.31| 662.9| 142.3{ 427.7| 265.1| 178.4| 124.4| 87.2| 43.7) 25.0 22.3| 24.0| 25.9
White
1965l -wmcmmeeo- 39.6 | 572.8| 114.3| 321.6| 201.1{ 141.0! 104.4| 80.5| 38.4| 18.8| 16.1| 19.0| 22.2
19644 cc - 33.9|| 523.2| 101.7 | 300.3 | 184.3| 132.9| 88.7 67.8| 33.1| 16.5| 13.7 16.9| 20.7
19631 -—-cmmee 30.4 || 487.4| 89.9(294.9|171.9| 112.8] 8l.4| 59.8( 29.7 14.8] 13.5 15.4] 19.0
1962 - mccmeannn 27.0|| 480.1) 78.2256.2|152.1| 103.5| 72.4| 51.8| 26.2| 13.3} 12.9 14.5| 17.1
19611 -cmceeeee 25.3|| 498.6] 76.5|260.1| 145.6| 96.1| 71.3| 51.5| 24.2| 12.5| 1l1l.4| 13.6| 16.6
1960  ~———--ooom 22.9|| 475.4] 71.6 | 238.7 | 140.2| 89.9| 65.7| 46.2) 21.9 11.4( 10.2| 12.7 15.8
1959 cemmeaa e 22,1} 466.6| 69.4 | 224.2 | 134.7 88.5| 61.3f 45.0| 21.8} 1l1l.1 9.8 11.9 13.5
19583 —cmmonoeo- 20.9|| 453.2f( 65.9|215.0 | 125.2( 83.6| 57.7| 43.4] 20.6; 1.0.4 9.9( 11.3| 13.7
19571 ~~=-momee- 19.6 1| 415.4| 62.7 | 208.6| 123.5| 80.3| 58.0| 38.8| 19.5 9.9 9.5 9.8] 14.6
19561~ --mccmmo- 19.0 || 425.9| 62.6]200.1}119.1| 80.1| 57.6| 41.0| 19.6 9.6 8.5| 10.4] 13.5
1955----aanmmnm 18.6{| 421.3| 63.6 204.7{120.9| 80.1( 58.2| 42.3] 19.3 9.3 8.5 10.0 12.5
Nonwhite
1965t -mmcammae 263.2 || 864.0] 492.0 | 781.5| 659.7 | 545.2 | 429.4 | 349.4] 229.9 | 162.8| 149.0| 148.8| 140.1
R 245.0 || 856.0| 468.3| 759.1 | 651.8| 517.2| 404.5| 331.5] 220.4 | 155.0| 140.7| 136.2| 125.2
19631 ccae e 235.5 || 852.4| 455.6 | 740.1| 607.5| 502.3| 409.4 | 326.8| 213.9 | 151.2| 138.3| 133.8} 134.6
19621 cccmccamae 227.81| 842.0] 439.3724.3| 607.8| 490.9| 390.6 | 316.9 | 212.5| 147.2| 134.6| 136.6| 120.7
19611 memcmecnn 223.4 || 816.5] 439.2 || 716.4 | 592.2| 489.1| 396.5 | 319.5| 209.4 | 143.5| 132.0f 129.9( 126.7
19601 ~ccmccoamm 215.8 || 822.4| 421.5( 700.7 | 577.8| 469.3| 376.2| 306.2| 199.6 | 141.3| 129.9| 127.7} 116.8
19591 cmmcm e 218.0 || 808.8| 426.5 701.6 | 582.4| 479.7 | 377.2| 306.2| 202.3 | 143.4| 133.4| 130.1| 124.4
19581 cemmcccmnn 212.3 || 825.0| 419.0 | 702.1| 569.4| 459.9 | 375.8 | 301.9| 194.2 | 141.6| 130.9| 127.1| 119.7
1957 mmemeem 206.7 811.7| 409.1 689.5( 563.7| 449.0| 360.5| 288.7| 190.5 | 135.9( 125.6| 127.6| 117.4
1956} - cmmcoeee 204.0 || 798.4| 404.8 675.2| 564.0| 453.2| 357.7 | 282.8( 189.7 | 136.0| 123.4| 116.7| 111.6
1955--===~--==- 202.41| 800.6| 406.6| 671.8 | 549.1| 455.3| 363.1( 292.8( 189.4 | 133.4| 119.9| 117.1 108.6
IBased on a 50-percent sample of births.
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Table 10. Illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother and color: total of 32 reporting States, 1955-64

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring in the reporting area to residents of the area. Figures include data for the 32
States which continuously reported legitimacy status from 1955 to 1964. These States are Alabama, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida,
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Caroline, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, West Vir-

ginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming]

Color and year

Age of mother

a1 || UBderi 150194 20-24| 25-29 | 30-34| 35-39| &0+
ages years years| years| years | years| years| years
Ratio per 1,000 live births
73.7| 770.1] 199.3] 63.8] 38.8} 36.8] 39.4 42,2
68.2)| 741.2] 182.2( 59.3| 37.2| 35.8]{ 37.3 40.8
64.0|| 728.0] 166.9| 56.6| 35.5| 34.5| 37.0 36.8
61.3{| 721.6| 163.8| 54.2| 34.1| 32.5{ 34.7 35.7
57.8|| 706.4| 157.8| 50.8| 32.3| 30.9| 32.7 33.8
56.5|| 690.0| 155.5]| 50.5| 31.9| 30.1{ 31.7 32,1
53.9|f 688.4| 150.5| 48.4] 30.1| 28.8{ 30.1 31.2
s1.8|l 679.6]\146.51 47.3| 28.4| 27.1| 28.4 31.4
51.0|| 676.9) 148.21 47.3| 28.4| 25.8] 26.9 28.7
49.8|| 682.1] 150.7| 46.7| 27.3| 24.4| 26.3 28.5
White
1964 cmcuannana —————- mmeme——mcmmm———— 33.5(| 497.7] 97.9| 32.3| 16.2| 13.7| 16.7 21.0
1963 cccmmcana- mmm——a- cmmmmemmmmeeea- -{ 30.3|] 450.8| 87.6| 29.1| 14.8| 13.7| 15.5 19.3
1962 ccmcccceccmeacceeeeeaa cecmmmccnean 27.2|| 459.5| 77.2| 25.9| 13.4| 13.0; 1l4.4 17.8
1961l cmcccmncccmccmemmmcmcmccncmmcn—ans 25.3|| 470.0| 74.3) 24.0| 12,4 11.6]| 13,6 16.3
1960! cmmmmemmcmrmc e memeeee 23.3|| 453.9{ 70.7| 21.9{ 11.5]| 10.4| 12.9 15.8
1959] mem=mommeoccm e as e 22.3|1 442.3| 67.8| 21.4| 11.0 9.8 12.1 14.1
1958% ccmmcccccamm e mmmmmcccmmme———- 21.11| 433.8| 64.6{ 20.3| 10.5| 10.0} 11.5 13.9
1957} acmmmecccmmecmccacccmaceccaccneaan 19,8} 420.3] 61.5| 19.2 9.8 9,4| 10.0 14.8
1956} cecmmamammmemmmmcaocis e cenann --==| 19.4|} 394.5| 62.2| 19.6 9.7 8.5| 10.4 13.1
1955acmmmmmmmmmaancm——ecnann=—- m————— 19.0f} 421.6| 63.1| 19.2 9.4 8.6| 10,2 12,2
Nonwhite

1964! cummmmmnammmam———- cmmmmmna- cemme== | 270.1|| 899.4} 501.5| 239.8| 171.7 | 156.2| 151.8} 141.6
1963l caccccucmcnmncmannaaan mmmeemm—em—— 257.1|] 883.9] 484.1] 230.0{ 166.2 | 152.6 | 147.9| 148.1
1962 cmmacecccaccam - emmmmmemmnne=- 249.8|| 880.0| 470.5| 230.8| 162.9 | 148.7| 149.6| 132.4
1961l cenumnmccommnnanmstman———————— ewen- | 244.9|| 860.4| 469.4| 226,4 | 158.8 | 146.4 | 142,8| 135.3
1960! canan wmememmemmmmmesamEmmea—————. 235.5|| 848,7| 449.8( 214.9| 155.2 | 143.2] 140.2| 128.5
1959 e cccccenmm e cmmeee—n cmeme- 231.8|| 827.8| 446.6] 212.9| 152.5| 142.0| 138.0| 129.6
1958] cecmuaan cemmeeemmmma———— cemumenwew | 223.8|1 847.3] 437.21 202.6| 147.7| 136.3| 132,9| 125.5
1957 comean memmmmeemmem—m——emma—————— 218.3|| 833.1| 428.1} 200.1| 141.2{ 130.0} 132.1| 123.1
19561 mmammmccaam—an~ mmmcmemmem—cm—mmmae 214.8{| 831.7| 421.8| 196.8 142,1 | 129.6| 120.4{ 114,7
1955emnnmennnnanmme——un mmmermmmemam———— 212.7|| 821.7| 422.7| 196.4 | 138,1| 123.9| 120.9| 119.6

1Based on a 50-percent sample of births.
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Table 11. 1Illegitimacy ratios, by live-birth order and color: total of 32 reporting States, 1955
and 1959-64
[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Live-birth order refers to
number of children born alive to mother. Figures for birth order not stated are distributed]

Live~birth order

Color and year
Total 1 2 3 4 5+

Ratio per 1,000 live births

Total

1964k m e e e e 73.7]| 135.61 53.5| 40.4| 41.3 58.3
1963  mnccem e e e e 68.2 || 125.9( 49.9| 37.5| 38.8 56.3
19621 m e e e e e e e 64,0 116.5| 48.3| 36.5! 37.1| 55.5
1961l mmmmmmmm o e o e mcecmcmsesemmm—mmem e memn 61.3| 112.7| 46.1| 35.01 36.4| 52.3
19601 = mmm e e e m oo 57.8 | 106.6| %2.8| 32.6| 34.0{ 5L.5
F 1 T T L C e P 56.5(| 103.2| 41.9| 31.8| 34.3| 50.8
89.6| 36.6| 28.2{ 31.5| 42.5

76.0| 19.5} 13.5( 14,4 15.6

70,0 17.6| 12,6} 12.5| 15.2

62,7 17.1]| 11.6| 11.2| 13.8

59.7| 15.2| 10.6| 10.8| 12.5

55.9| 13.8| 9.4 9.1 12.2

52.9| 13.4| 9.2| 8.9 11.1

44,0| 11.0 7.3 7.3 9.8

487.4 | 275.61 208.5| 181.4| 162.5

470,01 267.8 | 198.6| 176.2| 158.2

460.7 | 264.2 | 198.8 | 173.6 157.3

455.,4 | 264,0 | 198.2 | 171.0| 149.4

437,7| 250,3 | 188,1 | 166.6| 146.0

431,11 246,51 181.,7| 166,3| 143.3

395,11 229.0{ 170.2 | 149.2| 115.9

1Based on a 50-percent sample of births.
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Table 12.

Illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother, color,

and live-birth oxder: total of 35 re=-
porting States, 1955 and 1964

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Live-birth order refers to
number of children born alive to mother. Figures for age of mother and live-birth order not stated are distributed. Figures in parentheses

based on fewer than 200 illegitimate births]

Age of mother

Color and live-birth order Under
All 15 15-19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 40+
ages years years |years | years | years | years |years
Total, 1964! Ratio per 1,000 live births
All birth orders=---cwee-- 72.6 775.4 200.1 | 63.4} 38.1| 35.5 38.1 40.8
First child---=--cccmmcmccccaen 134.5 780.3 222,51 80.0 | 48.8 47.6 62.8 88.8
Second child-------ccccmcmcccnan 52.5 (684,6) 146.5 | 44,31 25.0} 26.1 32.7 (45.0)
Third child=--w-ccccmcaccmncaca- 39.6 * 137.7 53.3 | 24.6f 20.4 25.0 33.0
Fourth child-=-=scccmmcmcannana- 40.4 - 139.,1 | 72.6{ 33.4| 23.2 25.0 26.4
Fifth child and over--~-w-cmceo- 57.0 - (126.9)| 97.3}{ 65.9| 50.1 44,8 42,1
White
All birth orders-=—-e-me-- 33.2 507.1 98.8 | 32.1} 16.0 13.3 16.3 20.4
First child---=-cccccmmcccmacaa 75.4 511.7 120.5 ] 53.5| 35.0} 34.9 49.0 (71.6)
Second child-—-—-emcmccccmcane- 19.2 36.5 19.1| 12.8| 14.4 19.8 (34.5)
Third child~-«--—cmccmmcmcnmmneaa 13.3 - 21,1 17.2} 10.3 9.8 13.5 (23.4)
Fourth child-~m—c-eeemaccccae e 14.1 - (18.1)| 20.7 13.4 9.8 13.7 (16.6)
Fifth child and over---—-ece—eaa- 15.4 - - 21.7 17.6 13.2 14.3 15.7
Nonwhite
All birth ordersee--——owe- 261.6 901,2 496.0 | 232,9 | 164.1 | 148.8 144.9 136.1
First childee-~-ccccmrmcccamae 474.,5 912.6 593.9 | 316.1 | 184.7 | 150.6 (168.8)| (244.7)
Second child---mmcccmmmcaccmnas 263.5 (735.0) 385.5 {227.5 | 160.6 | 139.0 149.1 (131.13
Third child--=--mccmmemcaccee o 198.6 * 277.8 1211.5] 162.3| 133.8 142.5 (140.2
Fourth child------ccmcmmmmccaees 173.8 - 224,2 1 195,2 | 159.6 | 144.3 139.0 (130.3)
Fifth child and over----——c-eceea- 157.7 - (181.1)| 178.9 | 163.9} 153.0 144.6 133.6
Total,. 1955
All birth orders-----c---- 50.2 685.0 153.4 | 47.2 1 27.41 24.4 26.4 28.3
First child-------cccccmccvann o 89.7 692.6 168.2 1 54.2| 31.6}| 36.2 42.8 (43.3)
Second child---w-cmmmacmmccaaao 36.8 (560.7) 118.0 | 36.3 17.7 16.4 19.4 (25.4)
Third child----scccmmccmccacana. 28.5 * 117.3 | 43.8| 19.3| 14.1 16.7 (20.5)
Fourth child----cccccmmaaeaao 32.0 - 137.7 56.6 | 30.3] 19.1 17.9 21.9
Fifth child and over--------ue-- 43.3 - (144.9)| 74.3| 50.7 | 38.2 33.8 30.7
White
All birth orders---------- 18.6 422,2 62,5 | 18.9 9.1 8.3 9.9 12.0
First child--e--ccoccmmmcmo 42,8 430.4 76.8 | 30.9}1 19.1f 23.1 29.1 (34.7)
Second child----—--ccmmmamc e 10.7 * 22,8 | 11.9 7.1 7.5 9.5 (11.5)
Third childew-c-—memoccmmmacae 7.1 * (15.7) 9.6 5.8 5.1 7.0 (10.4)
Fourth child----cecmmmmmccccee e 7.1 - (19.8) 9.7 7.2 5.1 6.8 (10.0)
Fifth child and over--~-ememewaaaa 9.6 - * 1 12,2 9.5 9.2 9.5 10.
Nonwhite
All birth orders~~=-e-ee-- 212.4 820.2 421.3 ]1195.9 | 137.9| 123.8 120.7 116.0
First child=----ememccccmmcccn 395.2 832.8 507.5 | 274.9 | 180.0 | 169.8 173.1 (129.8)
Second child----mmrmmcncccc e 228.6 (663.2) 327.9 | 208.5{ 158.3| 135.7 143.3 (183.9)
Third childe-~e--cccmccmcanacmaaa 170.0 * 234,5|175.8 | 147.5] 135.3 154.1 (160.8;
Fourth child------reccmcccccrnaa 148.,1 - 210.7 | 149,91 143,21 142.1 139.5 (158.8
Fifth child and over------emeea- 114.8 - (196.0)! 130,61 116.51 110.6 108.4 104.Q

IBased on a 50~percent sample of births.
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Table 12, Illegitimacy ratios,

porting States, 19

by age of mother
55 and 1§64—Con.

color

and live-birth order: total of 35 re=

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting ares to residents of the area. Live-birth order refers to
number of children born alive to mother. Figures for age of mother and live-birth order not stated are distributed. Figures in parentheses

based on fewer than 200 illegitimate births]

Color and live-birth order

Age of mother

Under

All 15 15-19 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34| 35-39 40+
ages years years |years |years |years| years | years
Total Percent change 1955 to 1964
All birth orders---------- 44,6 13.2 30,4 34.341 39.1 ] 45.5 44,3 44,2
First child----e-cccaccraccacanx 49,9 12,7 32.3] 47.6} 54.4 | 31.5 46.7 (105.1
Second child-mememccccccccccaaa" 42,7 (22.1) 24,21 22,0 41.2} 59.1 68,6 (77.2
Third childe-—=c-cccemmcmcccmee 38.9 * 17.4 | 2L.7 1 27.5} 44.7 49,7 (61.0
Fourth child-==--ecmccromaeomcun 26.3 - 1.0 | 28.3| 10.2} 21.5 39.7 20,5
Fifth child and over--—---—=----= 31.6 - (~12.4)| 31.0}{ 30.0| 31.2 32.5 37.1
White
All birth orderse---—-=--- 78.5 20.1 58,1} 69.8]| 75.8 | 60,2 64,6 70.0
First child----- ————————————— e 76.2 18.9 56.9 1 73.11 83.2} 51.1 68.4 (106.3;
Second child---=r-cmccccmccnano 79.4 * 60.1 7 60,5 80.3 ] 92.0 108.4 (200,0
Third child--~wcrmoccmocccmnnns 87.3 - (34.4)] 79,2 77.6 1 92,2 92.9 (125.0;
Fourth child---c-=svcrucccccuana- 98.6 - (-8.5)} 113.4 | 86.1 | 92,2 101.5 (66,0
Fifth child and over------------ 60.4 - -1 77.9 85.3 ] 43.5 50.5 | 51.0
Nonwhite )
All birth ordergre-w=ce--- 23.2 9.9 17.7 | 18.9| 19,0 | 20,2 20,0 17.3
First childee-coccnccaccncnnnaa- 20.1 9.6 17.0 | 15.0 2.6 |-11.3 (-2.5) (88.5
Second childe-c--ecemcncaccaana 15.3 (10.8) 17.6 9.1 1.5 2.4 4.0 (-28.7
Third child-----=crcm—caewmaaa 16.8 * 18,5 20.3}| 10.0 -1.1 ~7.5 (-12,8
Fourth child----ceccccmcccrcauan 17.4 - 6.4 | 30.2| 11.5 1.5 =0.4] (-17.9)
Fifth child and over------------ 37.4 -1 (-7,6)] 37.0} 40.7 | 38.3 3.4 28,5




Table 13,

Number of illeglitimate births

and illegitimacy ratios,
States, 1964

by race: each of 35 reporting

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Based on a 50-percent sample.
Figures in parentheses based on fewer than 200 illegitimate births}]

Other Other

Area Total White Negro | non- | Total | White Negro non-

white white

Number of illegitimate births Ratio per 1,000 live births

Total, 35 States~------ 195,068 || 73,692 | 118,512| 2,864 72.6 33.2 270.9 107.8
Alabama--e=reemcme e m e e n———— 9,162 950 8,210 2] 120.1 19.6 295.6 *
Alaska----=mmrmcmcccce e 420 116 12 2921 57.7 (23.4) * 141.3
Delaware-----==-mcccmamcmemee 1,19 316 874 41 104.3 34.8 371.3 *
District of Columbig-~----=--- 4,648 412 4,232 41 239.7 82.2 295.8 *
Florida~=~wemecancvcmanmcncu= 12,384 3,346 9,022 16 | 108.6 40.1 296.6 *
Hawail~em-mememcee e ccccec e 1,138 314 22 802 | 65.5 '57.4 (62,5) 69.4
Illinoig--cwc-rurccemcmeacan- 17,096 5,666 | 11,386 44| 76.9 30.7 308.9 (44.3)
Indiana-e-=-=wrecccmmmrmacca- 5,772 3,554 2,214 4| 54.4 36.5 260.9 *
ToWgew-e e e ———— 1,862 1,636 224 2| 33.6 30.0 256.9 *
Kangas--==~===weccancecnmanc- 1,864 1,210 632 221 43.0 30.1 219.7 (88.7)
Kentucky==e=-wwcceccmcccacun 4,140 2,370 1,768 2| 60.9 38.1 310.0 *
Louisiang=e«-e-croccacacacaa~ 9,524 1,094 8,424 6] 110.6 21.1 247.4 *
Maine--=-=~cecccmcocmc e e 876 856 6 14] 41.2 40.8 * 114.8
Michigan-===c-rmremmccrcac——- 9,800 5,330 4,444 26| 55.8 34.3 227.2 (75.1)
Minnesota=e-mc-roeermcmeeceean 3,570 3,100 218 252 46.4 41.3 284.6 257.7
Mississippie--cwe-ecmemcacon- 8,690 494 8,176 20| 153.4 19.0 267.8 *
Misgouri---cccmcmacecwccmc - 6,430 2,306 4,122 21 72.6 30.5 319.7 *
Nevadam=m===ere-rmecccacn—ana 526 302 198 26| 52.4 34.4 (217.6) 74.3
New Jerseym=---rerm—cce—en-n= 7,096 2,850 4,238 81 53.7 25,5 210.3 *
North Carolina-------ec-ccecweo 10,874 1,988 8,662 2241 102.5 27.3 271.8 155.3
North Dakota---=---vcc-—cccea- 506 418 2 86] 35.0 30.3 * (143.3)
Ohio=ec-cmmccmcmucmcrccccn 12,780 6,790 5,962 28] 60.9 36.2 271.0 | (121.7)
Oregon=--=erroveemeccen e n———- 1,690 1,492 152 46| 50.4 46.2 (252.5) (71.0)
Pennsylvania-----eseccecnacan 12,966 6,222 6,494 2501 59.3 32.1 268.5 256.7
Rhode Islandeee=-mecccncanan= 640 498 142 -1 35.5 28.8{ (202.9) -
South Carolina--==-=eec—cacea 7,266 808 6,456 21 127.8 24.3 273.7 *
South Dakotg-e~====rremeececu- 796 444 6 346} 51.0 31.4 * 246,1
Tennesgee----==cwcocnnncaccax 8,040 2,002 6,036 2| 100.1 31.9 344,7 *
Texagmme=emeerremrecnnmemana~ 14,906 6,578 8,320 8| 63.7 33.5 222.8 *
Utah-=-ccmmmcec e e e 460 436 16 81 19.2 18.7 * *
Virginlac-meeccmmmwamamacaaaa 8,684 2,466 6,218 -1 89.6 33.7 263.2 -
Washington«--=rmcceconccuenan= 2,906 2,444 276 186§ 50.9 45.5 155.8 | (112.2)
West Virginlg----e=sccccmcuaa 2,486 1,980 506 -1 69.7 58.1 326.9 -
Wisconsin--~--=--cmcmcemenna= 3,606 2,686 826 941 40.6 31.5 276.6 | (146.9)
Wyoming--==mmemememmemaaaanax 270 218 16 36| 37.3 31.6 *| (168.2)
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Table 14. Ratio of illegitimate live births to total live births,by division, State,

and color: 1940, 1950,

1955-64
[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of areaJ
Diviston, State, 1964' | 19631 | 1962! | 19611 | 1960 | 19591 | 19581 | 19571 | 1956! | 1955 | 1950 | 1940
New England Ratio per 1,000 live births
41.2 35.2 35.2 31.7 27.1 28.7 29.0 29,2 31.7 31.2 28.9 30.1
40.8 35.0 34,6 31.2 27.1 28,2 28.7 28.4 31.5 30.9 28,7 29.8
70.9 56. 87.6 66.7 32.3 71.4 61.9 | 104.3 66.7 72,8 101,7 | 133.3
- -—— —— ——— - -—- - ——- _—— -~=( 21.9] 32,0
-— -—- —_— ——— - - --- —— - -~ 21.7 ] 32.0
35.5 32.8 27.9 33.3 31.6 32.4 32,6 28.1 21.9 19.0 24,1 24,2
28.8 26.1 21.4 26.5 22.8 25.0 25.0 22,0 17.2 15.4 20.4 21.5
193.5] 180.7| 186,1| 194,1| 241.9| 200.5| 215.3 192 4| 156.,4 | 144,8| 165.0 | 138.2
IR ERTISE IRt (VRS IV Uy (e B ey ey R T 2
-—— ——— ——— - -—- -—- —— -——— —— m——— ——— 16.1
B s ISR RNt BpES IS B IS D B S
Middle Atlantic

New Jersey---ceeme=e - 53.7 49.3 44,0 40,6 36.1 34,3 31.3 29.4 27.9 25,9 23,6 25.8
Whitewew- - 25,5 20,7 18.4 18.2 14,4 13,6 12.8 12,3 12.5 11.6 12.3 15.5
Nonwhite-emeccanneeae- 209.6 | 221.4| 197.6| 180.4 | 177.5| 170.9| 159.4 | 152,0| 146.1 | 140.1| 128.8 | 147.0
Pennsylvania--ce=escanecae 59.3 54,2 50.1 46,6 41.8 42,2 40,1 37.1 37.6 37.3 34.6 33,8
Whiteeaemccnanan m=--~=1 32,1 30.5| 26.7| 24.8| 22,94 22,3{ 21.8 19,5| 20.1] 20.0| 19.8| 24.3
Nonwhitemeemcawccncaca 268.0| 241.5| 232.7| 228.6 | 202.7 | 214.2| 201.6 | 198.6 | 199.0 | 206.4 | 207.7 | 191.2

East North Central
Ohiome=wcaccccmunaacanaa 54.3| 50.3| 48.0) 43.7| 43.5| 40.5| 37.7| 35.6| 34.8| 27.9| 22.3
White 32.1 29.4) 27.2| 24,7{ 24,0 21.9) 20.8| 20.1| 19.9| 17.6| 16.1
Nonwhite 240.8 224,7| 224.3{ 206.3| 205.9| 200,3 | 187.7 | 174.5| 173.7 | 146.8 | 132.4
Indiana 49,01 44.0| 43.1( 40.3| 35.6| 35.5| 31.5{ 30.2| 29,4 24,0 17.8
White 32,0 29,3 27.5 26.3 22,2 22.6 20,0 19.3 18.9 16.5 14,1
Nonwhite 233.5| 211.5| 217.3| 194.5| 184,1 181.3 | 165,0 | 161.4 | 162.5]| 152.5 | 120.2
Illinois 70.8 68.1 65.4 59.7 58.6 53.4 50.3 49,9 48.3 36.8 26.4
White 28.4 25,5 23.6 21,2 19.0 19,0 17.8 18.4 17.9 16.4 18.1
Nonwhite 279.0( 279.9 276.2 | 261.6 | 266,7| 240.1 | 235,1 | 236.0| 234.9| 211.1 { 167.7
Michigan 49,8 44 .4 42.3 37.5 34,7 34,1 32.9 32,1 30.4 28.4 23,0
White 30.5 26.8 25.0 21.7 19.5 18.7 18,0 17.4 17.1 18.0 18.7
Nonwhite 205,31 185.9 181.8| 165.3| 157.6( 156.4 | 148.5| 146.2 | 139.0| 136.8 | 120.8
Wlscon81n 36.4| 29.6| 23.5| 25.2| 23,7 20.3| 20.0{ 19.6| 17.7| 17.8] 19.6
White?2 27.5 23.0 18.2 19.4 18.9 15.8 15,9 15,3 14.6 15.4 18,2
Nonwhite? 238.8 184.9| 152.6} 163.7 | 147,6| 134,3| 128,3| 140.1 | 116.2 | 145.5 | 134.2

West North Central
Minnesota---cec-au-ecaaas 46.4 38.2 34,5 29.5 28.4 25,5 24,3 23,2 23,1 21.8 21.5 21.6
White-e-cwcmmmcaoaaaao 41,3 33.8 29,7 25.8 24,9 22.0 21.5 19.8 19,7 18.7 18,8 20,0
Nonwhitee-mmecemccaaaan 269,51 243.8( 275,7| 223,01 212.7 | 217.2} 184.8 | 220.2 | 218.7 ] 209.0| 215.5| 138.9
IoWaememmc e e caccnee 33.6 29.5 27.2 26.2 22,4 22,2 20.7 18.9 18.0 18.9 16.5 16,1
Whitem=w- - 30.0 26,8 23,7 23.0 20.2 19.6 18.7 17.1 16.3 17.2 15. 4 15.5
Nonwhite-ceemecamacnan 230.6| 182,51 227.7| 212.5| 161.0 | 189,0] 165.5| 155.2 | 163.9 | 155,2| 123,0 | 142.9
Missouri--e-cmecccanno—o 72.6 68.8 62.6 57.9 57.5 54.4 51.3 50.3 45,9 45.9 35.8 30.0
White—eecacnmamaacanas 30.5 27.71 25.1} 22,4 21.3}{ 19.7| 19.0| 16.9| 16,5{ 17.3| 15.3| 22.2
Nonwhite=-esaeacaeaaan 317.0| 320.9| 291.2 | 283.1 | 285.4 | 270.5| 257.1 ) 272.5| 247.3| 250.6| 226.3 | 138.1
North Dakota--w-ecamcecm- 35.0 27.9 29,8 26.3 25.3 24,0 17.9 19.4 19,2 18.1 20.7 21.6
Whiteeeererennccccane- 30.3 22,8 24,1 20,6 21.5 18.3 14.6 15.6 16,0 14,7 17.1 18.9
Nonwhiteeereecaconcana 129,81 137.31 151.41 158,81 121.8 | 175.91 116.5} 131.61 129.91 142,21 158,1 1103.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 14, Ratio of illegitimate live births to total live births,by division, State, and color: 1940, 1950,
1955-64—~—Con.

—

[3y place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of a.rea]

Division, State 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
and color ’ 1964 | 1963 | 1962° | 1961 | 1960* | 1959" | 1958" | 1957 1956"| 1955 | 1950 |{ 1940
West North Central—Con. Ratio per 1,000 live births
South Dakotadw---eaena- 51.0 6.91 30.6 32,2} 31.3 27.0] 23.1 31.9| 20.0| 21.4) 19.5} 16.2
Whitedmmomcmmcmeaaa 31.4 5.2 18.2| 18.4| 16,1 14,8 11.7| 18.5( 12, 9 13,3 12.2| 12.3
Nonwhited-wocewamaoao 235.9 25.4) 176.8| 195.3| 216.1 ) 192,2( 179.1 | 237.6| 141.7| 179.3| 162.3 | 77.0
Kansase==m-ercncnccanan 43,01 37.1 30.8 28.8 26,4 | 26,3 23.2 | 22,3] 21.8) 20.4| 18.5| 15.9
White=emceanaa= cm———— 30.1 25.21 20.5]1 19.1 17.3] 16.8| 13.9| 14.5} 13,4} 13.,9| 12.6] 11.5
Nonwhiteeceraonenmacne 209.3 | 198.2| 178.9| 169,1{ 152,2| 155.,2| 153.2| 136.7| 152,7| 135.8}{ 140.4 | 132,5
South Atlantic

Delaware==-m=-mr-eesaca-- 104.,3| 91.6( 89. 88.7| 88.41 79.8] 80.9 70.9 71.5| 69.4| 77.3 74.0
White-emmmmemccncmaee 34.81 34.0( 31. 4 29.8 29,91 23.,2{ 23,9| 18.2| 17.6| 18.6! 24.0 29.3
Nonwhiteeeaeas ————— 372.0 | 318.2| 326.2 ) 323.5] 347.71 327.5| 335.5| 324.0f 334.4) 323.1| 318.4 ) 304.7
District of Columbia--- | 239,7| 238,7} 217.8| 207.3| 204,91} 196,14 192,3{188.1| 177.3| 165.8] 113.8 | 82.0
Whitesmwmcmncanecmaca~ 82,2 72,1} 69.9 65.8| 55.8) 60,2 53.8| 58.8] 45.6| 43,31 31.7) 23.8
Nonwhiteeemeamcomacas 294,51 285.9| 278.4| 268.4 | 272,41} 262,3 | 263.7 | 265.3| 265.1| 266.9| 218.2 { 216.2
Virginia--- 88.41 84,31 83.5{ 80.4f 79.1 77.7 75.7 75.3 75.41 72,1 67.2{ 75.5
White——n- 32,13 29,71 29.4| 26.9) 25, 3 24,0 23. 2 22.2( 23.0f 22,1 22,2} 27.5
Nonwhité-ee-eane 261.5 1| 252.6( 252.5| 244,2 241.0| 234,0( 229.6 | 227.9| 226.,1| 216.5| 194.8 | 197.8
West Virginig----~ 69.7] 69.6 68.6 66.71 59.4| 6L.9F 56.6| 55.5 58.6| 54,9 48.2| 49.1
White-ce--~ 58,1 | 56,0} 56.6| 53.4f 47.6| 49.81 46.7 | 45.2| 48,7 44.8] 40,0 44.2
Nonwhites-eemeecareuas 320.7§ 342.8}§ 304,5| 321.2 292,1 | 280.3| 240,31} 231.,7] 231.5} 219.3( 171.3 | 138.2
North Carolina---s-=--- 102.5| 99.5| 95.9) 90.3| 90,3} 90.2| 89.8} 91.8; 90.1} 88.2] 81L.3| 8l.0
White=esemmcecanccaus 27.3 26,9 23,9 23,1} 22,5 23.4} 21.1| 20.8| 22,0 21.8] 24.0( 27.2
Nonwhitesmmcmececmcenn 266.8 | 258.5| 254.1 | 237.7| 238,11 231.0| 232.2 | 232.6| 227.7| 221.6} 192.3 | 194.5
South Carolina-emw=ce-- 127.81129.7| 123,5| 128.5] 120.8 ] 124.2] 119.4 | 116.5| 114.2| 112.9 94,6 | 109.8
Whiteeramansccacanan= 24,31 24,2 20,2 22,7| 20.4} 20.9| 19.4| 18.8| 18.5( 17.4} 20.6] 25.6
Nonwhitem-maaecmcuna- 273.51280.5| 270,71} 274.,2| 258.4 | 262.9| 253.3 | 245.2| 236.4| 233.6| 179.9 | 195.4
Georgliam~~m—ermmmaacnan= -—- - ——— -—— —— --~| 101.7 | 97.1{ 98,2 95,0 79.8 76.9
Whitem-s~aceccacnaanan ——— - -——— -——— ~—— --=| 17.41 15.8] 14,7} 15.1| 13.4) 15.2
Nonwhiteremercmmcacne _——— ——- -— - -——- -—-| 253.3 | 243.5| 246.4) 237.4( 188.1 [ 171.2
Floridaece~-s-emcccraaa 108.6 | 102.8| 97.2| 95.7| 94.9| 93.6| 92.1 87.7| 88.9{ 87.6| 74.6 ] 63.7
Whitemsareacemccaanax 40,1 | 37.41 3L.2| 29.4) 27.4| 25.3 23,9} 22,5f( 21,3} 21.5{ 17.8] 17. 3

Nonwhite~cecmconccaan 295,51 285,11 281.7 ) 281,11 277.1 | 273.9| 270.1 ) 257.6} 260.8} 256.6| 230.8 | 175.0

East South Central

Kentucky=scememccmneann 60.9 | 56.7| 53.7| 53.4| 50.4| 48,57 49.3| 43.6} 41.8) 41.9 33.6 | 28.3
White—seeamcccomcaaan 38.1) 35.0] 32,5 31.0] 30.6] 29.1 29.0| 26.2f 24,8} 25,4} 21,5] 20.7
Nonwhit@ememmrrececmma 308.1 | 287.7} 278.0| 291,5| 258.6 | 249.1 | 261.8 | 229,9} 219.7] 223.0} 190.7 | 170.9
100.1}| 96.8| 94.9 91.9| 86.9)] 85.7; 80.6 76.5 75.2 72,6} 58.3| 46.5
31,9} 32.0f 31.8 30.3} 27.44% 28.9) 27.3] 25.1] 25.1] 23.8{ 21.8) 20.2
343.7 | 328.8] 316.4} 308.3| 295,91 283.3 | 278.,1 | 258.6| 255.0( 254.1} 205.8 | 192,1
120.1 | 117.44 111.8 | 111.6| 107.8 | 109.7 | 105.8 | 104.3}| 107.2| 106.2| 90.3| 85.1
19.6| 20.3} 16,5{ 16,7} 15.8) 16,0| 13.7} 14.2| 14.0| 13.2| 12,9} 17.0
295,41 282,11 272,54 271,21 263.6 | 263.9 | 259,9 | 250.0] 255.0| 251.6| 207.7 | 195.5
153.4 | 147.3| 143.8| 138.9] 138.9 | 134,1| 126,0} 128,11 123.7} 123.8| 103.9{ 89.7
19.0| 15. 6 14,5 13.5{ 14,2 12.8§ 12,2} 11i.1| 11.2] 10.3 9.1} 11.9
267.1 | 264,0| 256.9 | 246,01} 244,31} 238,01 220,51 221,11} 212.3| 211.7] 173.4 1150.9
-—— _—— -—— ~—— -—- -~ ——— -—— -—— -— ~-=| 40.5
—_— -——- —— -— - - ——— - -—— ——— --=] 13.3
—— - - ——— - ~—— ——— —_—— ——— -— --=1126.6

See footnotes at end of table.

43



Table 14. Ratio of illegitimate live births to total live births, by division, State, and color: 1940, 1950,
1955-64~—~Con,

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area]

Division, State, 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
and color 19641 19631 | 1962 1961 1960° 1 1959 | 1958 | 19571} 1956%| 1955 | 1950 | 1940

West South Central-——Con. Ratio per 1,000 live births
89.1 84.0| 82.1] 81.6| 80.9 78.8| 82.8
15.2{ 14.0 13.1) 13.1| 13,3 12.4( 17.4
203.7| 194.3| 190.4| 186.4| 183.6| 175.1| 175.6
——— —— —— —— m—— === 31.3
-——— ——— —— — —— ~==| 16,9
e ——— -——- —— —— =~ | 157,2
48,8 46.8| 44,21 43,2 4l.4| 33.7] 29.7
22,6 20.9 18.4] 18,5] 17.4| 14.6] 16,2
200.7) 196,2} 194.3( 190.1| 188.2} 156.0| 124.4
28.3] 28,0 23,9 23.5] 23.3| 20.8| 18.4
18,6 17,0 15.4] 15.1 15,1 13.7| 14.6
164.1f 196,2| 151,9 159.2( 156.5| 145.4| 80.4
\ —— —— —— — ——— —_— 9,1
——— — —_— ——— ——— m—- 9.0
——— - —— -— —~—— ~==| 31,6
Wyominge=eemmcmccmamaean 37.3| 29.9{ 24.9 20.,3| 23.0; 18.3| 18.9 21.2| 19.1 17.3| 12,5 ———
Whit@mmeesme oo 31.6 24,01 21,0} 17.2| 19.1 16.3| 15,5] 19,0 16.5| 14.4| 10.2 ———
Nonwhiteee=—caramaacan 158.5| 178.1| 125,0| 104,6| 118,1| 80.,0| 114.3| 75.0| 101.6| 105.8| 88.9 —
Colorado —— -—- - ——— —— ——— ——— —_—— - —-— em= [ 23,4
——— -—— - —— —— —— ——— - —— ——— ——— 22,4
—_— —— —— ——— -—— —— ——— —— - — -—=| 94.5
New MexicOo==esmcenraaaaa ——— —— —— ——— —— — — _-——- - —— - 36,2
White —— ——— —-— — —— ——— —— ——— —— — == [ 33,7
Nonwhitesm=ecmmemamnaca —-——— —— ~—— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— === [ 118.3
Arizongese-ceccmmnconn—w —— —— ——— —_— ——— —— —— ——— - ——— m~em | 27,7
ite ——- —— ——— ——— —_—— - —— ——— ——— ——— == 24,6
Nonwhitem~esemcaceaman —— —— — — —— ———— —— - —— m—— =1 47.6
Utah=reeorccac e me 19.2 17.2 16.9 16.21 15.6] 15.8 12,7| 11.9 11.1 9.2 9.6 7.0
White 18.7( 15,7 16.0] 14,9 13.7 14,4 11.2| 11.3 9.9 8,2 9.2 6,6
Nonwhites=~ecomaceacan 40.0 71.9 53.5 71,0 104,.3 72,8| 85.3| 41.8 72,9 59.8| 34.7| 40.8
Nevada=mecsmcacrmcanncna 52.4) 49,5 43,3| 38,3} 36,6 34.3| 27.4| 30.4| 25.0( 28.5| 22.9 13.1
White=swmmccecm e 34,4 31.1| 26.6 20,3} 19.37 21, 1 16,5| 20.7| 15,7 17.4] 31.9 3.8
Nonwhitee-recemmcccama 177.8| 195.9( 164.1| 170.4| 152,5| 127,3| 102,8| 110.2| 101.7 | 115.8| 127.1 | 100.5

Pacific

Washington=-----crccmaeca 50.9 43,4 36,6 33.4| 28,6 26.3| 27,0 25.,6| 21.3 21,21 17.4| 17.1
Whitessmecmmcmmmmanenn 45,5 38,0 32,0 28,8| 24,7 23,0 23,3 22,2 18.1 17.9 14,9 15.0
Nonwhite=e-mcccmeranen 134,7{ 123.8 112.7 | 105.8| 96,4 82.,7| 94.7| 88.6{ 81,7 89.3| 85.9| 91.8
Oregon====commccmanannan 50,41 46,9 39.4| 38.7| 30.8 32,51 28.9 25,41 24,27 22,8| 17.4| 13.7
Whitememmonmr e cacan 46,2 43,2 35,3 35,3 27.2 28,71 25,0 22,1] 21.,1| 19.7| 15.3| 12.7
Nonwhite=-=reccmmcnaan 158.4( 150.8| 153,0| 136.4| 131.7| 146.5| 170.1| 142,3| 139.7 | 128.6| 124,5 76,9
Alaskamemmcccmccramnnaa 57,7 48.5{ 49.1f 44.7| 47.9) 51.5 - ——— ——- - —— ———
Whit@ermeormameararanna 23,4 14.6 17.1 11.41 12,3{ 15. 1 - —— —— ——- —— ———
Nonwhitemeecmmememeaan 131.1] 119.1} 114.7{ 113.2| 126.3| 119.3 - —_— —— ——— - ——
Hawaiim=somecmmecnnnmnea 65.5| 66,5} 57.3 59.3| 52.4 — - _-—— L === ——— ——
Whiteeeecmcommcccomcaa 57.4| 54,6 37.4 | 36.9 37.6 ——- ——— —— - - — ——
Nonwhiteseemmemcananaa 69,2 71.8| 66.0| 69.2 59.0 ——— ——— —— —— - —— ———

IRased on a 50-percent sample of births,

fFigures for 1961 exclude a significant but unknown number of illegitimate births erroneously classified
as legitimate,

3Figures for 1963 exclude an unknown number of illegitimate births because of erroneous filing of a sub-
stitute record which did not include the item on legitimacy status,
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Table 15. Illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother and color: each of 35 reporting States, 1964

[By place of residence. Jrcludes oniy illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residentsof area. Based on a 50-percent sample]

Age of mother

Area and color Under
All 15 15-19 | 20-24] 25~29 ] 30-34 | 35=-39} 40+
ages years years | years| years| years | years | years
Ratio per 1,000 total live births

Total=-ecmcrmmccmmccccrccmcan ——! 72,6 775.4| 200.1} 63.4] 38.1]| 35.5] 38.1| 40,8
Whitemeercrrccccmcccnccncncaa -| 33,2 507.1] 98.8} 32,1] 16.0 13.3| 16.3{ 20.4
Nonwhiteeresccccnanccana. 261.6 901,2| 496,01} 232,91 164,1| 148.8 | 144,91} 136,1
Alabamgewcccranmcncnccccm e rama e am -| 120.1 755,11 256,41} 94.4| 69,2} 77.2| 84,3 72.3
Whitemmermeccnoocmomcmccmcmccnncnnan= - 19,6 333.3| 54.5| 17.9 7.0 5.4 2,71 11,1
Nonwhitemmecmcrcoccnnecnccnnmncanca - | 295.4 825.4| 529.5| 260,3| 199.9| 189,7 | 183,2| 133,6
Alagskfemeccccrcncaccccccncnnccamccnaa -| 57.7|{ 1,000.0{ 196.9| 58.0| 31,3 25.6| 38.5]| 23.8
Whitee=- -—— m—mema | 23,4 -] 105.9| 23,8 9.5 -| 11.0 -
Nonwhiteseeaaan= cmmecccnnan . cm—————— 131,1|{ 1,000,0| 381.0| 153.,6| 81,3} 67.0| 76.9| 48.8
Delawarememcmeccmcccnnmancerrcnecsen= -~ | 104.3 846,21 305.3{ 86.,9| 55.0| 44.8| 49.9| 96.8
White-- ----- - D A Gy - - - - 34.8 1,000.0 121.0 32.3 19.8 9-5 19-9 29 7
Nonwhiteseemmcrmccmcmcnncccccccmcaa= 372.0 o 604,3 | 309.6| 248.9| 238,8 | 200,0 | 391,3
District of Columbia: - - | 239,7 859,41 479.,1 | 197.8| 141.2| 150,3 | 188,1 | 195.7
Whitea=-~ -1 82,2 444,41 119.2 | 84.6| 56.1| 58.6 93,21 102,0
Nonwhiteme=-= - 294,5 927.3} 568,5 | 241.6| 174,01 182,1 | 222,5 229,6
Florida=-- 108.6 745,2 | 243.8| 89.2| 64,3 62.3| 72.6| 80.3
Whitemermeccmacaan B e -| 40,1 471,7] 94.6 | 39.1| 21.2 18,2 | 22,8} 33, 1

Nonwhite - 295,5 838.7| 518,1 | 250,5| 194.,6 | 184.8 | 211,9} 209.8
Hawali==e=- 65.5|| 1,000,0¢{ 210,2| 59,0 43.8| 31.6| 41.9| 1l.4
Whitemmecmcnrmcacccannrcanaaa —————— -! 57.41] 1, 000 0] 145.8| 53.1| 41.8| 33.2| 50.4 -
Nonwhite=emmrmeea - 69,2 1, 000 0} 238,5| 62.6| 44.6 31,1 40.,0| 15,3

I1linois B et DL T 76.9 883,2| 224,2| 67.0{ 44,5| 43,0 46,47 42.8
White-=cec-= - -=e=| 30,7 522.7| 109,0| 31.3| 14,2 10,8 14.9} 20,0
Nonwhilte-~e- - ~=={ 301,9 976.5| 514.8{ 261.8| 220,7) 217.2 | 219.6 | 178.4
Indiana=e==c=ce-- ~—men [ 54,4 747,01 144,0| 45.3] 26,9} 28,3 | 30.7] 30.7
White=-cemccaeas rremcen—a- e ee——— - 36, 577.8] 98.7| 31.5} 17.9 17.6 | 19.0; 25.6
Nonwhite - 258,3 947,4| 503,1 | 234,31 144,1| 140,8 | 144,1| 87.0
Iowa - 33,6 812,54 110,1 31,6{ 16,7| 11,6 17.8| 16.8
White - -———— -——— 30.0 769.2| 97,7 30.0| 14,6 9,2 | 15,2 14,2
Nonwhite - 230,6|| 1,000,0| 486.2 | 143,81 147.8| 144,9 | 193.5] 200.0
Kansag==resacncccnccamnnea B ittt -1 43,0 678.6 119 1 36,8 21.5| 17.81 26.2} 19.5
Whitemmemmccaax s e ne———— --{ 30,1 545,51 90,1 26,5| 14.1 9.9 16,0 9.5
Nonwhite-=we== m———={ 209,3 764.7 | 414,7 | 187,9 | 130,7} 111,1 | 146,6 | 125,0
Kentucky ———— ———— 60,9 642,01 125.8| 53.4| 36.4 33.2| 39.7| 37.1
Whitemesccocmrcccnnccncenane- ~—e= | 38,1 395,3| 78.9| 35.6| 22,2| 16.9 29,81 26.4
Nonwhite ~—==e= | 308,1 921,1| 511,2 | 277.2 | 209.1| 213,5 | 139,7 ] 162,2
Loulisgiana=~ - ———— mee= | 110,6 796,91} 232,7 | 101.0| 67.1 70.0 | 69.1| 62,8
White - 21,1 4, 55,1 22.3 7.9 8,5} 12,3| 11,8
Nonwhite- 246,1 854,5| 419.7 | 236,9 | 170.,9} 164,1 | 147,3 | 123,5
Maine 41,2 500,0] 109.,1 37.5{ 20.5| 21,5| 21,0{ 38.6
Whitemeeae= - - -=| 40,8 461,5| 109,8| 36,7| 20.0} 21,2| 21.2| 38.8
Nonwhite=-- 70,9} 1,000,0| 55.6| L00,0| 47.6| 45.5 - -
Michigan - 55,8 910,.6 | 204.9 50,2 22,0 19,1 17.1{ 20.5
White-- —- 34,3 750,0( 130.8| 33,1 13.,8| 11.,9| 10,1 14,5
Nonwhitemcemcencnnccnnccecanmaccanas | 224,6 977.0] 517,9| 211.8{ 101.6 74,71 70,6] 63,2
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Table 15. Illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother and color:

each of 35 reporting States, 1964—Con.

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Based on a 50-percent sample]

Area and color

Age of mother

—

Under

All 15 15-19 { 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35=39 | 40+

ages years years | years | years | years | years | years
Ratio per 1,000 total live births

Minnesotas-——s-ceemcmmacnc e ncna -1 46.4 947,4 | 185.8 | 49.7 | 22,4 15,1| 19.4 | 13,6
Whiteseeomcmec e ccrcccmccc e 41.3 937.51170.9 45,41 18,5 12,3 | 16.6 | 12,9
Nonwhiteeeomcmereomacm e 269,5{| 1,000,01{ 488,5| 232,3 | 218,9 | 159,7 | 211.5 76,9
Missisgippie-emecmcmmmmeme e 153,4 783,8 | 319.6 | 133,0 | 87,9 | 80.5| 75.8| 88,1
Whitemecemoccamcccomca e 19.0 529.4 1 52,5 17.1 6.4 4,1 2.7 b4
Nonwhiteecececcemccncmmancccnccccncaan- 267,1 816.8 | 494,01 259,6 | 171,3 | 134.,4 | 115.3 | 127.3
804,11 178.3 61l.6 | 41,0 41.0| 45.9 40,2
485,71 85,3 28,5 | 1l4.4| 12,44 15,3 | 19,7
983.9 | 528,9 | 290,4 | 221,0 | 203,0 | 223,8 | 167.7
714,31 115.8 | 43.3 37.7 | 29.4| 35,9 | 44.9
500,0 85.8 | 27,2 22,1 19,5| 25,9 13,2
800,0 | 326,7|.161,0 | 141,0 | 96,4 | 111,1 | 230,8
New Jersey=-=cmacoemcmmccccecc e e 53,7 896.2 | 220.3| 56,0 ‘25.1 17,2 17.4 { 19.7
Whitem=mmmmmaemecmcecececmmemmcaam 25,5 769.2 | 123,9 | 27.2 | 12.4| 6.9 9.4 ! 11.8
Nonwhit@=eeocmacmmmcccccccmccaceccas 209,6 937.5} 453,1| 202,8 | 112.0¢ 92,5| 80,8 | 85.7
North Carolinaee--cecmmcccmmccccnaaea= 102.5 841,6 | 254.0 79.8 | 42.0| 41,9 | 48.2 58.8
Whit@mmemmec e cmccc e cc e ————— 27.3 333,3 65.3 26,1 12,41 10,3 11.2 1 30,7
Nonwhiteeemrecccmm e 266,8 963,2 | 539.4 | 220,0 | 123,6 | 112,9 | 110.8 | 98.4
North Dakotaseemecececcccmcccncccaaea- 35,0} 1,000,0| 146,2 28,6 | 17.1 11,1 7.5 -
Whitemcmemam e meaem 30,3 (| 1,000.,0( 136,9 24,6 15.1 3.9 3.1 -
Nonwhiteeeecamecmcmcc e e cccmcccmaaan 129,8 -1306,11120,4 58,1 | 115.,9| 142,9 -

Ohiommeccmccr e e mcc e e 60,9 874.2 | 190.8 53.8 32.5 28,5 | 26,8 | 40,
White--memmmcrmmccnccr e cccc e 36,2 *696.4 | 119,.5] 34.4 1 18,2 15.8 15,0 24.4
Nonwhit@=emeccercmccme e e ccmcaaee 269.4 970.9 } 548,7 | 238,1 | 172,6 { 138,7 | 132,6 | 189,7
OregoNmmmmmc e emmc e cccccec = 50,4 666,7 | 142,0 | 44.4 | 22,0 24,0 17.4 | 15.2
Whiteemremccecmmmcceccccccccmccnm———= 46,2 636,4 | 129,6 40,9 20,4 | 23,0 15,1 15.7
Nowhiteemmmememm e e e 158.4 1,000,0 | 384,.6 | 144,8 66,7 | 47.1 68.2 -
Pennsylvaniam—eceerccmmcmrccccccnccana- - 59,3 843.1 | 213,0 57.2 30,1 22,2 22.5 25,9
itemmmccncme e e e e . 32,1 553,2 | 117.7 34,6 16,3 11.6 14,2 18.3
Nonwhitesmmemewmcmcmccmccmmcecccca—a- 268,0 971.7 | 550,3 ] 240,7 | 161.3 | 120.,9 | 103.7 | 102, 4
Rhode Islande-mmc-c-cammcecccecccmecam 35.5 800,0 | 134.2 30,4 19.2 19.4} 21,01} 29,0
lte ------------------------------ - 28,8 750.0 107.7 25.3 15 9 1404‘ 19-3 29-7
Nonwhitew~emmemmcmcmc e 193.5 1,000,0 | 442,9 | 158,7 { 103,4 | 160,0 1.4 -
681.0 ) 286,8 | 103,2 63,6 62,9 73.6 72,5
250.0 56,8 22,8 10,3 11.9 11.2 | 14,4
818.2 | 520.4 | 245.3 | 149,9 | 130,5| 139.5 | 130,9
833,3| 152,7| 49.8 27.2 24,3 20.1| 26.9
800.0| 119,6 30.5 11.1 8.9 5.0 9.9
1,000,0| 405,2| 258,5 | 185,8 | 139,7 | 188.7 | 190,5
709,21 187.,7| 83.4| 68.4} 71.0| 67,6 69,2
295,5 61,5 30,9 17.9 15,9 29.7 | 21.7
896,9 | 548,9| 302,0 | 270.5 | 257.7 | 184.0 | 203.8
592.1| 143.6 55.5| 34.5 35.9 39.4 | 46,2
383.2 76,2 30,5 17.4} 19.6 22,8 24,1
846.7| 404,9| 198,1 | 138,21 122,8| 127,8 | 147.5

46




Table 15. Illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother and color: each of 35 reporting States, 1964—Con.

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Based on a 50-percent sample]

Age of mother

Area and color Under
All 15 15-19 | 20-24} 25-29 | 30-34 [ 35=-39 | 40+
ages years years | years| years | years | years | years
Ratio per 1,000 total live births
Utahe~mmeccemnmcmeeccace e cacme e ———— 19,2 500.0 | 70,2} 18,0 7.1 8,2 7.6 3.3
Whitemememmmemee e e 18.7 500,0 | 69,5 17.2 7.0 7.2 7.8 3.4
Nonwhiteemmememmcmmmaccc e e e ccam 40,0 -] 95.2| 54,9 12,7 | 38,5 - -
Virginigeememcemccocccmm e nm e e e 88.4 711.8 | 211.7 | 73.5| 47.8 | 46.2 | 59. 65.6
WRitEmecmcmmcacmcmcccmme—cm———————— 32,1 319,1| 78.4| 32.3| 15.8 | 13,2} 22,5( 29,1
Nonwhitem-emmmccmmecm e canan 261.5 861,8 | 467,3 | 220,9| 164,6 | 158,2 |172,0 | 153.3
Washington 50,9 913.0 | 151.1| 4&4,7{ 22,0 | 20,8 | 26,0 | 45.1
WhitEemcmacamemcomecanmaman 45,5 875.0 | 138,21 39.9) 19.4 | 17.6 | 21,7 | 44.6
Nonwhite 134,7{| 1,000,0 | 332,14 132,3{ 65.4 | 60.5 84,0} 51.3
West Virginia=--emecccmmccccnncancnca- 69,7 678.6 | 152.8| 60,7{ 42,5 40,1} 51,2 | 53.6
Whitememeemarecocmmmmc———————————— 58.1 625,0 [ 129.6 | 51.3} 34,4 | 27,5} 43.9] 57.9
Nonwhit@eeemmmmmmc e e e e 320,71 1,000.0 [ 598.7| 302.9| 242,2 | 264,0 | 180.6 -
Wisconsinmmeme-memmemcncmcanmncncaanan ~1 40,6 920,0 | 175.2| 40,2{ 20,0| 17.7 | 15,3 16.8
{temmmm— e m e memme—a—m—mm~e—————— 31.5 909,1 | 147.2| 32.8| 14,6 | 10.3| 11,3 1L,4
Nonwhite=—mcemmemcmcccmcccncccmacm = 253,7 928.6 | 508,1 | 231,0| 164.4 | 211,9 | 119,2 | 170.2
Wyomingmemmececcme o e e e m - 37.3 500,01 95,9 30,9 23.5 | 15.2 | 22, 12,8
Whit@m=cammcemmorcanmcnecccmccaaamn= 31,6 500,0 | 87.1| 25,9 17.7 | 13.7 9. 13,2
Nonwhit@meeomemcmc e e e 158.5 -{258,1] 160,0| 133,3 | 41.7 | 250, -
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Table 16. Number of illegitimate births for metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties, by color and age of mother (ex~
cluding New Jersey): 1962-64

[By place of residence. Based on & 50-percent sample. Refers only to births occurring within the reporting areas to residents of the area. Metropolitan counties include all
counties that are 1n standard metropolitan statistical areas (metropolitan State economic areas for New England). Nonmetropolitan counties include all other counties. Fig-
ures for age of mother not stated are dlsmbuted]

1964 1963 1962
Color and
2ge Of mOtheT | 1 tal | peiican | ‘potitan | Total | poiican | politan | Total | poiican | politam
counties counties counties counties counties counties
Total Number of live births
All ages-- 187,972 117,830 70,142 176,900 109,774 67,126 170,330 104,586 65,744
Under 15 years-- 4,236 2,648 1,588 3,900 2,474 1,426 3,79 2,302 1,494
15-19 years----- 77,534 47,632 29,902 70,862 42,484 28,378 66,720 39,696 27,024
20-24 years----- 58,432 37,124 21,308 54,944 34,858 20,086 52,600 32,584 20,016
25-29 years----- 24,340 15,712 8,628 23,774 15,324 8,450 23,358 15,104 8,254
30-34 years----- 13,274 8,496 4,778 13,486 8,708 4,778 13,754 8,888 4,866
35-39 years----- 7,676 4,732 2,944 7,488 4,516 2,972 7,822 4,758 3,064
40+ years~------ 2,480 1,486 994 2,446 1,410 1,036 2,280 1,254 1,026
White
All ages-~ 70,842 44,284 26,558 65,410 40,494 24,916 60,214 36,574 23,640
Under 15 years-- 884 494 390 782 482 300 864 502 362
15-19 years----- 28,452 17,410 11,042 25,866 15,536 10,330 23,734 14,020 9,714
20-24 years----- 25,022 15,866 9,156 22,868 14,532 8,336 20,362 12,470 7,892
25-29 years-~==-~- 8,640 5,498 3,142 8,036 5,060 2,976 7,460 4,702 2,758
30-34 years----- 4,134 2,704 1,430 4,312 2,736 1,576 4,354 2,826 1,528
35-39 years----- 2,694 1,666 1,028 2,586 1,590 996 2,524 1,544 980
40+ years----~--- 1,016 646 370 960 558 402 916 510 406
Nonwhite
All ages-- 117,130 73,546 43,584 111,490 69,280 42,210 110,116 68,012 42,104
Under 15 years-- 3,352 2,154 1,198 3,118 1,992 1,126 2,932 1,800 1,132
15-19 years----- 49,082 30,222 18,860 44,996 26,948 18,048 42,986 25,676 17,310
20-24 years----- 33,410 21,258 12,152 32,076 20,326 11,750 32,238 20,114 12,124
25-29 years----- 15,700 10,214 5,486 15,738 10,264 5,474 15,898 10,402 5,496
30-34 years----- 92,140 5,792 3,348 9,174 5,972 3,202 9,400 6,062 3,338
35-39 years-~--- 4,982 3,066 1,916 4,902 2,926 1,976 5,298 3,214 2,084
40+ years------- 1,464 840 624 1,486 852 634 1,364 744 620

48



Table 17.

age of mother not stated are distributed]

Illegitimacy ratios for metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

New Jersey): 1962-64

[By place of residence. Based on a 50-percent sample. Refers only to births occurring within the reporting areato residents of the area. Metropolitan counties include all counties
that are in standard metropolitan statistical areas (metropolitan State economic areas for New England).

by color and age of mother (excluding

Nonmetropolitan counties include all other counties. Figures for

1964 1963 1962
Color and
age of mother Metro- Nommetxro- Metro- Nonmetro- Metro- Nonmetro-
Total politan politan Total politan politan Total politan politan
counties | counties counties | counties counties counties
Total Ratio per 1,000 live births
All ages~- 73.6 79.2 65,9 68.1 72.5 61.9 63.9 67.6 58.8
Under 15 years-- 770.7 822.4 697.7 741.7 806.9 650.5 728.9 779.8 662,2
15-19 years--~~-- 199.4 231.9 163. 182.3 207.8 154.0 166.9 189.3 142.1
20-24 years- 63.7 69.9 55.3 59.3 65.2 51,2 56. 61, 50.5
25-29 years- 38.8 41.4 35.0 37.2 39.6 33.6 35.5 38.0 31.7
30-34 years- 36,7 38.7 33.7 35.8 37.8 32,6 34,5 36.6 31.
35-39 years 39.4 40.7 37.5 37.2 37.5 36.9 37.0 37.7 35.9
40+ years~-- 41,9 44,9 38,2 40,8 42,3 39.0 36.7 36.7 36,6
White
All ages-- 33.6 36.5 29.6 30.4 32.7 27.2 27.2 28.9 24,9
Under 15 years-- 499.4 546.5 450,3 451.5 551.5 349.7 460,1 524,0 393.5
15-19 years- 98.0 119.7 76.2 87.7 104.7 70.5 77.2 90.9 63.4
20-24 years - 32.3 36.0 27.5 29,1 32.7 24.5 25.9 28,2 22,9
25-29 years—~--- 16.2 17.2 14,8 14.8 15.6 13,7 13.4 14,1 12.3
30-34 years~~--- 13.7 14,9 12,0 13.7 14,3 12.7 13.1 14.0 11.6
35-39 years=w--- 16.7 17.3 15.8 15,5 15.8 15,0 14.4 14,8 13.9
40+ yearg-~----« 21.0 23,6 17. 19.3 20,0 18.5 17.7 17.8 17.7
Nopwhite
All ages-- 263.9 266.0 260.6 251.2 250.6 252,0 244.,0 242,1 247.2
Under 15 years-- 899.6 930.1 849.6 884.3 908.8 844.1 880.5 902,7 847.3
15-19 yearsew-m=- 497.7 504.2 487.7 479.6 480.8 477.7 465, 462.4 470.6
20+24 years-e—=w- 234.4 235,0 233.6 25, 224,6 226.0 225.7 222.1 231.9
25-29 yearg----- 166.7 169.7 161.5 161.4 163.6 157.3 157.8 160,2 153.6
30~34 years—e--- 151.4 153.4 148.2 147.8 152.0 140.7 144.0 147.9 137.3
35~39 yearses--- 147.6 153.0 139.6 143.5 145,2 141.0 146.3 149.7 141.2
40+ years-—---e-- 137.7 145.4 128.6 144,0 154.9 131.7 129.3 135.5 122.6
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Table 18. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios for metropolitan and nonmetropoli-
tan counties, by color: 35 reporting States, 1964

[By place of residence. Based on a 50-percent sample. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area.
Metropolitan counties include all counties that are in standard metropolitan statistical areas (metropolitan State economic areas for New Eng-
land). Nonmetropolitan counties include all other counties]

State and color

Total

Metro~
politan
counties

Non-
metro-
politan
counties

Total

Metro-
politan
counties

Non-
metro-~
politan
counties

Total, 35 States-r-e-ecemenwo _—

Kentucky-----==-c--ccmmumnooncenwe
White-wwr--meomc o m e e
Nonwhite~----=--cmommmm e

50

Number of illegitimate births

Ratio per 1,000 live births

195,068 123,884 71,184 72.6 78.0 65.0
73,692 46,574 | 27,118 33.2 36.0 29.3
121,376 77,310 44,066 261.6 262.9 259.2
9,162 4,296 4,866 120.1 121.3 119.0
950 466 484 19.6 21.1 18.3
8,212 3,830 4,382 295.4 288.2 302.0
420 s 420 57.7 v 57.7
ll6 200 116 23.4 b 23.4
304 v 304 131.1 .. 131.1
1,194 692 502 104.3 91.4 129.6
316 222 94 34.8 35.6 33.1
878 470 408 372.0 353.4 396.1
4,648 4,648 XX 239.7 239.7 cee
412 412 .- 82,2 82.2 )
4,236 4,236 . 294.5 294.5 vee
12,384 8,004 4,380 108.6 110.8 104.9
3,346 2,506 840 40.1 47.1 27.8
9,038 5,498 3,540 295.5 289.2 305.9
1,138 966 172 65.5 65.0 68.6
314 280 34 57.4 54.8 96.0
824 686 138 69.2 70.4 64.1
17,096 15,522 1,574 76.9 86.9 36.0
5,666 4,448 1,218 30.7 31.3 28.7
11,430 11,074 356 301.9 302.8 276.8
5,772 3,816 1,956 544 73.5 36.2
3,554 1,842 1,712 36.5 41.5 32.2
2,218 1,974 244|  258.3 260.1 244 .0
1,862 920 942 33.6 43,1 27.6
1,636 708 928 30.0 34.5 27.4
226 212 14 230.6 265,7 76.9
1,864 1,072 792 43.0 56.8 32.4
1,210 616 594 30.1 36.7 25.3
654 456 198 209.3 216.5 194.5
4,140 1,738 2,402 60.9 71.8 54.9
2,370 746 1,624 38.1 35.2 39.6
1,770 992 778 308.1 330.0 284.1
9,524 4,644 4,880 110.6 111.1 110.1
1,094 588 506 2l.1 23.0 19.2
8,430 4,056 4,374 246.1 249.4 243.1
876 208 668 41.2 51.1 38.9
856 204 652 40.8 50.5 38.5

20 4 16 70.9 133.3 63.5



Table 18. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios for
tan counties, by color: 35 reporting States,

metropolitan and nonmetropoli-
1964 —~Con,

[By place of residence. Based on a 50-percent sample. Refers only to illegiumate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area.
Metropolitan counties include all counties that are in standard metropolitan statistical areas (metropolitan State economic areas for New Eng-
land). Nonmetropolitan counties include all other counties]

State and color

Total

Metro-
politan
counties

Non-~-
metro-
politan
counties

Total

Metro-
politan
counties

Non-
metro~
politan
counties

Michigan~----=--=-==---cccce—wmmoea=
White-----cecmmemecormccccccacc e
Nonwhite-~==-eecreme e e oo

New Jersey--=---=m-mmececememeneenan-
Whitem=cmemmcmmmem e mmcme mmmmmee =
Nonwhite---=c-m—cmecccc e icmcne

Pennsylvania-----=cecemrmmuacmemaea=
White-=e==mrmeremmcce e m e cce
Nonwhite-es-meccccocmre e e e

Number of illegitimate births

9,800
5,330
4,470

3,570
3,100
470

8,094
3,914
4,180

2,524
2,210
314

676
40
636

4,884
1,448
3,436

474
270
204

6,054
2,290
3,764

2,722
614
2,108

66
66

10,498
4,822
5,676

1,158
986
172

11,092
4,516
6,576

532
412
120

2,298
332
1,966

196
178
18

1,706
1,416
290

1,046
890
156

8,014
454
7,560

1,546
858
688

52
32
20

1,042
560
482

8,152
1,374
6,778

440
352
88

2,282
1,968
314

532
506
26

1,874
1,706
168

108
86
22

4,968
476
4,492

600
266
334

Ratio$ per 1,000 live births

55.8
34.3
224.6

46.4
41.3
269.5

153.4
19.0
267.1

72.6
30.5
317.0

52.4
34.4
177.8

53.7
25.5
209.6

102.5
27.3
266 .8

35.0
30.3
129.8

60.9
36.2
269.4

50.4
46.2
158.4

59.3
32.1
268.0

35.5
28.8
193.5

127.8
24.3
273.5

51.0
31.4
235.9

62.6
35.3
227.1

59.2
53.3
262.5

130.6
17.1
224.6

86.8
32.1
308.9

37.0
31.7
193.3

30.6
26.4
284.7

155.7
19.2
271.4

47.8
28.2
364.4

29.8
21.1
87.0

33.2
19.6
174.8

102.0
25.3
263.8

33.9
28.6
131.0

36.0
3L.7
236.4

32.5
31.8
57.8

39.7
36.6
260.1

28.4
23.6
132.5

132.9
23.4
263.8

44,7

22.2
230.0

S



Table 18. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios for metropolitan and nonmetropoli-

tan counties, by color: 35 reporting States, 1964—Con,

[By place of residence. Based on a 50-percent sample. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area.
Metropolitan counties include all counties that are in standard metropolitan statistical areas (metropolitan State economic areas for New Eng-
land). Nonmetropolitan counties include all other counties]

State and color

Total

Metro-
politan
countiles

Non-~
wmetro-
politan
counties

Total

Metro-
politan
counties

Non=-
metro-~
politan
counties

Washington-=-==-c-vcoumccarcacanma--
White--=mmeeccmrcc e cmccccnma e
Nonwhitem-ee-cemccmcmerc e e em

Number of illegitimate births

8,040
2,002
6,038

5,104
830
4,274

11,212
5,188
6,024

360
342
18

4,354
1.328
3,026

2,040
1.696
344

772
634
138

2,248
1,420
828

2,936
1,172
1,764

3,694
1,390
2,304

100
94
6

4,330
1,138
3,192

866
748
118

1,714
1,346
368

1,358
1,266
92

270
218
52

Ratio per 1,000 live births

100,1
31.9
343,7

63.7,
33.5
221.4

19,2
18.7
40,0

89.6
33.7
261.5

133.4
3.2
366.8

70.7
39.4
223.6

21.9
21.1
73.8

82,0
32,2
254.7

55.1
49,1
139.2

70.4
60.4
294.9

31.6
35.1
264.4

e
o

69.9
32,5
298.3

48.9
21.4
215.8

13.4
13.2
16.9

98.8
35.6
268.4

43.0
39.0
123.2

69.4
57.1
331.5

30.0
28,3
186.2

37.3
31.6
158.5

52



Table 19. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios, by color: 150 standard metropoli-
tan statistical areaslof the United States, 1964

LBypIace of residence. Refers only to births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Areas shown are those listed in standard
metropolitan statistical areas issuedin 1961 by the Bureau of the Budget, except for those in New England, where areas are metropolitan State
economic areas established by the Bureau of the Census in 1960. Based on a 50-percent samplsﬂ

Non- Non~
Standard metropolitan statistical areas Total White | white | Total || White| white
Number of illegitimate Ratio per 1,000
births live births

Abilene, TeXewermesecmcmemmccecacromcomccocmeemes————= 108 68 40| 37.9 25,7| 194,2
Akron, OhiO=re-resaromcrccnmacnecwosncncmmnnmcaan - 748 414 334] 68,7 42,81 275,1
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa,-N.J-----=ececemmn-n 312 268 4| 35.1| 30.6| 333.3
Altoona, Pa,===e=e== cemmmecscsnmmanman wemmmemenec——— 132 130 2| 49.3|| 48.8) 142.9
Amarillo, Tex------ R memmmmemmmmemccammeemn— 130 9 36| 35.7|| 27.8} 135.3
Ann Arbor, Micheeeccccccccrunccccsncccnrcnrncaceae- 180 106 74 44.6 8| 210.2
Asgheville, N,Cr=-== B L ettt 190 100 90| 69.9 41,81 272.7
Atlantic City, N.J~ - 402 166 236 | 126,.7 68.3] 318.9
Austin, TexX~ee=«= ————— - 426 252 174 77.8 54,5{ 205.2
Baton Rouge, La-==-- R T L 644 78 566 | 106,2 20.4§ 253.1
Bay City, Mich-~ewecccaen- ——emmm——— ——————e——- ——————— 76 70 6] 31.8 29.4| 428.6
Beaumont~Port Arthur, TeXe-esace-- B 386 92 294 60.6 20.2| 162.6
Birmingham, Alaswsccrmccsnccaneaaa L cememe | 1,598 148 | 1,450 124.6 19,0} 287.1
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benlto, TeX=-emcemcccemue 186 180 6 42.1 41,0| 250.0
Canton, OhlOow=eecerececccncaana B L T T 414 256 158| 60,5 40.3| 318.5
Cedar Rapids, Iowawwee~ca-=ee D LT ,emmemm————— 106 98 8 29.2 27.3| 173.9
Champaign-Urbana, Ill-cveesa- ceeeeressee e e ———-——— 122 62 60| 48.4 27.0| 265.5
Charleston, S.C~=s--=ce-c=e= LT LT ememesem—e—n—— 1,038 100 938 | 153.0 23,9| 359.7
Charleston, W, Va=e==ceccmecaccacec= cmemrmem——re——~ 390 308 821 79.9 66.6] 315.4
Charlotte, N,C-eee=em—comc-scaamen—eae ceemeemmm——— 806 168 6381 117.4 || 35.9| 291.1
Chicago, Ille-eeecescoccarcccmcmcmccnnann" ——mmmeeo- 13,272 3,292 | 9,980} 91.9 29.5| 302.8
Cincinnati, Ohio~Ky=e=wmnccnaa- cemcessesmcansm——n——- 2,120 816 | 1,304| 85.2 38.9| 335.2
Cleveland, Ohio=-erccuccrccacnmcwn~ 2,576 856 | 1,720} 68.5 28,2| 238.2
Columbia, S.C 638 116 522} 105.0 30.1| 234,3
Columbus, Ohio 1,434 752 682 83.4 51.0| 281.1
Corpus Christi, TeX===-ce=ummen- cmmmmemm——a- —————— 268 218 50| 45.1 38.4} 185.2
Dallasg, TeX-ew-emmmsewmcccencccccnan ——mw—ene= cewewm= | 2,598 858 | 1,740| 91.4 39.4] 260.8
Davenport~Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-Ill-- 258 202 561 40.5 33,2 195.8
Dayton, Ohioe-m-scemnmceaa cmcmmeeen= ~—— 1,178 566 612§ 75.3 42,0 283,1
Decatur, Ille-eewcemecm-c-aa R L Lt T 2 B L 184 102 821 73.3 45,5 303,7
Des Moines, IoWA==mme—=a=ce- e eecscemsccceme——————- 372 264 108| 66.3 49,6} 377.6
Detroit, Micheeememcccccceaax B T e 5,648 || 2,344 3,304 69.0 34,8 228.7
Dubuque, IoWa~re=esaceamcacacn —————— R aaaets 32 32 -1 14,5 14.6 -
Duluth-Superior, Minn,-Wigsermemsecccccmccacccomcana=n 282 272 10| 57.7 56.9| 89.3
Durham, N,C-eeec-mrcaccm~- ——————— cm—m— e —— ——————— 320 32 288 129.3 21.3| 296.3
El Paso, TeX=mecmemcereamreocemccnmemmem—eneoo—ceas 694 658 36 63.4 62.2{1 98.9
Erie, PQeecemcrecmemecrornomeror o cmce e —————— 248 166 82| 46.0 32.5| 299.3
Eugene, Qregre=sm—e-cemcmmcncccenccreecercmacennanas—= 118 112 6 32.4 -31.2] 120.0
Evansville, Ind,=Ky~ecercccae-- B L LT TR PP 234 126 108] 57.2 33.9| 287.2
Fargo-Moorhead, N. Dak,-Minnese-cceceemcrceca—ncaca~ 90 90 -1 39.0 39.2 -
Flint, Miche--eseceveoneccamereccancncan R Lt 574 298 276 | 56,2 33.5| 210.7
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla-~- —— - 962 264 6981 131.2 54,2 283.5
Fort Wayne, Indee--« 390 242 148 | 68.5 46,8 285,7
Fort Worth, Tex-ee-= 844 362 4821 63.3 32.2| 230.6
Gadsden, Ala----mewccacacccacncacn 146 20 1261 77.7 13.6{ 311.9
Galveston~Texas City, TeXe-=eeccaecea= T T T L 312 62 2501 95.1 26.5]| 266,5
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind---=-cccccevaccaa- —— 760 288 472} 55.5 25,81 186,7
Grand Rapids, Micheeam—ecccaacrcrccucencccccnnnnaa- 450 336 114] 51.9 41.41 200.0
Green Bay, WiSersemcwcaceca—caa- “emmmesmetecoasen—- 126 118 8| 35.3 33,5} 166,7
Greensboro-High Point, N,Ce=we-e--ccecenmccccacnnoa" 582 152 4301 102.8 37.81 261.2

53



Table 19. Number of illegiitimate birtns and illegitimacy ratios, by color: 150 standard metropoli-

tan statistical areas! of the United States, 1964—Con.

[By place ofresidence. Refersonly to births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Areas shown are those listed in standard
metropolitan statistical areasissuedin 1961 by the Bureau of the Budget, except for those in New England, where areas are metropolitan State
economic areas established by, the Bureau of the Census in 1960. Based on a 50-percent samplé]

Standard metropolitan statistical areas

Total

White

Non-~
white

Total

White

Non-~
white

Greenville, S.Cmmrm=—memcmeccmc e cc—en————
Hamilton~-Middletown, Ohioe=ec-rmemeccmccmimom e
Harrisburg, Pasmes-mccccacm e ccccmecemeem
Honolulu, Hawaiieeemeeomaaammcrcacc e c e
Houston, TeX-wmememmeecareccrccmermcra e e emane =

Huntington-Ashland, W.Va,=Ky.,-Ohio-ecrccarmmccemauan
Huntsville, Alaeemeemcmmmo e crmc i cc e e
Indianapolis, Indecmec-rceeccremrccmmcm e e
Jackson, Miche-=-emmemm o
Jackson, MiSg~e-emmcommearmmrc e rca e

Jacksonville, Fla=w-memecccmcmmccrercccre e e e
Jersey City, N,J---
Johnstown, Pa~se—emcccmecacccecmccn e e
Kalamazoo, Michee-resccmaecerccaecec e e
Kansas City, Mo, -Kang-e--meerecmccccmcccmcmmcaeanen

Kenosha, WiSeeeeememrccceccccecmccacaeccremcccnranan
Knoxville, Tennews=-meacvorceccanmccmomccemncnemmanam
Lake Charles, La
Lancaster, Pa--cec=mawe-

Lansing, Micheeeemmeccmenmcacmmccccmc i ccceccmcaee

Laredo, TeX-=-wmeemmmmcc—mc—a e ccccccam—mce——
Las Vegas, NeVeerescacescccmncccmcrccaccnccccccacan
Lexington, Ky-me-emmecccmcacrrcamrcceraccnemmccmemanan
Lima, OhiQme=smeeecccm oo cccm e cccc e
Lorain=-Elyria, Ohio-e-ecmccmacccmmc e cmccccccaee o

Louisville, Ky.-Ind-reccmcmaveconcecccarnmcecmma——
Lubbock, TeX~eemwmmemucamemscmmeccvrenecem e em————
Lynchburg, Vaee-cecmmeccmcmccmnm e
Madison, WiS=meceemcmmcmmc oo
Memphis, Tenm--seemcmmccmma e e e

Miami, Flae-=-macocccmemcmccacecmmcecccce o cn e e——
Midland, TeX-em-seccemomcrcecocmm e e
Milwaukee, WiS~-eemmmccmmmmac oo
Minneapolis~St, Paul, Minne-ce--cecoccamoamcanncean
Mobile, Alam—---—ermcrcome e m e e e

Monroe, Las-semmm—m—ccemmmccom e am e
Montgomery, Alame--e-mammccmmnemcc e mno e e
Muncie, Ind=-er-ccmcemmmmcmecmccmmc e
Muskegon-Muskegon Heights, Mich~e-scoromcmconvanan
Nashville, Tenn--=e-seom-eceemecmmecccemeo—oaoemene

Newark, N,J-reecemceommcccmcmccrmmmme e mcecememe
New Orleans, Las-c-memec-ccscccmaccconunecnucccnncnn
Newport News-Hampton, Vasme-mem-cccccmmcecmconasacnn
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Vamemmsmeecmmcmecarcrcmcacccane-
Odessa, TeX-mmmmrmame—cmm—cmcercocescccancmcmmnenan-

Ogden, Utah-==-eec-m—ecmcccmasaccarccnmmemaoancnan=
Orlando, Flammememmsccemrccccracmccccmnececocccacee
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N.J-==cecememucccacncana~
Pensacola, Fla-=-ceecmcmccmcomma e
Peoria, Ille--e-eremmccceccemmccc e e e mma

54

Number of illegitimate

492
230
606
966
2,774

282
238
1,734
138
676

1,382
672
160
196

1,902

76
524
256
238
320

88
402
192
162
234

1,330
234
244
234

3,158

2,190
68
1,660

2,254
1,126

400
694
134
234
874

2,784
2,076

1,604
74

72
690
746
512
450

births

94
162
356
280
846

770

326

3981

68
250
686

1,928

40
188
1,002
34

636

826

18
2,950
1,480
32
752

306
990

374
636

118
682

2,014
1,79%
372
1,252
34

474
430
390

124

Ratio per 1,000
live births

25.8
40.5
56.4
54,8
34.9

47.6
13.0
52.6
39.2
17.1

320,5
261.5
359.2

70.4
214,0

241,0
231.0
297,.0
250,0
224,6

295.8
184,2
375.0
259.3
291.5

222,2
352.4
197.0
371.8
180.0

142.9
224.5
197.1
301.6
243.9

355.1
216.2
259.6
209.3
388.8

291.7
168.4
276.1
281.8
291.9

332,7
311.2
293,5
255.4
305.0

220.7
199.9
186.0
254,6
239.4

34,5
258.7
215.2
280,6
298.1



ple 19. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios,by color:150 standard metropoli-
tan statistical areasl of the United States 1964—Con.

(Byplace of residence. Refersonly to births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Areas shown are those listed in standard
metropolitan statistical areas issuedin 1961 by the Bureau of the Budget, except for those in New England, where areas are metropolitan State
econnmic areas established by the Bureau of the Census in 1960. Based on 2 §0-percent sample]

. s . Non- Non-~
Standard metropolitan statistical areas Total White white Total White white
Number of illegitimate Ratio per 1,000
births live births

Philadelphia, Pa,=-N,J~=c-ccecmcccamrrceccccnccananaa 7,078 || 1,840 5,238| 75.4 25.1] 255.5
Pittsburgh, Pa--ee—cecemcamamcccccmc e 2,168 {| 1,086| 1,082} 50.3 28,01 252,1
Portland, Maine-~ec-eacecencamccaccmmcccacnacccnnen- 208 204 41 51.1 50.5] 133.3
Portland, Oreg.-Washeme-csccmccccarmccmcrancannnee= 1,106 940 166] 71.5 63,91 217.8
Providence, R,I~mmeemcercrcoccccccmnccencnanccacne- 532 412 120) 37.4 30.2§ 211.3
Provo-0rem, Utah-ee-ecccmccccnacccaneccecameac—aanra 36 34 21 12.9 12,2| 83.3
Racine, WiSweeemmcecomcaocm e caeme e 116 76 40| 32,2 22,5] 170.9
Raleigh, N.Cr-mmeememcrceccrencocccmcmcccmc e 380 86 294| 91.9 30,0 232,2
Reading, Pa-eeceemcecammcec oo mac e ac e ammee 286 208 781 56.6 43,0} 357.8
Reno, Neve-mmececmccrmmmcacccncccascrcccracnnm e 72 66 6| 29.5 28.8} 40.5
Richmond, Va~-ee-ece—e—ccmamacacmca s cccmmcccacceee 1,094 232 862 ] 118.3 36.5( 297.2
Roanoke, Vadse-e-cececcamnecnennocecmreacnanccamaae— 262 106 156 83.9 39.9} 331.9
Rockford, Ille--recrccmreecmacn-a R el T Ty 254 132 122 50.8 28.8| 286.4
Saginaw, Micheseceomcammccammuaax remmmem————————— - 278 134 1441 57.4 31.5| 242.4
St. Joseph, Mo-=c-smmmemccmcmmnana- mmmm———————————— 102 74 281 57.0 43,2 378.4
St, Louis, Mo.~Illemmcccaccacacccaa- e m—————————— 4,034 || 1,022| 3,012| 85.7 27.4 307.4
Salt Lake City, Utah==-eccceccweaa-o temmemm— . ————— 252 238 14| 23.5 22.51 86.4
San Angelo, TeX-=w=m—ewemmemcccmcacaa T b 76 48 28| 50.3 33.5] 359.0
San Antonio, TeX~em=rmewemcceccccanoo ———————————— 1,298 || 1,016 282 | 68.0 57.5| 201.1
Scranton, Pac----smemcccmcacccmccnonn e —————— 118 112 6 31.9 30.5} 250.0
Seattle, Washeewe-wcacccccaccmccnans dmmemm e m———— 1,372 1,106 266 61.3 53.2| 165.8
Shreveport, Lamme——meccacccesccanaan “mm———————————— 1,268 128 1,140} 184.6 33.1| 380.0
Sioux City, lowam-=mrmecemmceaccaaaa- D et e 110 98 12] 51.6 47.5| 171.4
Sioux Falls, S, Dake—ccceccmacacaca~ “—————————————— 196 178 18] 88,7 82.0] 450.0
South Bend, Ind-=-me-camcaccocanaca~ ittt 320 178 1421 68.8 42,71 297.1
Spokane, Wash=--cece—scccccccnuacaa-n dmmem————————— 250 230 20| 49.1 46.71 123.5
Springfield, Illeemmmcecemccccannaa- Fmmm—em———me 230 172 58| 68.2 54,2 295,9
Springfield, Mome-=recmecreccanncanx Fmm— e —a 96 78 18| 38.4 31.8]| 360.0
Springfield, Ohioseccrocmccncmcmccana m—mmm———————— 176 112 64| 61.9 43,4 244.3
Steubenville-Weirton, Ohio-W.Va----- mmm——— e a——— 112 88 24| 37.4 30.9§ 166.7
Tacoma, Washemecoacmaca ——reecaecae- fmmmmccanecc—an- 352 294 581 46.5 42,7% 83,6
Tampa~-St, Petersburg, Flase-a-c---- B et e 1,472 610 862 68.8 51,61 280.8
Terre Haute, Indeeecececccccccana- (m———————— ——————— 200 154 461 98.0 79.9] 410,
Toledo, OhiOwemecaa—maccacnacanac demmmmeeee e . ————— 702 388 3141 74.3 47.61 242.3
Topeka, KanSee~memem—ccacmaccanae reemem—r e — .- ———— 150 88 62| 43,0 28.0| 177.1
Trenton, N.Je==ccc-cacccrccnaccas - 568 320 248 | 103.1 74,9 200,3
Tuscaloosa, Alaem==-- B el - 330 48 282} 139,2 32,3 319.0
Tyler, Tex + 174 30 144 | 93,0 25.6 | 206.9
Waco, TeXmrmmam~cacmmccanmcancan - 244 60 184 | 73.3 22,9 261.4
Waterloo, IowAmememrececcmcccaeaan * 144 94 50} 51.4 36.5] 219.3
West Palm Beach Fla-reweemeecccamac - 796 174 622 | 148,7 50.3| 328.1
Wheeling, W. Va.-Ohio-eacrecccaaa- - 252 220 32| 74.9 67.3] 326.5
Wichita, Kans-=----—ecaccaaccaaax - 540 314 226 | 69.8 45,81 258.0
Wichita Falls, TeXee=mcwaccccacac * 96 48 48 1 35.3 19.7] 171.4
Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton, Pam—cm=n-- - 180 172 8] 33.0 31.7] 210.5
Wilmington, Del,~J.J=wmeccacancaca rme—mmm———————— - 802 278 5241 90,5 38.2] 331.6
Winston-Salem, N,Ce-m-recacmccncnaa L CE LR PP 444 76 368 | 103.4 24,6 | 305.1
York, Pam=e-emec—ccammcccacacnnman—e Memmemm— e ————— 338 230 108 | 69.4 49.3| 524,3
Youngstown~Warren, Ohio-ec-cccccanceas rem——————————— 520 258 262 | 55.6 30.7| 274.1
Chicago-Northwestern Indiana2--ec-cc--- temcmm— e ——— 14,032 |} 3,580 | 10,452 | 88,7 29,2 | 294,6

1A11 SMSA's that are completely in the reporting area.
2Comprised of two standard metropolitah statistical areas-——Chicago, Illinois,and Gary-Hammond-

East Chicago, Indiana,
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Table 20. Illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother and color: standard metropolitan statistical areas
in the reporting States with one million or more population in 1960: 1964

[By place of residence. Refers only to births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Areas shown are those listed in stand-
ard metropolitan statistical areas issued in 1961 by the Bureau of the Budget, except for those in New England, where areas are metropolitan
State economic areas established by the Bureau of the Census in 1960. Based on a 50-percent sample. Figures for age of mother not stated
are distributed]

Age of mother
Color and area Under
All 15 15-19| 20-24} 25-29| 30-34| 35-39 40+
ages years years| years| years | years| years| years
Total Ratio per 1,000 live births
All areas-=--=m--m=mmcmmcmmmme-n 74,8 900,4 | 256,0| 70,0| 37.6| 33,0| 32.9| 34.6
Chicago-Northwestern Indianal--~-eca-a 88,7 942,51} 282,0( 77,7| 50,6| 47.4)| 52,3 44,4
Chicago, Tlleweccomoooom e meenan 91.9 939,0| 290,3| 80,9| 53,1| 50,1{ 54,3| 46,0
Philadelphia, Pa,-N.J-v=--ccoccmmmem 75.4 895.2| 302,7 71.4] 34,6 27,8 24,4 | 23,8
Detroit, Mich---cocmmmmmm e 69,0 960,0| 280,3 64,7 26,01 21.6 15,7 | 16.9
Pittsburgh, Pa--~---crmcccccccncnaana- 50,3 882,4| 220,5 52,9 25,9 16,3 17.9 18.9
St. Louis, Mo, -Illemomscmmocccocomnan 85,7 824,6 | 245,2| 74,4| 44,9| 54,6) 51,7 40.8
Cleveland, OhiO~-msm-m=secccmmcccmcaaaaa 68,5 974,41 261,2} 67,6} 33,5] 29,2} 20,4} 31.6
Newark, N.J--memmocmm e 77.8 926,81 314.6 80,6 36,1 23.841 27.7 27,1
Minneapolis-St, Paul, Minne--eecemaen- 59,7 923,11 224,1| 68,5| 29,6 20,3| 26,9| 25.4
Houston, TeX==-=r-e-memcmccmocccmcmna=n 83.4 764,71 202,5 77.4) 40,9 | 45,2 37.8) 95,9
Milwaukee, WiS=m-memmmceccceccecccccaaa 61.4 || 1,000.0| 255,6| 59,9{ 3L.4| 36,7 23,5] 39,4
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N.Jeme=ncmmn 31.8 571.4| 154,5} 37,4} 16,3| 11,0 6,9{ 21,9
Seattle, Washe-=accecomcaccmcncaaccnaaan 61,3 1,000.0( 209.2 58,2 26,2 16,5 29,31 56,5
Dallas, TeXr--mc-memmmccm e 91.4 816,3| 193,0 80,3 51,1 47,6 43,3 29,0
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky--==--cecmmaaacaoo 85,2 864,9| 269,8 73,7 43.4| 37,5} 54,4 61.6
Kansas City, Mo.-Kang----w-cceccccmanaa 80,4 857,11 203,4| 68.6| 47.7| 38.4| 50,8| 43.8
White

All arease—e--—mmm-mmmmmmc—————— 32,5 635,04} 133,8! 34,2| 14,6| 11,2] 12.3| 15.4
Chicago-Northwestern Indianale----a---- 29,2 529,4| 128,9 30,6 12,4 9,2 12,7| 16,5
Chicago, Illee--mmo-ccmcacmeccccnccman 29,5 500,0| 130,2 31,3 12,9 9.5 13.3 16,7
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J----=ccnmecmcnmana 25,1 562,5( 117.5| 29,1] 11,4 8.4 9,2 9.3
Detroit, Micheeeemccommcnmmcmcacmncacn 34,8 833,31 161,7} 35,0( 13,1 11.3 8.0 9.3
Pittsburgh, Pam---em-memmamm—me——————— 28.0 600,0| 128,0| 34,1| 13,1} 9,1 12,5{ 9.5
St. Louis, Mo,-Ill--=v--mmo-rmcemca= 27.4 400,01 106,2 25,6 | 11.9 11,2 | 13,9 15.8
Cleveland, Ohio---=-erercmccccamaaraaa 28,2 833,3] 120.,9 33,8 11.8 11,0 8,2 10,0
Newark, N,Je-esmocmcmcmccmcccccaereean 28.9 833,3| 161.4| 30,5} 15,5 4,91 12,1 8,0
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn-----eee-a-- 53,2 900,01 205,3| 63,0 24,8 17,4 | 22,4 26,0
HOuSton, TeX===-==m=m-smocmmmoeemea—a- 34,9 666,7| 94,8 33.7| 14,0 19,5 13,9} 21,5
Milwaukee, WiSwmmmmemmmmommmecmmeeme—ee 37.4 || 1,000.0{ 181,0| 39.4| 19.6| 16.6| 11.6| 21.7
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N.J=====n=n= 14,7 -| 84,3| 16.4 7.5 6,5 3,6} 16,2
Seattle, Wash--ce-ccccccccrccrcccnnncaa 53,2 1,000.0} 191,7 49,7 21,6 14,5 22,1 56.5
Dallas, TeX==--mmemcecemmreccouccoccena 39,4 631,6| 91,8{ 33,2{ 21.4| 23,7]| 19.0 -
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky--=---ccecccaacacc- 38.9 500.0} 156,2} 33,5] 17,8| 16,0} 19,1} 26,5
Kansas City, Mo.~Kan§------rmscccvecax 37.4 333,31 110.,0 34,8 21,1 10,5 13,4 14.8

IComprised of two standard metropolitan statistical areas—Chicago, Illinois, and Gary-Hammond-
East Chicago, Indiana.
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Table 20. Illegitimacy ratios, by age of mother and color: standard metropolitan statistical areas
in the reporting States with one million or more population in 1960: 1964—Con.

[By place of residence. Refers only to births occurring within the reporting aree to residents of the area.Areas shown are those listed in stand-
ard metropolitan statistical areas issued in 1961 by the Bureau of the Budget, except for those in New England, where areas are metropolitan
State economic areas established by the Bureau of the Census in 1960. Based on a 50-percent sample. Figures for age ~f mother not stated

are distributed

Color and area

Age of mother

ar || U8deT | 15-19 | 20-24| 25-29| 30-34 | 35-39 | 40+
ages years years | years| years | years | years| years
Nonwhite Ratio per 1,000 live births

All areage-e=-rme-ccecccoacceao=a 263,3 965,81 506,4} 239,9| 166,0{ 146,3 | 144,4] 137.8
Chicago-Northwestern Indianal--mmcacwnc- 294,6 987,3| 510,7] 255,1| 215,3| 202,9 | 217,6] 160,9
Chicago, Ill---crecccmccmccmmccncnne= 302,8 986,5| 519,31 262,1| 223,3} 212,7 | 226,1 169,3
Philadelphia, Pa.=N.J-w-mccmcmmccuacan 255.5 955,1| 541,3| 230,0| 140,2| 116,8| 97.5{ 90,0
Detroit, Mich--ecmcmccarccecee e 228,7 984,1| 539,61 226,2| 101.9 72,6 54,6 52,6
Pittsburgh, Pa--eeeoccmmeccccmcccaccaa 252,1 || 1,000.0} 508,41 227,9| 182,4| 101,4| 80,0 111,1
St. Louls, Mo, ~Illorecommecmcmcacacnae 307.4 976,2| 494,21 284,31 204,1| 237,6 | 219,3 | 160,4
Cleveland, Ohig--cecemmmcamcccmmaa—aoo 238,2 || 1,000.0{ 514,0] 219,2 | 145,4| 118,3 | 80,9] 146,7
Newark, N,J=-ecmccmemcaccmcmaccaca: == 220,7 942,91 495,7 | 213,81 108,9| 98,4 97,3} 136,4
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn---e---emco-= 281,8 || 1,000,0! 509,6 | 248,8 | 237,7 | 142,9 | 242.,4 -
Houston, TeXeeecm--memmcececmacaamaccan~ 214,0 800,0| 426.5| 199.4 | 125,1| 114,0 | 107,4} 258.8
Milwaukee, WiS==-cmmmomcmccccacccccaaa 276,1 || 1,000.0| 541.1}| 250,0} 168.3 | 239,2| 132,7]| 212,1
Paterson,Clifton-Passaic, N.Jeeeeeo-a- 215,2 || 1,000.0] 390,91 225.1}131,4| 86,6 97,6 166,7
Seattle, Washer-ecamacccomccmcaman—aa-- 165,8 || 1,000.0| 372,3 | 178.4| 94,7| 40,0( 116,7| 55.6
Dallags, TeX==mmm=memmmemcemcccccccenae 260,8 || . 933,3| 428,2} 243,8 | 170,6| 128,7| 129,9| 120.0
Cincinnati, Ohio~Ky-=-=-ec-memmcceccncax 335.2 965,5 | 586,5| 311,3 | 218.4| 165,5| 260,9 | 333.3
Kansas City, Mo-Kangeee-ameccacanaaaae 291,5 944,4 | 524,7 | 265,2 | 212,3| 160,7 | 196,5| 166.7

1Comprised of two standard metropolitan statistical areas-~Chicago,

Tast Chicago, Indiana.

Illinois, and Gary-Hammond-



Table 21.

Number of illegitimate births and

places common to 1955, 1963, and 1964

illegitimacy ratios, by color for specified urban

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Specified urban places are
those with populations of 100,000 or more in 195(ﬂ

Percent
1 1 1 1 change

Urban place and color 1955 1963 1964 1955 1963 1964 between

1955 and
1964 ratio

Number of illegitimate Ratio per 1,000
births live births

Akron, Ohipm=m-w-cccmmm e 343 586 622 | 43.2 90.3 99.4 130.1
White-=e-mcm e 182 294 308 | 26.5 54.9 60.3 127.5
Nonwhite------- R 161 292 314 | 150.6 | 256.6 | 274.5 82.3
Allentown, Pa-—ce-moooemem e 56 72 82 | 26.4 38.3 44,5 68.6
White--=nmm--mommmm oo memmmeccceaeo 49 ——- -— | ® --- - -—-
Nonwhites-mecem o mca e 7 --- --- (3) --- --- -——
Arlington (county), 7 102 156 196 | 25.5 35.9 46.8 83.5
White-memmmmmm o oo 49 - i (3) --- - B
Nonwhite=--=-mcmem o eeecc ool 53 -—-- --- (3) .- -—- ---
Austin, Tex-----==-cmcmmmmema e oo 220 400 394 | 50.2 79.5 79.9 59.2
Whife=-mermm e e 105 240 238 | 27.9 56.5 57.5 106.1
Nonwhite-=weeccmmccme e e - 115 160 156 | 187.6 | 204.1| 196.0 4.5
Baton Rouge, La=-----c-wccccmmccan_-_- 296 412 424 | 67.9 99.7 109.4 61.1
White--c---mmm e e 22 26 38 7.5 10.0 15.9 112.0
Nonwhitem-e-ememco e - 274 386 386 {192.6 | 252.0| 261.2 35.6
Birmingham, Ala-----c--cmmmmcmae e 1,142 | 1,098 | 1,090 |128.5} 126.9| 122.6 ~4.6
Whitem=c-mc e e 57 72 100 } 11.7 14,5 18.9 61.5
Nonwhite--ew-mo oo 1,085 ] 1,026 990 | 271.0 | 277.3| 275.2 1.5
Canton, Ohjo==--c-mcmcrmm e 110 192 202 | 28.9 87.0 94.0 225.3
White-e-cmom o mmme e oo 73 106 96 (3) 55.4 52.3 -
Nonwhite--=-cmcomocm e e 37 86 106 (3) 294,5| 337.6 -—-
Charlotte, N.CG-=----co—mormemcm e 461 626 660 §106.5| 124.1§ 132.9 24.8
Whitem-o=mcm e oo el 78 112 130 { 28.8 35.3 41.8 45.1
Nonwhite--=-cmemomc i cccmcce e 383 514 530 | 236.7 | 274.6}| 285.6 20.7
Chattanooga, Tenn-=----=-eccmrmeccaaeon- 390 436 484 1109.8§ 158.2¢( 177.9 62.0
White==--omcemm e - 55 68 90 ) 24.8 42.4 56. l 126.2
Nonwhite=---momeccmm e 335 368 394 | 251.3 | 319.4] 353.0 40.5
Chicago, Tll----c-mmmmce - 7,891 |10,814 | 11,586 | 90.8 | 133.4| 145.9 60.7
Whiteemeomm o e e - 1,729 | 2,090 | 2,250 { 27.8 41.2 45.3 62.9
Nonwhite~---ceecmm e 6,162 | 8,724 | 9,336 |249.4| 287.8| 314.0 25.9
Cincinnati, Ohio 1,502 | 1,678 | 79.4{( 119.2| 138.0 73.8
Whitememecmcmacmcme e 454 508 | 27.7 49,2 58.3 110.5
Nonwhite---=-e-cmo - 1,048 | 1,170 | 262.1{ 311.0| 339.9 29.7
Cleveland, Ohiom~-----ccmmcmmmm e 1,568 | 2,052 | 2,196 { 65.2 | 101.9] 112.8 73.0
White-—m—=mmmem o mma e cecmamcee e 387 448 502 | 22.7 34.5 40.1 76.7
Nonwhite--=--ce o em oo 1,181} 1,604 | 1,694 |167.8 | 224.9| 243.5 45.1
Columbus, Ohio=----m-recmcmaeemaa - 548 | 1,088 | 1,216 | 48.8 87.9 ] 101.8 108.6
White---c-mere e 274 520 558 | 29.4 52.1 58.2 98.0
Nonwhite-=--e-ec o e 274 568 658 | 144.0 | 236.9{ 280.0 94 .4
Corpus Christi, Tex-----=-e--cemoccano- 141 218 224 | 24.4 43.4 44.7 83.2
White-~-e oo e 106 —_—- - (3) --- --- ---
Nonwhite---=---cemeecccmca e e e 35 --- --- (3) —-- --- ---
Dallas, TeX=--w=soomomcmom oo 938 | L,764 | 2,096 | 58.3| 103.0| 122.3 109.8
White-==--mcomc el 245 434 5541 19.3 36.1 48.8 152.8
Nonwhites---e-ccmcm oo 693 ] 1,330 | 1,542 |204.81 260.3| 267.0 30.4

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 21. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios, by color for specified urban
places common to 1955, 1963, and 1964—Con,

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Specified urban places are
those with populations of 100,000 or more in 1950]

Percent
1 1 1 change

Urban place and color 1955 | 1963 1964 1955 | 1963! 1964 between

1955 and
1964 ratio

Number of illegitimate Ratio per 1,000
births live births

Dayton, Ohio--=--mmceccccncmcncccncccaw 436 786 860 | 57.2] 107.8] 124.2 117.1
White--e-eme——mrccccccccccccmcn—————— 171 280 312} 27.8 51.2 61.3 120.5
Nonwhite---w-ccccmmmama e 265 506 548 | 180.8 | 278.0f 298.6 65.2
Des Moines, Iowa=-=-c-ecaccccmcaaanooa= 194 292 330 | 43.0 64.3 76.5 77.9
Whiteemocmmoceecmcmcmcemmm———————— 136 218 224 | (3) 51.9 55.5 -—-
Nonwhite---=r-;eccacccirccmcc = 58 74 106 €))] 217.6 | 381.3 -—-
Detroit, Mich--=-cocccncuc e 2,747 | 3,402 3,836 | 59.4| 107.6] 123.1 107.2
White-=-cemremmceccccecccccm e —————— 661 772 948 | 20.6 39.7 50.8 146.6
Nonwhite---mw-reocccmama e mea == 2,086 2,630 | 2,888 |148.0 | 216.4| 230.9 56.0
Duluth, Minn------c-wcecmceemcrcc e = 58 138 186 | 23.9 60.1 87.2 264.9
White-=cmmome e e mem e e 53 -—- - (3) -—- —— ——
Nonwhite-wee——eemcacmme e e e = 5 ——- - (3) --- -—- -—
El Paso, TeX~--=-----cocce—ccmmemeo=- 388 562 522 | 45.3 53.3 61.9 36.6
Whitem-m-memccc e cme e e e e 373 -——- - (3) -—- -—— -——
15 -—— - (3) -—- -—- -———
108 176 192} 30.5 58.8 64.5 111.5
8L ---| -} @y | - (@)
27 —-- -—- (3) --- (4) -——-
130 162 178 | 41.0 56.8 61.0 48.8
71 -—- —-—-- (3) - - -—-
59 - -— (3) -—— --- -
Flint, Mich-~---wccrmcccemrc e mccn = 291 438 472 1 45.2 85.6 88.7 96.2
White---mmecmece—mcccccccmccc—ccceana— 144 216 200 | 28.0 54.6 48.7 73.9
Nonwhite--~-crocmccccccmnmn e caew 147 222 272 | 114.4 | 192.0] 223.7 95.5
Fort Wayne, Ind----c-cevemcmmaaccanoan- 136 358 352 | 31.5 82.1 85.8 172.4
White-r—emmmcmec e - 64 206 208 (3) 53.5 57.9 ---
Nonwhite=——c-cemmm e e e mee e 72 152 144 (3) 298.0 1 281.3 -—-
Fort Worth, Tex~--=c---cercmcoccaccaaa= 574 646 698 | 63.1 82.3 86.7 37.4
Whit@--me-e-coccnarmnmnecrarcmam————— 148 248 2421 20.0 41.3 39.6 98.0
Nonwhite--~--e-mercmaccmcnccc e e mew 426 398 456 | 253.7 | 215.6| 234.6 -7.5
Gary, Ind------cecmemmccr e 291 476 480 | 50.4 98.6 | 101.8 102.0
White----memmcoccm e ccccermcaam e —ee 26 62 70 7.2 23.0 26.5 268.1
Nonwhite---wcococcncmccccmcre e 265 414 410 | 121.8 | 194.0| 197.5 62.2
Grand Rapids, Miche---cec-ceccmmccannn_- 169 342 358 | 29.3 67.5 74.1 152.9
Whitee-=-ceme e cner e e e - 114 198 244 (3) 44 .4 57.1 -———
Nonwhite~=c-memeccmemcama e m e 55 144 114 (3) 239.2| 202.8 -—-
Houston, TexX--=-=--eccmcaccneenanareaa= 1,581 | 2,502 | 2,436 | 64.4 96.3 94.6 46 .9
White-rececmmme e e e e s e 367 634 716 | 20.5 34.9 40.3 96.6
Nonwhite-e--ccrccrmcmcacccncccccnccn 1,214} 1,868 | 1,720 | 184.0 | 239.4| 215.1 16.9
Indianapolis, Ind--<-ce-cmocmcmemcamecaa 765 | 1,432 1,604 | 63.3] 103.8| 121.8 92.4
Whitew--=emec e e ce e m e 313 528 618 | 33.4 51.0 62.7 87.7
Nonwhilte---=e-smcmcacmicmm e mc e 452 904 986 | 166. 261.6{ 298.6 79.9
Jacksonville, Fla-e-ccecmccncancccaaan" 849 | 1,068 994 | 97.5| 215.4| 215.5 121.0
White=--emmmemecccnre e e cc e mmmama 202 260 2441 33,9 101.9| 106.8 215.0
Nonwhilte-===crcrcecame e rccccccmacann 647 808 750 § 234.9§ 335.81 322.2 37.2

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 21. Number of illegitimate births and
Places common to 1955, 1963, and 1964~~Con,

illegitimacy ratios, by

color for specified urban

[By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Specified urban places are
those with populations of 100,000 or more in 1950]

Urban place and color

1955

19631

1964%

1955

19631 |1

9641

Percent
change
between
1955 and
1964 ratio

Kansas City, Kans-------w-cecmccnn .-
White-reommemm e e e
Nonwhite-=-coccmmcaccm e ccecmceem

Kansas City, MO=-=wmcecmmmcmaca -

Knoxville, Tenn-=----=--c-cmacmmmmeuan.-
Whit@=oemmomm e e -
Nonwhite=---ccccmmacm e

Louisville, Ky-~---cocccmmmmmcccnnens
White-emmome e e e
Nonwhite---mecemm e e e -

Memphis, Tenn--eecwcccmommamcmcamaaas

White--ememmcce e e e
Nonwhite---=ccmemomm oo

Montgomery, Ala--------scmcmmaccaa
White--w-mmccmm e -
Nonwhite-e-=~-=eccccmccm e

New Orleans, La-----c-c--ua--
Whitemeercccocaaoa
Nonwhite--vwr-aeu-

See footnotes at end of table.

40

Number of illegitimate

179
46
133

766
241
525

251
82
169

621
143
478

1,759
114
1,645

589
166
423

583
330
253

549
461
88

births

256
90
166

1,29
346
950

320
142
178

1,074
372
702

2,402
154
2,248

948
234
714

1,366
618
748

918
762
156

724
106
618

364
28
336

888
228
660

1,762
396
1,366

878
138
740

316

4,708
848
3,860

278
116
162

1,39
402
994

314
136
178

1,136
374
762

2,578
166
2,412

968
262
706

1,312
576
736

1,128
9204
224

680
76
604

530
46
484

874
192
682

1,708
186
1,522

860
154
706

282

5,194
916
4,278

Ratios per 1,000

45.0
15.1
141.0

68.1
26.8
231.4

84.7
34.0
304.5

56.0
16.2
214.3

139.9
17.0
279.4

110.9
45.3
257.1

32.5
20.7
126.7

45.4
(3)
(3

93.7

live births

75.3
35.9
186.9

112.0
40.5
313.3

86.7
44.7
343.6

95.1
40.9
319.7

196.5
24.6
377.3

150.8
62.4
281.3

77.6
41.6
269.5

87.2
77.0
244.5

139.1
3.1
294.0

122.1
15.8
277.7

95.1
32,1
296.0

115.4
51.4
180.5

101.6
23.4
270.5
143.8
(4)
(4
109.3

31.5
239.0

86.0
48.1
197.1

126.5
50.4
325.0

82.8
41.4
351.8

105.1
43.1
356.4

212.4
27.5
395.3

168.8
79.2
291.0

92.5
48.6
314.3

114.0
98.4
316.4

127.9
23.9
282.5

161.7
26.7
310.7

93.8
.27.1
305.0

113.2
25.1
198.3

102.5
27.0
263.2

128.3

122.3
34.9
263.7

9l1.1
218.5
39.8

85.8
88.1
40.4

-2.2
21.8
15.5

87.7
166.0
66.3

51.8
61.8
41.5

52,2
74.8
13.2

184.6
134.8
148.1

151.1

36.5
63.7
27.5

11.8
206.9
7.1

~19.9
-17.1
16.5

61.0
-8.7
62.0

35.9
83.7
14.0

191.6

48.1
72.8
19.2



Table 21. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios, by color for specified urban
places common to 1955, 1963, and 1964—Con.

E3y place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Specified urban places are
those with populations of 100,000 or more in 1950]

Percent

1 { change

Urban place and color 1955 | 1963 19641 1955 | 19631 1964 between

1955 and
1964 ratio

Number of illegitimate Ratio per 1,000
births live births

1,058 1,100} 37.3 97.7 | 101.8 172.9
366 368 17.2 45.7 46.2 168.6
692 732 173.9| 245.9] 258.1 48.4
590 652 | 47.6 92.0 | 107.4 125.6
468 498 | 36.4 80.6 91.9 152.5
122 154 | 176.3| 202.8 | 236.2 34.0
240 234 27.6 62.7 21.3 -22.8
142 -— (3) 42,5 (4) -———
98 —— (3) 201.6 (4) —--
126 180 4?5; 75.8 | 103.0 131.5
_—— ——— (3) —— ——— _—
800 916 | 158.2} 172.9 189.5 19.8
122 118 | 28.7 58.4 51.8 80.5
678 798 | 289.0{ 267.4| 312.0 8.0
2,672 | 2,592| 93.6 159.0 | 162.1 73.2
462 400 | 21.7 47.0 45.4 109.2
2,210{ 2,192} 253.8| 316.5| 305.0 20.2
484 542 i%37 63.2 75.5 111.5
—— —— (3) —-—— ——— ———
Salt Lake City, Utah-=e==em--ccacccocu- 90 158 1643 14.8 31.5 36.8 148.6
Whitemmmomesoemmmmmmm————————————— 80| - -] -
Nonwhite 10 --- -] () --- -—- ---
640 | 1,112| 1,170| 36.1| 64.8] 70.7 95.8
-------------------------------- 454 866 896 | 27.6 54.5 58.8 113.0
186 246 274 | 142.6 194.0 | 206.6 44,9
49 46 74| 20.5 26.0 42.6 107.8
o I P €)W IR
2 -— ——— (3) -— —_— -—
435 836 844 | 28.8 78.5 89.5 210.8
308 568 608 | 22.2 62.4 75.4 239.6
127 268 236 | 102,51 172.2 | 172.3 68.1
518 776 868 | 102.5| 188.2 | 210.0 104.9
58 80 941 19. 37.8 43.4 119.2
460 696 774 | 216.1{ 346.3 | 393.3 82.0
South Bend, Ind------cemre-cmeomcc—men- 172 210 2241 46.2 68.3 80.6 74.5
White-~--ecaccercccccemcrc e e 55 88 90 (3; 34.1 38.9 ——
Nonwhite---==-=-cccccmmnmcamren—nocu- 117 122 134 (3 247.0 | 288.8 -——
Spokane, Wash-=-e-cmeceseracmeocaranan= 106 196 206 21.4 55.7 62.7 193.0
White=-mrecccnrecccccnomamccccm e —ae 99 -—- ——- (3) ——- ——— -
Nonwhite---e-meccrccccmcecccemncen—n= 7 -— -— (3) -— -—- -—-
Tacoma, Wash-~=mee-ccmceracnancanara-a- 133 226 230§ 29.7 64.9 75.1 152.9
White-rremcecrrmccmc e mc m 102 -—— -——— (3) ——- ———- -—
Nonwhite==s=ecccrormecrme e cac e 31 -—- - (3) ——- --- ——-

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 21. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios, by color for specified -urban
places common to 1955, 1963, and 1964-—-Con,

':By place of residence. Includes only illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Specified urban places are
those with populations of 100,000 or more in 1950)

Percent

1 L 1 change

Urban place and color 1955 19631 1964 1955 1963 1964 between

1955 and
1964 ratio

Number of illegitimate Ratios per 1,000
births live births

Tampa, Fla=—c-ccecmcmcrrccccccceeccee 378 614 630 70.8 100.4 109.8 55.1
White-=cc-cmccam e ema - 98 174 210 23.3 38.0 50.2 115.5
Nonwhite===c-cmecmmc e 280 440 420 | 246.3 285.7 269.9 9.6
Toledo, Ohlo=w==--cccmccccnmcnc e 335 544 620 44,2 77.1 85.9 94.3
White--c-mreccccmc e rcc e ccameeaa = 123 254 318 19.3 43.9 53.2 175.6
Nonwhite=-=cc-mcerocccanncccccc e 212 290 302 }178.9 229.4 | 243.2 35.9
Washington, D.C--=rec-ecrrmccnmccmacan= 3,470 4,566 | 4,648 | 165.8 225.5| 239.7 44.6
White=--cceccmmccccm e caccccmee e 409 412 412 | 43.3 72.1 82,2 89.8
Nonwhite-==-ecmccccmamc e cmcmacccacee 3,061 | 4,154} 4,236 |266.9 285.9 294.5 10.3
Wichita, Kans------crcaccmccnncncccnan- 250 452 516 31.6 67.4 77.6 145.6
White-ce=--ccuccrccm e cmccce e 157 226 290 (3) 38.8 50.2 -~
Nonwhite--=--=c-cemcma e 93 226 226 ﬂ3) 258.6 259.8 ——-
Wilmington, Del 270 474 514 }111.2| 201L.0| 202.8 82.4
Whiteeecmwemmemccecmc—an 78 142 146 | 43.3| 107.4 93.4 115.7
Nonwhite 192 332 368 |307.7 | 320.5| 379.4 23.3
Youngstown, Ohio---m-ccememcaccmava = 174 206 222 | 40.3 77.7 84.8 110.4
Whitee-wmeccmmc e cmnc e ccc e 61 54 62 17.7 27.7 30.7 13.4
Nonwhite---c-cmvcacmcnc e cmcraccacna 113 152 160 | 130.5 217.1| 268.5 105.7

lgased on a 50-percent sample of births.

2Classified as urban under a special rule.

3Ratio not computed; total live births not available by color.

4Ratio not computed; total illegitimate births not available by color.



Table 22, Percent distribution of live births, by live-birth order according to legitimacy status
and color: total of 35 reporting States, 1964

[By place of residence. Refers only to births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Live-birth order refers to number of
children born alive to mother. Figures for birth order not stated are distributed proportionately. Figures for legitimacy status not stated or not
reported are included in legitimate births]

Live-birth order
Legitimacy status and color Total
1 2 3 4 5+
Percent distribution

Totalemmmem e e e 100,0 28,1 23.6) 17.9| 11,9 18,5
Legitimatel—mmemacm o e cm e 100.0 26,2 ) 24,2 18.6| 12,3] 18.8
Illegitimate-cmccco e e eea e 100.0 52,1 17.1 9.8 6.6 14,5
White-eemecenmreceeaaw ———m e meeeeccce e o 100.0 29.0| 24.,7| 18,6 | 12,0| 15,8
Legitimateswemmo e m e 100.0 27.7| 25.0f 19,0] 12,2{ 16,1
Illegitimatem=cmemcecommmmc e m e a e r e e e aac - 100.0 65.9 | 14.3 7.5 5.1 7.3
Nonwhite 24,1 18.7| 14.7| 11.3| 31,2
Legitimatemmme== 17.1| 18.6| 16,0 12,6 35.6
Illegitimateermemccemannecan - 43,71 18,8 11.2 7.5 18.8

Tncludes legitimacy not stated or not reported,
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Table 23. Number of live births, by birth weight, color, legltimacy status, and live~birth order: total of 35 reporting States, 1964

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Live-birth order referg to the number of children born slive to mother. Figuros

for legitimecy status not stated or not reported are included in legitimate births. Figures forbirth weight not stated are distributed proportionately. Based on a 50-percent sumpla]

Birth weight®

Color, legitimacy Total 2500 |
status, and live-birth 1,000 | 4 01| 1,501- | 2,001- 2300, 1 5 s01- | 3,001~ | 3,501~ 4,001~ | 4,501- | 3,001
order 87228 | 1,500 | 2,000 | 2,500 | BEE™S | 3000 | 3,500 | 4,000 | 4,500 | 5,000 | BEaUS
less grams grams grams less grams grams grams gra.ms grams more
Number of live births
Total live bixths--| 2,685,136 || 15,089 | 18,082 41,540 | 144,764 | 219,475 | 507,673 | 1,018,240 | 703,563 | 195,244 | 36,224 4,717
Legitimate~------ 2,490,068 || 12,784} 15,378 36,246 | 126,628 | 191,036 | 455,692 946,545 | 669,607 | 187,791} 34,897 [ 4,500
Illegitimate----- 195,068 2,305 704 ,294| 18,136 28,439 | 51,981 71,695 | 33,956 , i 217
White------ 2,221,112 || 10,205} 12,289} 29,024 103,314 | 154,832 | 387,143 846,732 | 620,246 1 176,196 | 31,927 { 4,036
Legitimate 2,147,420 9,503 11,462 | 27,543| 97,964 | 146,472 | 370,522 818,314 | 604,206 | 172,535 | 31,431 3,940
Illegitimate 73,692 702 827 1,481 N 8,360 16,621 28,418 16,040 5661 496 96
Nonwhite---~- 464,024 4,884 | 5,793| 12,516 | 41,450{ 64,643 | 120,530 171,508 | 83,317 19,048 | 4,297 681
Legitimate 342,648 3,281 | 3,916 | 8,703 28,664 44,564 | 85,170 128,231 65,401} 15,256 3,466 560
Illegitimate 121,376 1,603 1,877 3,8.3| 12,786 20,079| 35,360 43,277 | 17,916 3,792 831 121
754,530 4,469 5,179 11,711 43,019 | 64,378 | 160,550 305,28 | 180,867 | 38,136 4,933 385
653,110 3,391 3,970 9,274| 33,772 50,407 | 132,087 266,525 | 164,073 [ 35,063 | 4,608 347
101,420 1,078 1,209 2,437 9,247 13,971 28,463 38,756 { 16,794 3,073 325 38
642,962 3,164 | 3,778 8,654 | 31,4991 47,095| 126,093 263,202 | 165,773 35,820 | 4,630 349
594,470 2,773 3,302 7,827 28,1723 42,074 114,791 243,738 | 155,374 | 33,747 | 4,423 323
Illegitimate , 391 476 827 3,327 , 11,302 19,4641 10,399 » 207 26
Nonwhitee—=wo-cocarona- 111,568 1,305] 1,401 3,057 11,520 17,283 34,457 42,0791 15,094 2,316 303 36
Legitimate--- 58,640 618 668 | 1,447 5,600 8,333 17,296 22,787 8,699 1,316 185 24
Illegitimate 52,928 687 733 | 1,610 5,920 8,950 17,161 19,292 6,395 1,000 118 12
Second child and over-- | 1,928,360 || 10,580 | 12,870 | 29,759 | 101,565 | 154,774 | 346,670 712,159 | 522,218 | 156,968 | 31,249 ) 4,322
Legitimate---cemeaaw= 1,834,964 9,359 | 11,377 26,910 | 92,690 ] 140,336 | 323,210 679,308 | 505,106 | 152,606 | 30,255 | 4,143
Illegitimate---=m---- 93,396 1,22 49 ,849 8,875 14,438 ( 23,460 32,851 17,112 4,362 994 179
1,576,582 7,016 | 8,486 20,319 71,685} 107,506 | 260,760 582,977 | 454,096 | 140,282 ) 27,278 | 3,683
1,551,454 6,709 ( 8,135 19,667 69,666 | 104,177 | 255,453 574,042 | 448,480 | 138,700 | 26,989 | 3,613
25,128 307 351 65 2,019 3,329 N ,935 5,616 1,582 289 70
351,778 3,564 | 4,384 9,440( 29,880 47,268 85,910 129,182 68,122 | 16,686 3,971 639
283,510 2,650 | 3,242 7,243 23,024| 36,159} 67,757 105,266 | 56,626 | 13,906 3,266 530
Illegitimate 68,268 914 1,142| 2,197 6,856 | 11,109 | 18,153 23,916 | 11,496 2,780 705 109
Birth order not stated- 2,246 40 33 70 180 323 453 800 478 140 42 10
Legitimate--~---v~=-- 1,994 34 31 62 166 293 395 712 428 122 34 10
Illegitimate----~~-=-w- 252 6 2 8 14 30 58 88 50 78 8 -
White-wrmomomcemcuaooan 1,568 25 25 51 130 231 290 553 377 94 19 [
Legitimate----- 1,496 21 25 49 126 221 278 534 352 88 19 4
Illegitimate 7 4 - 2 4 10 12 19 25 6 - -
Nonwhite-s--maenacoua—un 678 15 8 19 50 92 163 247 101 46 23 6
Legitimate--- 498 13 6 13 40 72 117 178 76 34 15 6
Illegitimate-==--=--- 180 2 2 6 10 20 46 69 25 12 8 -
lEquivalents of the gram welghts In terms of pounds and ounces are as follows:
300 grams or less = 1 lb. 1 oz, or less 3,001-3,500 grams = 6 1b. 10 oz. - 7 lb. 1l oz.
501-1,000 grams =1 1b. 2 0z, ~ 2 1b. 3 oz. 3,501-4,000 grams = 7 1b, 12 oz. ~ 8 1lb. 13 oz.
1,001-1,500 grams = 2 1b, 4 oz, - 3 1b. 4 oz. 4,001-4,500 grams = 8 1b. 14 oz, ~ 9 1b. 14 oz.
1,501-2,000 grams = 3 1lb., 5 0z. -~ 4 lb. 6 oz. 4,501~5,000 grams = 9 1b, 15 oz. - 11 1b. 0 oz.
2,001-2,500 grams = 4 lb, 7 oz. - 5 1lb. 8 oz. 5,001 grams or more = 11 1b. 1 oz. or more
2,501-3,000 grams = 5 b, 9 oz. - 6 1lb. 9 oz.



Table 24, Median birth weight and percent immature, by color, live-birth order, and legitimacy
status: total of 35 reporting States, 1964

[By place ofrgsidence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Live-birth order refers to the
number of children born alive to mother. Figures for legitimacy status not stated or not reported are included in legitimate births. Figures for
birth weight not stated are distributed proportionately. Based on a 50-percent sample. The median is the value which divides a distribution into
two equal parts; one-half the values being less than the median and one-half being more]

Live-birxth order and legitimacy status Total White Sggge Total | White gﬁg;e

. 1 Percent immature
Median weight in grams (2,500 gramsor less)
Total live birthseeweceaceccaemcccaccccaa- 3,300.0 § 3,330.01{ 3,130.0 8.2 7.0} 13.9
Legitimate-e-m-mcacmmccccmmccamaccasane 3,310.0 { 3,340.0 | 3,160.0| 7.7 6.8| 13.0
Illegitimate~-mmmmmmmmmmmccacocmeamaa= 3,110.0 | 3.200.0 | 3,050.0| 14.6| 11.3| 16.5
First childe-eeemecowmccacomacccmcaccommmcanan= 3,250.0 | 3,280.0( 3,040.0| 8.5 7.3| 15.5
Legitimate--mmm=esommmemnmcoscmnce cmmmemmmo—— 3.270.0 | 3.290.0 | 3,070.0] 7.7 7.1| 14.2
Illegitimate~ccmececrcccancaas e L L] '3,100.0 | 3,200.01| 3,000,0{ 13.8 10.4| 16.9
Second child and over--esmc-eeccccescccacaccacuas ' 3,320,0 | 3,360,0{ 3,160.0 8.0 6.8 13.4
Legitimatesme=mme=na= cememeeeemnae——- 3.330.0 | 3.360.013,170.0| 7.6 6.7 12.8
Illegitimatese-camamommccccmccmmmccccmmccmmnn 3.130.0 | 3.220.0 3.100.0| 15.5] 13.2| 16.3
Birth order not statede-aceemmcccmccccaacaccan- 3,210.0 { 3,230.01 3,160,0| l4.4 14,71 13.6
Legitimateemmmmmamammoacamamcmanan ——m—me————— 30210.0 | 3.230.03.160.0| 14.7| 14.8| 14.5
Illegitimatemccceccconcen EE e L L E L L L L 3,210.0 3,370.0} 3,170.0 11.9 13.9 11.1

1gomputed to the nearest 10 grams on basis of exact conversion of interval limits from pounds
and ounces.
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Table 25.

Number of live births, by legitimacy status, attendant, and color: each of 35 reporting States, 1964

[By place of restdence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area, Based on a 50-percent sample. Figures for legitimacy nat stated or not
reported are included 1n legitimate births]

Attendant Attendant
Total
Area and color bizi'zgs Total Phyjs_ician Physigian Mid- Ogggr Total Physician Physiiian Mid- 0:1;3:
n not in in not in
hospltail [hospital wife sggged hosp:l.t:al1 hospital wife S::Eed
Number of legitimate births Number of illegitimate births

Total--====-u- 2,685,136 || 2,490,068 | 2,432,660 15,130 1 36,134 | 6,144 § 195,068 173,844 4,324 14,960 { 1,940
White------- 2,221,112 | 2,147,420 | 2,127,672 8,426 | 8,106 | 3,216 | 73,692 71,618 1,146 582 346
Nonwhite---- 464,024 342,648 304,988 6,704 | 28,028 | 2,928 | 121,376 102,226 3,178 | 14,378 | 1,59
76,316 67,154 59,922 1,032 | 5,866 334 9,162 5,170 478 | 3,374 140
48,516 47,566 46,962 274 218 112 950 908 18 18 6
27,800 19,588 12,960 758 | 5,648 222 8,212 4,262 460 { 3,356 134
7,274 6,854 6,482 52 138 182 420 384 6 14 16
4,956 4,840 4,808 14 - 18 116 112 2 2 -
2,318 2,014 1,674 38 138 164 304 272 4 12 16
11,444 10,250 10,158 28 52 12 1,194 1,164 10 16 4
9,084 8,768 ;712 14 36 6 316 316 = - -
Nonwhite-- 2,360 1,482 1,446 14 16 6 878 848 10 16 4
District of Columbia- 19,394 14,746 14,576 162 - 8 4,648 4,570 78 - -

Whi 5,010 4,598 4,580 10 8 412 402 10 -
14,384 10,148 9,99 152 - - 4,236 4,168 68 - -
113,984 101,600 98,458 478 | 2,352 312 | 12,384 10,898 184 1,188 114
83,402 80,056 79,478 168 314 96 3,346 3,302 26 10 8
30,582 21,544 18,980 310 | 2,038 216 9,038 7,596 1581 1,178 106
17,368 16,230 16,148 48 2 32 1,138 1,132 6 - -
5,466 5,152 5,142 2 - 8 314 314 - - -
11,902 11,078 11,006 46 2 24 824 818 6 - -
222,248 205,152 202,638 922 32} 1,560 | 17,096 16,266 304 16 510
184,392 178,726 177,274 654 6 792 ,66 5,408 176 - 82
37,856 26,426 25,364 268 26 768 | 11,430 10,858 128 16 428
106,022 100,250 99,670 484 [ 90 5,772 5,638 88 - 46
97,434 93,880 93,396 416 4 64 3,554 3,486 52 - 16
8,588 6,370 6,274 68 2 26 2,218 2,152 36 - 30
55,442 53,580 33,424 128 12 16 1,862 1,842 18 - 2
54,462 52,826 52,674 124 12 16 1,636 ,616 18 - 2
980 754 750 4 - - 22 226 - - -
Kansas==---a-rmoc--- 43,358 41,494 41,312 158 6 18 1,864 1,836 24 - 4
White---- 40,234 39,024 38,866 134 6 18 1,210 1,184 24 - 2
Nonwhite---------- 3,124 2,470 2,446 24 - - 654 652 - - 2
Kentucky---==cau-ou- 67,958 63,818 61,790 742 | 1,132 154 4,140 3,868 102, 138 32
White---- 62,214 59,844 58,050 632 | 1,020 142 2,370 2,240 36 84 10
Nonwhite--~-=-----~ 5,744 , 3,740 110 11 12 1,770 1,628 66 54 22
Louisiana-----=-uee- 86,142 76,618 75,210 310 | 1,010 88 9,524 8,604 114 766 40
White---- 51,888 50,794 50,674 56 50 14 1,094 1,082 4 2 6
Nonwhite~-e-onoa-- 34,254 25,824 24,536 254 960 74 8,430 7,522 110 764 34
21,264 20,388 20,130 134 - 124 876 856 10 - 10
20,982 20,126 19,872 132 - 122 856 836 10 - 10
282 262 258 2 - 2 20 20 - - -
Michigan---co-caooa- 175,506 165,706 165,190 462 10 44 9,800 9,644 136 4 16
White---- 155,602 150,272 149,898 332 [ 36 5,330 5,268 48 4 10
Nonwhite-----vuo-- 19,904 15,434 15,292 130 4 8 4,470 4,376 88 - 6
Minnesota---=-~------ 76,864 73,294 73,078 148 24 44 3,570 3,334 10 4 22
White---- 75,120 72,020 71,814 144 24 38 3,100 3,068 10 4 18
Nonwhite-wec=cara- 1,744 1,274 1,264 4 - 6 470 466 - - 4
Mississippi 56,654 47,964 38,158 1,136 | 8,418 252 8,690 4,430 362] 3,800 98
Whi 25,966 25,472 25,300 78 70 24 494 472 6 14 2
30,688 22,492 12,858 1,058 | 8,348 228 8,196 3,958 356| 3,786 96
88,606 82,176 81,274 566 218 118 6,430 6,176 120 108 26
75,596 73,290 72,696 452 60 82 2,306 2,252 48 4 2
13,010 8,886 8,578 114 158 36 4,124 3,924 72 104 24
10,038 9,512 9,480 20 - 12 526 514 4 - 8
8,778 8,476 8,452 12 12 302 292 4 - 6
1,260 1,036 1,028 8 - - 224 222 - - 2
132,072 124,976 124,410 380 12 174 7,096 6,982 54 4 56
111,814 108,964 108,592 278 10 84 2,850 2,828 16 2 4
20,258 16,012 15,818 102 2 90 4,246 4,154 38 2 52

It is assumed that all births in hospitals or institutions are attended by physicians.



Table 25.

Number of live births, by legitimacy status, attendant, and color: each of 35 reporting States, 1964-—Con.

[B_\' plave of residence, Refer~ only to 1llemtimate births occurring within the reporting area to re<ilents of the area. Baved an a S-percent ~ample. Fymrees for logiticaey not stated or not
reported are included an legiimate hnrlhs‘]

Attendant Attendant
d col ’J]:-gtal 1 L
Area and color ve Tota P g Other Tota . N Other
births Phys;c:.an ngii;:.:;an Mid- and Phy;:;cian ngi:.;:-‘i;an Mid- and
hospital' | hospital wife szgged hospitall |hospital wife sggged
Number of legitimate births Number of illegitimate births
106,074 95,200 91,194 1,240 | 2,564 202 10,874 9,064 534 1,116 160
72,768 70,780 70,570 120 46 44 1,988 1,964 12 2 10
33,306 24,420 20,624 1,120} 2,518 158 8,886 7,100 522 1,114 150
14,470 13,964 13,930 18 6 10 506 496 8 - 2
13,792 13,374 13,350 14 - 10 418 410 6 - 2
678 59 580 4 6 - 88 86 2 -
209,760 196,980 196,080 794 12 94 12,780 12,636 106 2 36
187,528 180,738 179,920 736 10 72 6,790 6,712 62 2 14
22,232 ,242 16,160 58 2 22 5,990 5,924 44 - 22
33,558 31,868 31,630 122 8 108 1,690 1,538 152 -
32,308 30,816 30,584 118 6 108 1,492 1,348 144 - -
1,250 1,052 1,046 4 2 - 198 190 8 -
218,742 205,776 204,258 1,166 10 342 12,966 12,764 166 - 36
193,580 187,358 186,054 1,052 10 242 6,222 , 14 54 - 20
25,162 18,418 18,204 114 - 100 6,744 6,616 112 - 16
18,028 17,388 17,354 28 - 6 640 634 6 - -
17,294 16,796 16,768 24 - 4 498 494 4 - -
734 592 586 4 - 2 142 140 2 - -
56,874 49,608 44,826 970 | 3,472 340 7,266 5,126 472 1,492 176
33,262 32,454 32,232 140 5 24 80 77 22 -
23,612 17,154 12,59 830 ! 3,414 316 6,458 4,348 450 1,484 176
15,620 14,824 14,690 54 54 26 796 774 - 12 10
14,128 13,684 13,598 46 34 6 444 444 - - -
1,492 1,140 1,092 8 20 20 352 330 - 12 10
80,286 72,246 70,416 536 1,008 286 8,040 7,328 166 492 54
62,720 60,718 60,114 220 180 204 2,002 1,940 30 22 10
17,566 11,528 10,302 316 828 82 6,038 5,388 136 470 [
234,100 219,194 209,442 1,344 | 7,662 746} 14,906 13,232 160 1,338 176
196,484 189,906 182,674 1,062 [ 5,616 554 »57 6,090 54 376 58
37,616 29,288 26,768 282 | 2,046 192 8,328 7,142 LO6 962 118
23,924 23,464 23,322 66 - 76 460 458 2 - -
23,324 22,888 22,762 64 - 62 436 434 2 - -
600 576 560 2 - 14 24 24 - - -
96,906 88,222 85,368 738§ 1,936 180 8,684 7,316 204 1,054 110
73,130 70,664 70,104 296 212 52 2,466 2,394 44 12 16
23,776 17,558 15,264 442 | 1,724 128 6,218 4,922 160 1,042 94
57,132 54,226 53,988 182 6 50 2,906 2,864 36 - 6
53,702 51,258 51,050 162 4 42 2,444 2,408 30 - [
Nonwhite~ 3,430 ,96 2,938 20 2 8 462 456 6 - -
West Virginia 35,658 33,172 32,736 268 102 66 2,486 2,416 28 22 20
White--- 34,080 32,100 31,696 252 90 62 1,980 1,926 20 16 18
Nonwhite-~ 1,578 1,072 1,040 16 12 4 506 490 8 6 2
Wisconsin- 88,414 85,208 84,996 176 2 34 3,606 3,424 176 - 6
White-~~ 85,188 82,502 82,306 160 2 34 2,686 2,528 154 - 4
Nonwhite-re==ccw-= 3,626 2,706 ,69 16 - - 920 89 22 - 2
7,236 6,966 6,922 38 2 4 270 266 - 4
6,908 6,690 6,650 34 2 &4 218 214 - - 4
328 276 272 4 - - 52 52 - - -

17t is assumed that all births in hospitals or institutions are attended by physiclan<.
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Table 26. Percent distribution of legitimate and illegitimate births, by attendant and

each of 35 reporting States, 1964

color:

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Based on a 50-percent
sample. Figures for legitimacy not stated or not reported are included in legitimate births]

Attendant Attendant
Phy- Phy- Phy- Phy-
Area and color sician \sician Mid Othgr ] sician | sician Mid Othgr
Total in not in - | an Total| in not in - | ao
hos- | hos- wife| not ‘ hos- hos- wife | mnot
pitall | pital stated pitall | pital stated
Percent distribution of Percent distribution of
legitimate births illegitimate births
Totale=--mmn-=- 100.0 97.7 0.6 1.5 0.2 | 100.0 89.1 2,2 7.7 1.0
White---=---- 100.0 99.1 0.4 0.4 0.1] 100.0 97.2 1.6 0.8 0.5
Nonwhite----- 100.0 89.0 2.0 8.2 0.9} 100.0 84,2 2.6 11.8 1.3
Alabama=--~=---rccen- 100.0 89,2 1.5 8.7 0.5} 100.0 56.4 5.2} 36.8 1.5
White----=ec-cocun- 100.0 98.7 0.6 | 0.5 0.2 100.0 95.6 1.9 1.9 0.6
Nonwhite---=--=----- 100.0 66.2 3.9/ 28.8 1.1] 100.0 51.9 5.6 | 40.9 1.6
Alaskg====-c=mrecacna- 100.0 94.6 0.8 2,0 2,71 100.0 91.4 L.4( 3.3 3.8
White---=--macemann 100.0 99.3 0.3 - 0.4 100.0 96.6 1.7 1.7 -
Nonwhite--~----=---= 100.0 83.1 1.9{ 6.9 8.1] 100.0 89.5 1.3] 3.9 5.3
Delaware-==-=-=eu-=u= 100.0 99,1 0.3 0.5 0.1} 100.0 97.5 0.8 1.3 0.3
White=-=w--ccmea-—- 100.0 99.4 0.2 | 0.4 0.11100.0 100.0 - - -
Nonwhite~-=--~-c-a- 100.,0 97.6 0.9 1.1 0.4 100.0 96.6 1.1] 1.8 0.5
District of Columbia- | 100,0 98.8 1.1 0.1] 100.0 98,3 1.7 - -
White-==cmcmocmcamu 100.0 99.6 0.2 0.2}100.0 97.6 2.4 - -
Nonwhite-==-----w== 100,0 98.5 1.5 -~ | 100.0 98.4 1.6 - -
Florida-----e-ecec--- 100.0 96.9 0.5 2,3 0.3 ] 100.0 88.0 1.5] 9.6 0.9
White~-----cc-euoun 100.0 99.3 0.2 0.4 0.1] 100.0 98.7 0.8{ 0.3 0.2
Nonwhite----------- 100.0 88.1 1.4] 9.5 1.0} 100.0 84,0 1.7 13.0 1.2
Hawali-wo«-occnmacoaa- 100.0 99.5 0.3} 0.0 0.2 ] 100.0 99.5 0.5 - -
White-==-mceooc--—- 100.0 99.8 0.0 - 0.2 }1100.0 100.0 - - -
Nonwhite--==-------- 100.0 99.4 0.4 0.0 0.2]100.0 99.3 0.7 - -
Illinois--m-nmcmccm-- 100.0 98.8 0.4 | 0.0 0.8 | 100.0 95.1 1.8} 0.1 3.0
White-~~----cmmuc—wu 100.0 99,2 0.4 0.0 0.4 ] 100.0 95.4 3.1 - 1.4
Nonwhite------=ceon 100.0 96.0 1.0 0.1 2,9 | 100.0 95.0 1.1 .1 3.7
Indiana--~--=m-ne-u-- 100.0 99.4 0.5 0.0 0.1} 100.0 97.7 1.5 - 0.8
White-~-=-=----ou-= 100.0 99.5 0.4 0.0 0.11100.0 98.1 1.5 - 0.5
Nonwhite-----=-wo-- 100.0 98.5 1.1} 0.0 0.4 1100,0 97.0 1.6 - 1.4
JoWa=-==cmmmacmam— o 100.0 99,7 0.2 0.0 0.0 | 100.0 98.9 1.0 0.1
White----=vmemeona- 100.0 99,7 0.2 0,0 0.0 { 100.0 98.8 1.1 - 0.1l
Nonwhite--------=-=- 100.0 99.5 0.5 - - | 100.0 100.0 - - -
Kansas---~c--mmcocu-o 100.0 99.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 ] 100.0 98.5 1.3 - 0.2
Whiter=--vccemcucen- 100.0 99.6 0.3 0.0 0.0 | 100.0 97.9 2.0 - 0.2
Nonwhite-==-ccceu-x 100.0 99.0 1.0 - - | 100.0 99,7 - - 0.3
Kentucky-=c=w-cr-anm- 100.0 96.8 1.2 1.8 0.2 ] 100.0 93.4 2.5 3.3 0.8
White---c-remceacua- 100.0 97.0 1.1 1.7 0.2 ]100.0 94,5 1.5 3.5 0.4
Nonwhite----------- 100.0 94.1 2,8 2.8 0.3 ] 100.0 92,0 3.71 3.1 1.2
Louisiana-~-~--~-~~-- 100.0 98.2 0.4 1.3 0.1 | 100.0 90.3 1.2 8.0 0.4
White----- ———————e— 100.0 99.8 0.1 0.1 0.0 ] 100.0 98.9 0.4 0,2 0.5
Nonwhite~-m=cm-=c-- 100.0 95.0 1.0 3.7 0.31100.0 89.2 1.3} 9.1 0.4

11t is assumed that all births in hospitals or institutions are
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Table 26. Percent distribution of legitimate and illegitimate births, by attendant and color:
each of 35 reporting States, 1964—Con.

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the erea. Based on a 50-percent
sample. Figures for legitimacy not stated or not reported are included in legitimate births]

Attendant Attendant
Phy- Phy~- Phy- Phy-
Area and color sician | siclan | .4 Othgr sician | siclan| .4 Othsr
Total in not in| % an Total in not in| - an
hos~ hos- e} mnot 4 hos- hos- wife | mot a
pitall | pital state pitall | pital state
Percent distribution of Percent distribution of

legitimate births illegitimate births
Maine---resc-cc-cua= -} 100.0 98.7 0.7 - 0.6 ] 100.0 97.7 1.1 - 1.1
Whiteemeceecccnnaan 100.0 98.7 0.7 - 0.61100.0 97.7 1.2 - 1.2
Nonwhitéweeemmecaune 100.0 98.5 0.8 0.81]100.0 100.0 - - -
99.7 0.3] 0.0 0.0 100.0 98,4 1.4} 0.0 0.2
99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0} 100.0 98.8 0.91 0.1 0.2
99.1 0.8 0.0 0.1} 100.0 97.9 2.0 - 0.1
99,7 0.2 0.0 0.1 ] 100.0 99.0 0.3 0.1 0.6
99,7 0.2| 0.0 0.1 ] 100.0 99.0 0.3} 0.1 0.6
99,2 0.3 - 0.5 ] 100.0 99.1 - - 0.9
79.6 2,4 117.6 0.5 100.0 51.0 4.2143,7 1.1
99,3 0.3 0.3 0.1} 100.0 95.5 1.2 2.8 0.4
57.2 4,71 37.1 1.0 ] 100,0 48.3 4,31 46,2 1.2
Migssouri---ceecemmma- 100.0 98.9 0.7 0.3 0.11]100.0 96.0 1.9} 1.7 0.4
White-~-~ecmcemman= 100.0 99.2 0.6 0.1 0.1] 100.0 97.7 2.1 0.2 0.1
Nonwhite=e-ecmcmaw-m 100.0 96.5 1.3| 1.8 0.4 { 100.0 95.2 1.7 2.5 0.6
Nevadam==~=ccc-cean-= 100.0 99,7 0.2 0.1} 100.0 97.7 0.8 - 1.5
White-—-=-eremwean= 100.0 99.7 0.1 - 0.1] 100.0 96.7 1.3 - 2,0
Nonwhite-=-ccceccn-= 100.0 99,2 0.8 - - | 100.0 99.1 - - 0.9
New Jersey---=-===-=- 100.0 99.5 0.3| 0.0 0.1} 100.0 98.4 0.8 0.1 0.8
White-==~-=ccecumm= 100.0 99,7 0.3| 0.0 0.1 ] 100.0 99,2 0.6 0.1 0.1
Nonwhite==r~=emm=m= 100.0 98.8 0.6 0.0 0.6 | 100.0 97.8 0.9 | 0.0 1,2
North Caroling--=~=--- 100.0 95.8 1.3 2.7 0.2 | 100.0 83.4 4,9 [ 10.3 1.5
White-=ee-emmecaea- 100.0 99,7 0.2 | 0.1 0.1 ] 100.0 98.8 0.6 0.1 0.5
Nonwhite---m-cc-=-- 100.0 84,5 4,6 | 10.3 0.6 | 100.0 79.9 5.9112,5 1.7
99.8 0.1| 0.0 0.1] 100.0 98.0 1.6 - 0.4
99.8 0.1 - 0.1} 100.0 98.1 1.4 - 0.5
98.3 0.7 1.0 - 1100.0 97.7 2.3 - -
99.5 0.4 0.0 0.0 1 100.0 98.9 0.8 0.0 0.3
99,5 0.4 | 0.0 0.0 | 100.0 98.9 0.9 0.0 0.2
99.5 0.4 0.0 0.1]100.0 98.9 0.7 - 0.4
99.3 0.4} 0.0 0.3} 100.0 91.0 9.0 - -
99,2 0.4 0.0 0.4} 100.0 90.3 9.7 - -
99.4 0.4 0.2 - | 100.0 96.0 4,0 - -
99.3 0.6} 0.0 0.2 ] 100.0 98.4 1.3 - 0.3
99.3 0.6 0.0 0.1 ] 100.0 98.8 0.9 - 0.3
98.8 0.6 - 0.5} 100.0 98.1 1.7 - 0.2
99.8 0.2 - 0.0} 100.0 99.1 0.9 - -
99.8 0.1 - 0.0} 100.0 99,2 0.8 - -
99.0 0.7 - 0.3 ] 100.0 98.6 1.4 - -

1T¢ is assumed that all births in hospitals or institutions are attended by physicians.
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Table 26. Percent distribution of legitimate and illegitimate births, by attendant and color:
each of 35 reporting States, 1964~Con.

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Based on a 50-percent
sample. Figures for legitimacy not stated or not reported are included in legitimate birchs]

Attendant Attendant
Phy- Phy- Phy~- Phy-
Area and color sician | sician Mid Ogggr sician | sician Mid Othgr
Total in not in | -A8- Total in not in | M1d=] an
hos- hos- | wife EOE 4 hos- hos- | wife| mnot
pitall | pital state pitall | pital stated
Percent distribution of Percent distribution of
legitimate births illegitimate births
South Carolinae-e=~--<} 100.0 90.4 2.0 7.0 0.7 1100.0 70.5 6.5 20.5 2.4
Whiteeraeonacaacaa. 100.0 99.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 {100.0 96.3 2,7 1.0 -
Nonwhite-scmmemen——n 100.0 73.4 4,8 119.9 1.8 1100.0 67.3 7.0123.0 2,7
South Dakotammecmw-va 100.0 99.1 0.4 | 0.4 0.2 1100.0 97.2 -1 1.5 1.3
Whiteememmrmccanecaa 100.0 99.4 0.3 0.2 0.0 {100.0 100.0 - - -
Nonwhite---v-cm-aao 100.0 95.8 0.7} 1.8 1.8 $100.0 93.8 -1 3.4 2.8
Tennessee~-=-==cc=-nx 100.0 97.5 0.7 l.4 0.4} 100.0 91.1 2.1 6.1 0.7
Whitem=swceeccuaacae 100.0 99.0 0.4{ 0.3 0.3] 100.0 96.9 1.5 1,1 0.5
Nonwhite-=-=ccmme=- 100.0 89.4 2,7 7.2 0.7] 100.0 89.2 2.3 7.8 0.7
TexaS=~«=-emcocceaca- 100.0 95.6 0,6 3.5 0.3} 100.0 88.8 1.1{ 9.0 1.2
White=---e-cmcuaa-- 100.0 96,2 0.6 3.0 0.3] 100.0 92.6 0.8 5.7 0.9
Nonwhite=-~ce===c-u 100.0 91.4 1.0 7.0 0.7 100.0 85.8 1.3} 11.6 1.4
Jtah=e-cccmeccccncaa- 100.0 99.4 0.3 - 0.3] 100.0 99,6 0.4 - -
Whitee-wemeocaanaa- 100.0 99.4 0.3 - 0.3] 100.0 99,5 0.5 - -
Nonwhite-==-m-ec-c-- 100.0 | 97.2 0.3 2,41 100.0 100,0 - - -
Virginia=-=-=--ere-caao 100.0 96.8 0.8 2,2 0.2] 100.0 84,2 2.3] 12,1 1.3
White-r=-ccecmaao- 100.0 99,2 0.4 0.3 0.1} 100.0 97.1 1.8 0.5 0.6
Nonwhite-~~--m=w--- 100.0 86.9 2.5 9.8 0.7} 100.0 79.2 2.6 16,8 1.5
Washington~~=-=c-=c-- 100.0 99.6 0.3] 0.0 0,1} 100.0 98.6 1.2 - 0.2
White~-cememecamana 100.0 99.6 0.3 0.0 0.1} 100,0 98.5 1,2 - 0.2
Nonwhite-----«c-=va 100.0 99.0 0.7] 0.1 0.3%1 100,0 98.7 1.3 - -
West Virginig----=-=- 100.0 98,7 0.8 0.3 0.2] 100.0 97.2 1.1 0.9 0.8
White-===me-mccaua- 100.0 98.7 0.8 0.3 0.2} 100.0 97.3 1.0 0.8 0.9
Nonwhite--==mac==== 100.0 97.0 1.5 1.1 0.4] 100.0 96.8 1.6 1.2 0.4
Wisconsin----m-ucra-- 100.0 99,8 0.2 0.0 0.0} 100.0 95.0 4,9 - 0.2
White=-=-encwcceean- 100.0 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0] 100.0 94,1 5.7 - 0.1
Nonwhite---==-scn-- 100.0 99.4 0.6 - -] 100.0 97.4 2,4 - 0.2
Wyoming=-=---==--ceu-= 100.0 99.4 0.5 0.0 0.1} 100.0 98.5 - - 1.5
White--eeereecmaccax 100.0 99.4 0.5 0.0 0.1} 100.0 98.2 - - 1.8
Nonwhite-----weee-- 100.0 98.6 1.4 - -1 100.0 100.0 - - -

11t is assumed that all births in hospitals or institutions are attended by physicians.



APPENDIX |

POPULATION ESTIMATES

The numbers of unmarried women by color, enu-
merated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census in 1940 and
1950, have been used to compute illegitimacy rates for
those years. However, in each year since 1957 esti-
mates of the population 14 years and older, classified
by age, color, sex, and marital status, have been avail-
able from the Census Bureau's March Current Popu-
lation Survey,!! Since these estimates fluctuate errati-
cally from year to year because of sampling error, they
have been smoothed so that the rates computed from
them do not show similar variations,

The observed percentage of unmarried women in
each age and color group in each year was smoothed
by computing a three-term moving average for the
years 1955-65, The data necessary for calculating the
averages at the beginning of the period are not avail-
able by color, and, therefore, hadto be estimated, These
estimates were made by assuming that the proportion
unmarried for each age-color group in each year from
1954 to 1956 was the same as the corresponding pro-
portion in 1957, and then adjusting these estimates by
color to the observed total unmarried populationin each
age group in each year,

The percentage of unmarried women obtained by
computing a moving average were subsequently applied
to estimates of the total resident popularion as of July
1 in the appropriate age-color groups, The total num-
bers of unmarried women by age for 1955-65 were
estimated by summing the white and nonwhite figures,

The total figures for 1951-54 were estimated by
computing a three-term moving average of the percent
unmarried for each age group and applying these to the
annual July 1 estimates of the total resident population
in the appropriate age groups.

In this report the age-specific illegitimacy rates
shown in table 1 for 1941-49 are based on Census Bu-
reau estimates of the unmarried female population. The
rates by age and by color for 1940 and 1950 are based
on census counts, The illegitimacy rates by age for
1951-65 and the rates by age and color for 1955-65
were computed using the smoothed series of population
estimates described above, This was done in order to
have a consistent series for these years. They differ,
therefore, from those published in various issues of
Vital Statistics of the United States, which were based
on estimates provided annually by the Census Bureau,

000
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APPENDIX 11

EVALUATION OF ILLEGITIMACY STATISTICS

There are two ways in which inaccuracies ma
enter data onlegitimacy: (1) a birth may be inaccurate{yy
reported to be legitimate or illegitimate or (2) the ais-
sumptions used to estimate illegitimate births for the
country as a whole may be invalid, (It is necessary to
estimate the number of illegitimate births for the entire
country since only 35 States actually report legitimacy
on their birth certificates as shown in figurel.)

The first step to take in evaluating the quality of
illegitimacy statistics is to test the validity of the esti~
mation procedure. This procedure is based on the as-

sumption that there are the same proportions of ille-
gitimate births among the white and nonwhite populations
in the reporting and in the nonreporting States,

The method described here represents an attempt
to find an independent way of determining legitimacy
that will be comparable to legitimacy as reported on
the birth certificate, If such a method can be devised,
it can be applied to data for the nonreporting States,
Then it will be possible to compare the results of this
independent method with the results of the customary
estimation procedure,

o
/
W,
-
)
ALASKA

- /QIZm
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- Reporting State
l:l Nonreporting State

Figure 1.
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Inferential Method

A method of determining the legitimacy of a child
by comparing the names of parents and child has been
used in Maryland for some years, The method used
here is based on the one used in Maryland, with several
adaptations so that records can be coded mechanically.

Comparisons of the father's surname, the child's
surname, and the mother's maiden name were made.
It would have been preferable to have had the mother's
present surname inorder to infer legitimacy accurately.
In some States this is reported. In Statesthat do not ask
specifically for the mother's present surname, this in-
formation may be found elsewhere onthe certificate, For
example, the mother is generally the informant and her
name may be given as such or her present mailing ad-
dress may be given, including her name, Finally, the
mother may sign the birth certificate, In cases where
the mother's present surname was not given, the child
was considered legitimate if the father's and child's
names were the same and illegitimate inall other cases.
Originally, 26 combinations of names were allowed: 4
of these were legitimate and 22 illegitimate, In fact,
only 2 of the 4 possible legitimate categories had a
large number of births; 6 of the 22 possible illegitimate
categories contained almost 98 percent of the births
inferred to be illegitimate, These were as follows (the
letters A, B, and C are usedtorepresent surnames):

Mother's In-

Status Child Father maiden form-
name ant
Legitimate=~-- A A B (or A) A
A A B (or A) -
ILllegitimate- A - A A
A - A B
A - A -
A - B A
A B A A
A B Cc A

Records from 10 reporting States were used to
test this method, The information used included the first
four letters of each name, the reported legitimacy
status, live-birth order, age of mother, race, andplace
of residence and occurrence, The inferred legitimacy
codes were derived mechanically from the rules de-
scribed above, All records for births occurring during
August 1963 in Louisiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas,
and Washington and during June, July, and August 1963
in Delaware were included, The States included in this
study presented several different kinds of character-
istics with respect to population, laws relating to legiti-
macy, and rules for completing certificates for the ille-
gitimate child,

Reasons for the disagreement between the two
methods were especially important in determining why

the number of illegitimate births was overestimated or
underestimated, Therefore a formula was devised for
presenting these differences and the component causing
the difference, Tables were designed in the following
form:

Inferred
Reported Le- I11e- | Unde-
Total | giti~| giti~ | ter-
mate mate mined
Total------=- B
Legitimate~-===--- v
Illegitimate-=-====- A X c Q
Not stated------=- P

A is the number of illegitimate births that would be
published, B is the number inferred, C is the number
on which the two methods agree, The difference be-
tween A and B is the overall difference between the
two methods, X, Y, P, and Q are the components re-
sponsible for this difference.

From the relationships shown in the above table:

N CcC=4-Xx-9
and*

() C=B-Y-~-P
therefore

B)A-X-Q=B —-Y_P
or

WA=B+X +Q@-Y_P
where

A = all reported illegitimate births,
B = all inferred illegitimate births,

X = all births reported as illegitimate but inferred
legitimate.

@ = all births reported as illegitimate but of unde-
termined status using the inferential system,

Y = all births reported as legitimate but inferred
illegitimate,

P = all births of not stated legitimacy inferred as
illegitimate,

Divide each term by A and multiply by 100:

() w00=58 , X , Q_Y_ P
A A 4 a4 a
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Table I. Agreement! between reported and inferred legitimacy, by race for total of 10 States and
by color for each reporting State, August 1963

[By place of occurrence]

Errots of under- Errors of over-
statement statement
Percent Reported ille- Inferred ille-
reported I?{TZEEd gitimate gitimate
ille- Pl
State and color gitimate gitimate
Inferred IZﬁiZ' Reported | Legitimacy
legiti- undeter- | legiti- status
mate mined mate not stated
(4 ¢:)] 0.9 @ 69) (6]
100.0 101.7 0.7 0.1 1.8 0.7
100.0 100.7 1.2 0.2 1.0 1.0
100.0 102.2 0.5 0.1 2.2 0.6
100.0 100.0 1.8 - - 1.8
100.0 101.4 - - - 1.4
100.0 101.1 - - - 1.1
100.0 101.5 - - - 1.5
100.0 100.4 0.5 - 0.6 0.2
100.0 100.0 1.0 - 1.0 -
100.0 100.4 0.4 - 0.5 0.3
100.0 98.1 1.5 0.8 0.4 -
100.0 98.2 1.4 0.9 0.5 -
100.0 97.4 2,6 - - -
100.0 109.3 0.5 - 2.5 0.4
100.0 111.5 - - 11.5 -
100.0 109.3 0.5 - 9.4 0.4
100.0 100.7 0.8 - 1.1 0.4
White=m-=-=comm - 100.0 100.2 1.6 - 1.4 0.4
Nonwhite~-=c-cmmcmcm i m e 100.0 101.3 - - 0.9 0.4
Pennsylvania---~-cccccmmnccna- 100.0 100.3 1.6 0.1 1.0 1.0
White~-----—cmmmmmmmmcm e 100.0 100.7 2.0 - 1.5 1.3
Nonwhite=====cwcom e 100.0 99.8 1.3 0.2 0.6 0.6
Rhode Island----------—~—cao- 100.0 107.7 - - - 7.7
White-mmmmmmmcmc e e - 100.0 107.5 - - 7.5
Nonwhite-==--eecmemo e 100.0 108.3 - - 8.3
South Carolina----e=cecmcaco—an 100.0 101.4 0.6 0.6 1.1 1.6
White-mremcmac e e e e 100.0 100.0 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6
Nonwhitem=emwomm o mm oo 100.0 101.6 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.6
Texas—---mmcommcc e 100.0 100.2 - - 0.2 -
White==wommmc e 100.0 100.4 - - 0.4
Nonwhite-c-m-cmcrcmm e e e 100.0 100.0 - - 0.0
Washington--«---c-cococmonaao_ 100.0 103.0 2.0 0.5 0.5 5.0
White-c-meccm e 100.0 103.6 1.8 0.6 0.6 5.3
Nonwhite-==e=cmcemmmmm e 100.0 100,0 3.2 - - 3.2

LAgreement expressed in percentage terms; the number reported
cent. The formula for presenting the reasons for disagreement
legitimacy is as follows:

B X Q Y P
00 = — —_— e = - e -
100 + a + yi 4 A

2A11 records for births occurring during June, July, and August
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Table II. Agreement! between reported and inferred legitimacy, by age of mother: total of 10 re-
porting States, August 19632
[By place of occurrence]
Errors of under- Errors of over-
statement statement
Percent Reported ille- Inferred ille-
reported I?f_i’éfed gitimate gltimate
ille-
Age of mother g;ti:ate gitimate
Inferred Igﬁiz— Reported | Legitimacy
legiti- deter | tegiti- status
mate u;isec?r mate not stated
&) 1€:)) ) @ () 1029
Totalemmemmc e e e m e m e 100.0 101.7 0.7 0.1 1.8 0.7
Under 15 years----=--c-cmeececnecns 100.0 100.0 - - - -
15-19 yearsg-----m-cmccco e cnan e 100.0 100.7 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.7
20~24 yearg----mw-emeeccmcccmeeme—— 100.0 101.6 0.7 0.0 1.7 0.7
25 years and over-------~eca-cmaoo- 100.0 103.5 1.4 0.2 4.2 0.9

lAgreement expressed in percentage terms; the

cent. The formula for presenting the reasons
legitimacy is as follows:
- B, X, _Y_ P
100 = Y + 2 + A YR

2411 records for births occurring during June,

The quantitative measure of the success of the in-
ferential method is presented in the table below.

Of the 95,602 records reviewed, 6,465 were reported
to represent illegitimate births and 6,574 were inferred
to represent illegitimate births, That is, by the infer-
ential method 1.7 percent more babies would have been
considered illegitimate than were reported to be ille-
gitimate. In nine States the inferred method overesti-

number reported illegitimate equals 100.0 per-
for disagreement between reported and inferred

July, and August 1963 in Delaware were included.

matesthe number of illegitimate births, and inone State
(Minnesota) it underestimates the number (table I), In
most States the disagreement is quite small, Most of
the differences come from cases where a bjrth is re-
ported to be legitimate but inferred to be illegitimate
(1.8 percent). The only States which show more than 2
percent disagreement are Mississippi (9.3 percent),
Rhode Island (7.7 percent), and Washington (3.0 percent).

Errors of Errors of
understatement overstatement
Reported Inferred
Reported | Inferred illegitimate illegitimate
illegiti~ | illegiti-
Item mate mate
Legiti-~
Inferred | Inference | Reported macy
legiti- | undeter- legiti- status
mate mined mate not
stated
) 8) X @ () P
Number-r=mm~een e e mcn e ac e anae 6,465 6,574 47 8 116 48
Percent--~ws-emmme e e 100.0 101.7 0.7 0.1 1.8 0.7
Percent of total records(95,602)-- 6,76 6.88 .05 .01 .12 .05
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Table III.

reporting States, August 1963

Agreement! between reported and inferred legitimacy,

A by live-birth order: total of 10

[By place of occurrence]

Errors of under- Errors of over-
statement statement
Percent Reported ille- Inferred ille-
rgggrted I?fﬁgfed gitimate gitimate
. . ille- o
Live-birth order gitimate gitimate
Inferred Inflig' Reported | Legitimacy
legiti- ungeter- legiti- status
mate mined mate not stated
4) (B) @) (@ ) (P)
Total® ~mo e e 100.0 101.7 0.7 0.1 1.8 . 0.7
First birth-------cecoccmm oo 100.0 100.5 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.6
Second birth--~-----sccwcmmacnc .- 100.0 101.2 0.5 - 0.8 1.0
Third birth------c-mcrmmmc e 100.0 101.3 0.9 - 1.5 0.7
Fourth birth-~---c--ccccmmmmcamme 100.0 103.4 0.9 - 3.6 0.7
Fifth birth-------=wcemmmcmcmmr e 100.0 103.5 1.9 - 5.1 0.3
Sixth birth---~-wceocmecmcccm e 100.0 105.5 2.0 - 5.5 2,0
Seventh birth-------—mw-ccmmmamao-= 100.0 102.9 0.7 - 3.6 -
Eighth birth and over----------==u- 100.0 109.6 2.4 0.3 11.6 0.7

Ipgreement expressed in percentage
cent., The formula
illegitimacy is as follows:

wo-ZX , X, 9_ v __p

Aatata a4

terms; the number reported
for presenting the reasons for disagreement between reported and inferred

illegitimate equals 100.0 per-

’A11 records for births occurring during June, July, and August 1963 in Delaware were imcluded.
3Total includes figures for birth order not stated, which are not distributed.

Apparently the inferential method overstates the number
of illegitimate births slightly more for the nonwhite
than for the white population (2.2 percent overstatement
for the former and 0.7 percent overstatement for the
latter).

While there is relatively small variation between
the two methods regardless of the segment of the popu-
lation of births considered, there are some interesting
variations by birth order and maternal age, For women
under 15 years of age (there were only 204 in the sam-
ple) there was perfect agreement, With increasing age,
however, there was an increasing amount of disagree-
ment, For women over 25, 3.5 percent more children
were inferred illegitimate than were reported illegiti-
mate. This probably results from problems in name
comparisons, where a woman had been married and
was either divorced or widowed, The young women
were less likely to have ever been married (table II).
This hypothesis was supported by the increasing num-
bers of babies reported as legitimate but inferred ille-
gitimate with increasing maternalage, The same pattern
existed (table IlI) when the relationship of increasing
birth order to increasing disagreement of the two meth-

76

ods was reviewed. The smaller numbers of illegitimate
births at higher birth orders may have accounted for
some of the wide differences.

In table IV agreement is shown by occurrence in
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties for each of
the 10 States. Overall agreement was better for resi-
dents of metropolitan counties. However, this was not
true in five of the States,

The greatest source of difference between these
two methods came from births reported as legitimate
but inferred illegitimate, This was particularly apparent
where births were distributed by live-birth order and
age of mother.,

Since the method of inferring illegitimacy (using a
comparison of names on birth certificates of 10 States
reporting legitimacy) was so successful, this method
was applied to a sample of births occurring in the non-
reporting States, All births occurring in these States
during August 1964 constituted the population to be
sampled., All even-numbered birth certificates were
processed in the same manner as for the 10 reporting
States.



Table IV.

tan counties: each of 10 reporting States, August 1963

[By place of occurrence]

Agreement1 between reported and inferred legitimacy for metropolitan and nonmetropoli-

Percent

Errors of under-
statement

Errors of over-
statement

Reported ille-

Inferred ille-

reggrted I?{i:fed gitimate gitimate
ille- i
Area gitimate gitimate
Inferred I:gig' Reported | Legitimacy
legiti- undeter- | Legiti- status
mate mined mate not stated
(4) (B) (6.9] @ 62 (P
Total of 10 States
Metropolitanew=cmerccmrcccemacmaaa. 100,0 100.6 0.7 0.1 0.8 0.7
Nonmetropolitan-«~-cweccccaccacecaa 100.0 103.6 0.8 0.2 3.6 0.9
Delaware 2
Metropolitan-s-e-cccccacencacaaaaa- 100.0 102.2 - - - 2,2
Nommetropolitane-cesmccceccccncrana 100.0 100.0 - - - -
Louisiana
Metropolitan--cewereccccrreccancaan 100.0 100,8 - - 0.4 0.4
Nonmetxopolitanee~ecusmcccumananan= 100.0 99,7 1.3 1.0 -
Minnesota
Metropolitan-emecccess mmeeeenn——-— 100.0 98.6 1.0 0.5 - -
Nonmetropolitan-sem-cceawa= —mmm———— 100.0 96.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 -
Mississippi
Metropolitaneceeveean mmmea=- ——————— 100.0 114.0 - - 14,0 -
Nonmetropolitan~e-w-- emmmmam——————— 100,0 109.0 0.5 - 9.1 0.4
Ohio
Metropolitanecwsocaemcncmaaac- ————— 100.0 | . 100.5 1.0 - 1.0 0.5
Nonmetropolitaneeeceemecceccnnrcaenae~ 100.0 | < *102.3 - - 2.3 -
Pennsylvania
Metropolitanem—caceccnccccnncnccnan 100.0 100.1 1.6 0.1 1.1 0.8
Nonmetropolitane-eeeerecan c—eeema—- 100.0 101.5 1.5 - 0.8 2.3
Rhode Island
Metropolitan--e-eccemccccacamcaaa-x 100.0 108.9 - - - 8.9
Nonmetropolitane~eceeccccccacuan ~—— 100.0 100,0 - - - -
South Earolina
Metropolitan-«-ecammeracnn~ m——————— 100.0 100,0 - 0.6 - 0.6
Nonmetropolitane—~~=-- T 100.0 101.9 0.8 0.6 1.5 1.9
Texas
Metropolitan~---=~a-w- B e T 100.0 100.2 - - 0.2 -
Nonmetropolitan-~e-—e-acce= ——memam—— 100.0 100,0 - - -
Washington
Metropolitanecee-ceaa meeesemeecam—— 100,0 100.7 1.4 0.7 - 2.8
Nonmetropolitan-~---- L L LT 100.0 108.6 3.4 - 1.7 10.3

1Agreement expressed in percentage terms; the number reported
for disagreement

cent, The formula for presenting the reasons
legitimacy 1s as follows:
B X @
100 = =~ + = 4+ 2
0=Z *a*a

illegitimate equals 100,0 per-
between reported and inferred

211 records for births occurring during June, July, and August 1963 in Delaware were included,
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Table V. Number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios, by color and geographic division,
according to two estimation procedures: United States, 1964

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Based on a 50-percent sample. Due to rounding estimates to the nearest hundred,
figures by color may not add to totals]

Estimate of P
illegitimate Illegtglmacy
births Index of ratro
. PP agreement
Color and geographic division oF tg°3

Inde- methods Inde~

pendent mgiﬁiéz pendent gzﬁaé
method! method |MeH0
Total
United State§=me-mmrececmmcccmemcceracccnanma- 272,200 | 275,700 98.73 67.6 68.5
New Englandecec-cemmreccomcmammcorcrcmcamrm e cme e e 6,500 9,200 70.65 29.1 41,2
Middle AtlantiC-emsecmcceranacccmmrc e cc .- 49,000 | 42,200 116.11 69.8 60.1
East North Central® -meeaaoomcomcmo ool 49,100 | 49,100 veo o 61.2
West North Central---me-cecccereamcmrrcmme e camnemen 15,700 | 15,700 100.00 48.3 48.3
South Atlantice-cecacc-amcmmccwreccmra e 63,500 67,200 94.49 102.5 108.5
East South Central? aemecacocmoao ool 30,000 30,000 ces oeo 106.7
West South Central---eem—ceccarccmcmmcccccc e 31,300 | 31,000 100,97 76.5 75.8
Mountaines=s=c=cecemrucrcmnacacre e .. —— 7,500 6,000 125,00 43,1 34.5
Pacifice~cccemmcmmrcac e 19,600} 25,300 77.47 40,0 51.6
White

United StateSe-w-cmmrccmecmm e rcc e 110,600 | 114,300 96.76 32.8 33.9
New England-e--—-cremccermcrcrocccae e e e 4,400 7,500 58.67 20,7 35,2
Middle AtlantiCeeemeemcmccmcccemcrcme e aan 20,500 | 17,900 114,53 34,1 29,7
East North Central® -me-oocommaom oo meccmean 24,000 | 24,000 ces ... | 33.8
West North Centrale----c-emmmmmromocme e 9,800 9,700 101.03 32.4 32.1
South AtlantiC--emsm-me-coemmcmecmocccmceomcca———— 14,600 { 16,300 89.57 33.4 | 37.3
East South Central -em o cmmmo oo 5,800 5,800 ees ces 29.1
West South Central 9,800 9,800 100.00 30.8 30.8
i 6,000 | 3,900 153,85 37.7 | 24.5
15,600 | 19,400 80.41 36,5 | 45.4
United StateS=weerraummmcnmoncacacccnamanan=ax 161,600 | 161,300 100.19 245,51 245.0
New England-emc-ecmcmcmmccrmancmr e cen e mmcmmrem e 2,100 1,600 131.25 204.4 | 155.7
Middle ALlantiCr--ses-mumesroccammmemcmcmemomm—cun- 28,400 | 24,400 116.39{ 282.1 | 242.4
East North Central?eeecemccmmamccaamemaeaoo 25,000 | 25,000 cee ve. | 271.1
West North Centralecece-crccmmacnmcceccmccnmrmcnnnna 5,900 6,000 98.33 261.5 | 266,0
South Atlantic=-==gem-mm-coocmcecececcacmc oo 48,900 | 50,900 96.07 268.5 | 279.5
East South Central meweerceeccacma e ec e 24,200 { 24,200 veo . 295.9
West South Centrale-cerc-ecmcrmammccmcccrcccmmacncenn 21,500 | 21,200 101.42 236,.6 | 233.3
Mountaine--rmraccamcrecrcacenncracmcanrer e ——— 1,500 2,100 71.43 99.4 | 139.2
PacifiCmemmoccccmemc e mcec e cm— e 4,000 5,900 67.80 63.7 94,0

lEstimate equals total of reported and inferred illegitimate births,

2Based on usual procedure for estimating U.S. totals.

3Index equals [(independent estimate) - (usual estimate)] x 100

4A11 States in the East North Central and East South Central Divisions report legitimacy sta-
tus. The totals reported in the two divisions were used in computing the U.S. totals,

This procedure was designed to permit evaluation To obtain the distribution by geographic division,
of the usual method for estimating illegitimate births the number of illegitimate births inferred for each State
by geographic division and color, by age of mother and for the month of August 1964 was inflated to a total for
color, and by live-birth order and color, the year 1964, This was done by assuming that the ratio
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of illegitimate births to total births in August was
identical to that for the year 1964, The formula for
each nonreporting State follows:

Total
(2) Total in- Inferred il- births
terred il- _[ legitimate in 1964
legitimate | births in  J*¥) qopan
births in August 1964 births in
lgce fugust 1964

The inflated figures for each nonreporting State
were summed within each geographic division. Then
the inflated number for each geographic division was
added to the number of illegitimate births recorded by
the States reporting illegitimacy in the respective divi-

Table VI, Number of illegitimate births and

sion, This yielded a total number of illegitimate births
for each division as shown below:

(v) Total il- Total in- Total re
legitimate ferred il- corded il
births ace _ legitimate pa s
cording to ~ births in i;gglg‘i‘zfnblrths
new proce- nonrepors- Stateg &
dure, 1964 ing States

An index of the agreement of this estimate with the
estimate resulting from the usual estimating procedure
was calculated for each geographic division as follows:

Reported + inferred
illegitimate births

~ Estimate of illegitimate ¥ 100

births by usual procedure

(¢) Index of
agreement

illegitimacy ratios, by color and age of mother ac-

cording to two estimation procedures: United States, 1964

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Based on a 50-percent sample. Due to rounding estimates to the nearest hundred, fig-
ures by color may not add to totals. Figures for age of mother not stated are distributed]

Estimate of -
illegitimate Tllegitimacy
births Index of
agreement
Color and age of mother ) of t‘gog
Inde- methods: Inde-
Usual Usual
pendent ) pendent
method! method method method
TOtal-mm-cemmmmemmmmc e e cme— e ——————— 272,200 | 275,700 98.73 67.6 | 68.5
Tader 15 yearses-—-cme—cemmo—acm e cccvcm e 5,800 5,800 100.00 742,1 | 742.1
15~19 yearsm---mccsmmccrcmccmnccecr e am e c————————— 108,200 | 111,400 97.13 184.7 | 190.2
20-24 YEATSe--mcmmmmeccmmecmcmcccdcamcmmacm————— 85,800 | 87,900 97.61 59.6 | 61.1
25-29 Years-em-e--emmmmcammeccmcmo—ccmmmecmmceaa 37,100 | 36,400 101.92 36.8 | 36.1
30~34 YeATSmcmmmmmmmmmcceecccmmmmecmm ;e —ae e ———— 20,100 | 19,500 103.08 34 4 33.3
35-39 yearse-—-m-mceccmcecmmmecr e —————— 11,500 | 11,100 103.60 37.1 35.8
40 years and OVermeme-cmecacroccccmccmnmmc e em——e e 3,700 3,600 102.78 40,1 39.0
Whitemommom o e mccmcmccccmmacm e c————— 110,600 | 114,300 96.76 32.8 | 33.9
Under 15 years-s=----cemcsc-mccacmeccacmmmcomom————— 1,400 | 1,400 100.00 523,2 | 523.2
15-19 years-ccreca—camcmcvimccnac e rac e cm e 43,200 | 45,200 95.58 97.2 | 101.7
20~24 yearSemmme—mcemcmcemamccocmmccamm—mne- ~-=-=w=- | 38,600 | 40,600 95,07 31.5 | 33.1
25-29 yearse=m-reaw=- St ms—maEmar—cecran e ———— --=| 14,200 | 14,300 99.30 16.4 16.5
30-34 years-----m-moemmcecceranecmcmmemceeecam—— ——— 7,100 6,800 104.41 14,4 13.7
35-39 yearsmmmemmemnmcmaaan= 4,500 4,400 102,27 17.3 16.9
‘40 years and overee=--c-= B LT T 1,600 1,600 100.00 20,7 20.7
Nonwhite--ne=u= ameemmmcemmmrnccmacmemcesan————- 161,600 | 161,300 | 100.19 245,5 | 245.0
Under 15 years=w-rm-—ceamracaramcmcarmconccmmcaee= - 4,400 4,400 100.00 856,0 | 856,0
15-19 yearse—-coac—mccmcrmmm e eee 65,000 | 66,200 98.19 459.8 | 468.3
20-24 Jearsm-emcemmmcemcscccmeececmee— ;e ——————— 47,200 | 47,300 99,79 219.9 | 220.4
25-29 yearSem=memmcccemecmccnmmccmcnemm e e o ——— 22,900 22,100 103.62 160,.6 155.0
30-34 years-ec=cwn- e e et crmmm e e —c - 13,000 2,700 102.36 144,0 | 140.7
35-39 yearseerwe=-- B it D L B et 7,000 6,700 104.48 142,3 | 136.2
40 years and OVere=mm—-—mrmmcccmmccscamccmcceccen—- 2,100 1,900 110.53 138.4 | 125.2

lEstimate equals total of reported and inferred illegitimate births.
2Based on usual procedure for estimating U.S. totals.
3Index equals [(independent estimate) + (usual estimate)]x 100
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In addition, the illegitimacy ratios that would be obtained
for each method were computed for each geographic
division.

Table V presents the results of this computation
by geographic division and color, In general, agreement
was very close for white and nonwhite in the West North
Central, South Atlantic, and West South Central Divi-
sions. The differences between the two estimates were
especially large in the New England, Mountain, and
Pacific Divisions. Despite the considerable variation
in agreement among the geographic divisions, the over-
all U.S, totals for each method were remarkably simi-
lar. For all births the index of agreement was 98,73,
for white births it was 96,76, and for nonwhite births it
was 100.19. In other words, this procedure resulted in
a somewhat smaller estimate of total and white illegiti-

Table VII. Number of illegitimate live births

order according to two estimation

mate births and a slightly larger estimate of nonwhite
illegitimate births as compared with the usual method,

The evaluation procedure for the distributions by
age of mother and color and by live-birth order and
color was carried out in the same manner as above, In
both cases, however, the comparisons were made only
for the United States totals, omitting the analysis by
geographic division, The results of the evaluation pro-
cedure are presented in tables VI and VII, There was
substantial agreement between the two procedures by
age of mother.and color (table VI), Least consistent
were the estimates for births to all mothers 30-39
years of age, to white mothers 15-24 years of age, and
to nonwhite mothers 35 years and over,

The estimates for illegitimate births by live-birth
order and color compared in table VII ind\icate that

and illegitimacy ratios, by color and live-birth
procedures: United States, 1964

[Refers only to births occurring within the United States. Based on a 50-percent sample. Live-birth order refers to number of children born alive

to mother. Due to rounding estimates to the nearest h

undred, figures by color may not add to totals]

Estimate of -
illegitimate Illegitimacy
births Index of ratto
s agreement
Color and live-birth order p ofhtw03 -
Inde~ methods Inde~
Usual Usual
pendent pendent
methodl | method method | Method
Totaleerac e mm e a e mcccnc e caa 272,200 | 275,700 98.73 67.6 68.5
First birthe-aecececacmacacciaccemecccccmnccemnn 139,600 | 147,100 94,90 119.9 | 126.3
Second birtheeaceamecm oo amcacccaccccooe 47,200 47,200 100.00 49,0 49,0
Third birtheceacc oo mc i ceccciccmeaa 26,700 | 26,400 101.14 37.1 36.7
Fourth birtheseceeecme i cccecaes 18,400 17,600 104,55 39.2 37.5
Fifth birtheceececmammme oo 12,800 11,900 107.56 45,7 42.5
Sixth birth and overc-amceccramacacmicmeaccc o 27,100 | 24,800 109.27 64.0 58.6
Not statede-smccemrmmcmmmme i camca i rccccmcc e 300 500 60.00 36.8 61.3
Whiteme o ma e mn e e ccricmceccccc e 110,600 | 114,300 96.76 32.8 33.9
First birthececmcamamaamnccci i ccccnccaacaaae 70,500 76,000 92,76 70.3 75.8
Second birtheeeceeccamacccmmmncacaanacccicccccaaa. 16,200 16,100 100.62 19.4 19.3
Third birtheeccceaacam oo iaccceaccacccccccmae 8,600 8,300 103.61 13.8 13.4
Fourth birthesescaaecacccmcmcamamancaccccncacanan 5,800 5,600 103.57 14,7 14,2
Fifth birth-sceeacecccccaaacmcccicnccccccccncaa 4,000 3,300 121.21 17.9 14,7
Sixth birth and over-eeecemeamccecciacammmaccnccaas 5,200 4,600 113.04 18.4 16.2
Not statedecsccacmmmmcmaa i ccccmcnccccccmcacaaa 100 300 33.33 14.0 41.9
Nonwhitescoamaammmam e cmcccaccccacccccaa 161,600 | 161,300 100.19 245,5 | 245,0
First birtheceseccecamccccmacmmcmmccrceccccccmccae. 69,100 71,100 §7.19 427.4 | 439.8
Second birthe-eeeccmccaamoc e ccca e ccccaaaa 31,000 31,100 99,68 243,8 | 244.6
Third birthe-eccccmmaccmcmadccmccceeecccnccaas 18,100 ( 18,100 100.00 184.8 | 184.8
Fourth birtheeeeccaccamc e cccraccccccmccaman 12,600 | 12,000 105.00 169.9 | 161.8
Fifth birth-sccecccceomc oo a e caceccncannn 8,800 8,600 102,33 156.5 | 152.9
Sixth birth and overeeeae s ccccccmmacecc e 21,900 20,200 108.42 156.2 | 144.1
Not statedeemecemmccmcoarmormcmcmceme e ccaccccaan 200 200 100.00 200.0 | 200.0

lEstimate equals total of reported and inferred
?Based on usual procedure for estimating U.S. to
8Index equals {(independent estimate) - (usual es
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agreement between the two methods is greatest for the
second, third, and fourth order births. Agreement for
first order births is somewhat greater than for fifth
and ‘higher ordex births, The relationships are similar
within each color group.,

In general, the inferential method of estimating
total illegitimate births for the United States and the
distributions of these births by geographic division and
color, age of mother and color, and live-birth order
and color has yielded estimates that are remarkably
consistent with the results of theusual procedure,

There is one group of births for which legitimacy
status cannot be determined by either of the two methods
described above. This group consists of those births
which occur in reporting States to residents of non-
reporting States, In our usual procedure for tabulating
births by legitimacy status, the births are allocated
according to place of residence. Therefore if an ille-
gitimate birth occurs within a reporting Statetoa resi-
dent of a State which does not report legitimacy status,
the fact that the child is illegitimate isnot shown,

The independent procedure for estimating illegiti-
mate births is based on inferring the legitimacy status
of those births which occur in nonreporting States.
Therefore the legitimacy status of the birth occurring
in a reporting State to a resident of a nonreporting

State is still not indicated, A schematic presentation of
the above methods of determining legitimacy status is
shown below,

Residence
Oecurvence
Legitimacy
reporting Nonrzgggting
area

Not included
in either

Legitimacy re- i}lngéggigr system;
porting area tabulations amounts to

0.6 percent
of total

Nonreporting Included in inferential
area study

A tabulation of illegitimate births according to
place of residence shows the number of these births
occurring in reporting States to residents of every non-
reporting State, In 1964 there were 1,624 such births,
or 0.6 percent of the estimated number of illegitimate
births in the entire United States, (Unpublished data)
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APPENDIX Il

ESTIMATES OF BIRTHS BY COLOR FOR THE UNITED STATES IN 1962 AND 1963

The birth certificates used in New Jersey during mated, The estimates were made sothatthetime series
1962 and 1963 did not include 2 question on race, There- of the various illegitimacy measures would be continu-
fore the number of white and nonwhite illegitimate births ous for all years from 1940 to 1964,

occurring in New Jersey for these yearshadto be esti-

Table VIII. Estimated number of total births and illegitimate births, by color: New Jersey, 1962

and 1963
Total births Illegitimate births
Year
Total | White | yotre | Total| white | NO2-.
J T g 131,714 4 112,944} 18,770 5,790 (| 2,081 | 3,709
1963 mmem e e et e—a e 132,748 § 113,831 18,917 ) 6,540 2,351 | 4,189
Q00
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APPENDIX IV

ADJUSTMENT OF NUMBERS OF ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AND SOUTH DAKOTA

District of Columbia

In 1963 and 1964 the place of residence was in-
completely reported on a sizable number of District of
Columbia birth certificates of illegitimate children.
Because of a processing rule that arbitrarily identifies
the place of residence as the place of occurrence when
the item place of residence is not completed on the

Table IX. Original and revised

birth certificate, the number of white illegitimate births
classified as District of Columbia residents was over-
stated, In general, these births occurred to mothers
whose place of residence was given simply as Virginia
or Maryland, with no county or city specified.

During 1963 and 1964 the number of such births
was large enough to require a revision to prevent dis-
tortion of the figures., Since nonresident births do not

estimates of illegitimate births and illegitimacy ratios, by

color: District of Columbia, 1963 and 1964, and South Dakota, 1964

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of area. Based on a 50-percent sample.
Ratios per 1,000 total live births in specified group]

Original Revised
estimatesl estimates?
Year and color
Illegit- | Illegit- | Illegit- | Illegit-
imate imacy imate imacy
births ratio births ratio
1963 District of Columbia
Totalemmmmucamccccrumaccen e r e m e m e e et 4,832 238.7 4,566 225.5
Whiteemremececrecrccmcccncacccvncccne e e e e 678 118.6 412 72.1
Nonwhit@erewecmcmmaacmcccrmecccmm e e e e m e e e - 4,154 285.9 4,154 285.9
1964
Totaleewmaremcucmcc e rrcre e rmc e~ — e ——— 5,022 258.9 4,648 239,7
Whiteemamemcmrorarcrcncre e e m s n e ca e = 786 156.9 412 82,2
Nonwhit@ew-ewmemammeccrrenmecc e cccc e re e nmcccccr = 4,236 294.5 4,236 294.5
1964 South Dakota
Totalermercmemecececreccmcmcrcccrr e e m e ————— 128 8.2 796 51.0
Whitemmemenm—- L L T L L LELECE L L L L L 102 7.2 444 31.4
Nonwhiteesememomrecmmmccm e accem e e e c e e c o ————— 26 17.4 352 235.9
lyital Statistics of the United States, 1963, Vol. I, table 1-55. Vital Statistics of the

United States, 1964, Vol. I, table 1-56.
2Revised estimates are those shown in this report.
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comprise as large a proportion of the total in other
States as in Washington, D,C., any distortion that would
result from similar problems elsewhere is not as sub-
stantial,

The number of white illegitimate births to District
of Columbia residents was adjusted for 1963 and 1964
as follows: those births occurring in Washington, D,C,,
to Virginia and Maryland residents (municipality un-
specified) were subtracted from the number of white
illegitimate births originally allocated to the District
of Columbia, The figures for illegitimate births shown
in this report and summarized in table IX will there-
fore not agree with those published in Viial Statistics
of the United States for 1963 and 1964 since the adjust-
ments were not made in these volumes,

South Dakota

Most of the illegitimate births occurring in South
Dakota in 1963 and 1964 were classified as legitimate

during the routine processing due to an error in process-
ing instructions,

The processing problem arose becausea substitute
record which did not include the item on legitimacy
status was erroneously filed for a number of illegitimate
births. When these substitute records were processed,
the legitimacy status was coded as 'not reported,” and
then changed to "not stated" in editing. The "not stated"
births were subsequently added to legitimate births,
Therefore, the illegitimate births were understated in
Vital Statistics of the United States for 1963 and 1964,

For this report, however, it was possible to obtain
more accurate counts of the numbers of illegitimate
births occurring in 1964, It was assumed that those
records described above for which legitimacy status
had been coded as ''not reported" represented illegiti-
mate births, The figures published here for South
Dakota therefore differ from those shown in Vital Sta-
tistics of the United Stales, 1964,

(coNe]
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APPENDIX V

BIASES DUE TO INCOMPLETE REPORTING OF LEGITIMACY STATUS

BY STATE OF RESIDENCE

The accuracy of comparisons of the various meas-
ures of illegitimacy among States is affected by three
variables: (a) accuracy of the response; (b) complete-
ness with which the legitimacy item is answered on the
birth certificates; and (c) frequency with which women
leave their State of residence to have an illegitimate
child in a nonreporting State,

Because of the difficulty in answering the question
of accuracy and because of the confidentiality of this
item, few attempts have been made to evaluate the ac-
curacy of these statistics, In a study of adoptions con-
ducted by the State of Washington, 0 it was found that a
number of children reported as legitimate on the birth
certificate were reported illegitimate on adoption rec-
ords.

It seems likely that accuracy varies from State to
State, city to city, or from county to county, but no
empirical evidence is available to test this hypothesis.

Table X shows the incompleteness of legitimacy
reporting for each State, In very few areas is there a
substantial amount of incompleteness, In addition, such
a small proportion of births occur outside the mother's
State of residence that this is not an important factor,

A table similar to table X was last prepared in
1955, In this 10-year interval, there has been little
change in the quality of reporting as measured by the
percentage of births with legitimacy status not stated
or not reported, (Refer to table 10 in Illegitimate
Births: United States, 1938-1957' for the comparable
table,)
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Table X.

[Based on a 50-percent sample]

Live births, by legitimacy status and color: 35 reporting States, 1964

Legit-| Legit-

Total Legit- Illegit- | imacy imacy

Area and color live imate imate status status

births births births not not

stated | reported
Total, 35 States-—cmmemececcaconanacana- 2,685,136 {| 2,465,754 | 195,068 | 7,838 16,476
White--vececcmmccm e 2,221,112 ) 2,126,106 73,692 | 6,490 14,824
Nonwhite=meecemcocccccmncccmrcccacaea 464,024 339,648 | 121,376 | 1,348 1,652
Alabama~secmcmacmmca e 76,316 65,558 9,162 404 1,192
Whiteme oo m e e 48,516 46,542 950 134 890
Nonwhitesmeseaacmmc e e e 27,800 19,016 8,212 270 302
Alaskasmcmmemo oo n oo 7,274 6,828 420 6 20
Whiteeeemmo e cmcmcmce oo~ 4,956 4,816 116 4 20
NonwWhitesme o oao o eeee e e 2,318 2,012 304 2 -
Delaware~c-mcmccemmccem e emmme e e 11,444 9,904 1,194 38 308
Whitemm e m e e oo e e e eace e 9,084 8,484 316 20 264
Nonwhite==mescmmma e 2,360 1,420 878 18 4
District of Columbia---e--ce-ee-- S 19,39 13,638 4,648 48 1,060
e e el ToL TS C TR S S PSSR 5,010 3,820 412 16 762
MWhife e oo e e e e e e e o 14,384 9,818 4,236 32 298
Floridases-ocommmme e mcmemce oo 113,984 100,960 12,384 26 614
Whitemmm e s o e el 83,402 79,59% 3,346 18 444
NonWhitemmeorcmccomm e mmc e 30,582 21,366 9,038 8 170
Hawaiieeeccm e e e 17,368 16,196 1,138 2 32
Whitemmo oo e e 5,466 5,138 314 ~ 14
Nonwhitemmm o m o oo emeeea oo 11,902 11,058 824 2 18
Illinoigecemccmm e e 222,248 204,500 17,096 412 240
White=mcmmmccm e e 184,392 178,192 5,666 320 214
NonwWhite~meecmomar e e 37,856 26,308 11,430 92 26
Indianame-cacmmam e s 106,022 99,688 5,772 436 126
Whitemmmmm e m e ca e e reccemeeem 97,434 93,358 3,554 408 114
NonWhite—m e e e e e e e o e e 8,588 6,330 2,218 28 12
ToWa s m e m e el 55,442 52,758 1,862 124 698
W e o e e e e e e e 54,462 52,018 1,636 122 686
NonWhitemmamm e oo ecc o e el 980 740 226 2 12
Kansas—= = - e o e el 43,358 41,062 1,864 36 396
Whi e mm o o e e el 40,234 38,606 1,210 32 386
Nonwhitemammeme e oo e lo 3,124 2,456 654 4 10
L L e T — 67,958 63,652 4,140 102 64
W e e e e e e 62,214 59,694 2,370 94 56
Nonwhi e mm e e e o oo e e Lo 5,744 3,958 1,770 8 8

1Births occurring in nonreporting States to
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Table X, Live births, by legitimacy status and color: 35 reporting States, 1964~—Con.
[Based on a 50-percent sample]
Legit-| Legit-
Total Legit- Illegit~ | imacy imacy
Area and color live imate imate status status
births births births not not: .
stated | reported”
Louisianae=ecmmacceccnnea B - 86,142 76,468 9,524 16 134
Whitemrmmccemccmameccam e mcccameae e e L 51,888 50,682 1,094 8 104
Nonwhitesewmmmnecamceaccmmcacnaaa - ———— - 34,254 25,786 8,430 8 30
Maine e em e et —ae- - 21,264 19,086 876 780 522
Whitecommommmmmmccomecceamcaoan e -~ 20,982 18,832 856 774 520
Nonwhite~ceccmmcacercmmc e —————— - 282 254 20 6 2
Michigan--wencccmmmercnnac. —————— —————— - 175,506 164,582 9,800 910 214
Whitememeamae o ecamae ————— - 155,602 149,256 5,330 818 198
Nonwhitesm=cmmme oo e e 19,904 15,326 4,470 92 16
Minnesotacemmecm oo a e 76,864 73,124 3,570 56 114
R o 75,120 71,852 3,100 54 114
Nonwhiteememoccanmmmm e e 1,744 1,272 470 2 -
Mississipplee-cremcccmcmcccmccccmam e 56,654 47,734 8,690 170 60
Whitemee s o cr e e 25,966 25,378 494 40 54
Nonwhite=eremcammcmcc e e e - 30,688 22,356 8,196 130 6
MisSSOUTrimermccccnmcc e —— 88,606 81,136 6,430 540 500
Whitermeowaa e R, 75,596 72,300 2,306 508 482
Nonwhitesemecaoamcma e c e 13,010 8,836 4,124 32 18
Nevadame~—comcm e e 10,038 9,258 526 54 200
Whiteemcrma o e 8,778 8,236 302 46 194
Nonwhite-wememeeca meemer e e m e — e em———— 1,260 1,022 224 8 6
New Jerseyemccmmmcceremcccmcnrcnccmcrccnwn 132,072 122,550 7,096 114 2,312
White-cemeeeamcn —mmmmmceemeeemmem——————— ———— 111,814 106,650 2,850 98 2,216
Nonwhitessemamenmaaan T 20,258 15,900 4,246 16 96
North Carolingeceeweaccmcccmccamcancmanca 106,074 94,916 10,874 106 178
White-ecmcucmmccmcmncccncaccrmcccccccccccac - 72,768 70,566 1,988 56 158
Nonwhite-~wmcmmamcaccme e e 33,306 24,350 8,886 50 20
North Dakota@eeecememmecmmo o cmam e 14,470 13,872 506 10 82
Whitemee e e e e e e 13,792 13,288 418 4 82
Nonwhitemwemmmencma e mc e em 678 584 88 6 -
Ohio= e e 209,760 196,614 12,780 146 220
Whitemcmawma et L E T LT L P PRSP RP R 187,528 180,410 6,790 122 206
Nonwhitees-csamaanna- S e 22,232 16,204 5,990 24 14
Oregone=m~=- B Lt T L T R RSP 33,558 31,640 1,690 28 200
Whitecamcucanna e mmamncmcecsmasmcccme——— - 32,308 30,596 1,492 28 192
Nonwhiteewmemo oo mm e n e e 1,250 1,044 198 - 8
Pennsylvanig-eecemceammm e 218,742 203,950 12,966 216 1,610
Whiteeewrcemnmmncnmmrcmcac e 193,580 185,630 6,222 142 1, 586
Nonwhitemeccecmmmcmaurccenc e cca e 25,162 18,320 6,744 74 24

lgirths occurring in nonreporting States to residents

of reporting States.
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Table X. Live births, by legitimacy status and color: 35 reporting States, 1964~-Cor.
[Based on 2 50-percent sample]
Legit-| Legit-
Total Legit- Illegit~ | imacy imacy
Area and color live imate imate status status
births births births not not
stated | reported

Rhode Islandes-ec-erccccacrcccamarcncenan 18,028 16,628 640 64 696
Whitesmecme o e 17,294 16,038 498 64 694
Nonwhite-cememcemaca o e e 734 590 142 - 2
South Carolinar-=eeee—eccmccmmmmcaacamana 56,874 48,254 7,266 290 1,064
Whit@eememeccmcmcmcccccr e mcrcmccmr———- 33,262 31,524 808" 108 822
Nonwhites-memecoommccecm e e e 23,612 16,730 6,458 182 242
South Dakotlemesrecmccmcncamcaccncacncean 15,620 14,660 796 32 132
White-me—cemocacmccrrec e 14,128 13,554 444 22 108
Nonwhiteeemeracercmccmccm e ermca e rcccmaeaa 1,492 1,106 352 10 24
TeNNeSSeemmmcnrmmemrann e rn e ccca—e e~ 80,286 71,854 8,040 34 358
Whiteermramemccmerrocamecccrccecerenm e —————— 62,720 60,348 2,002 22 348
Nonwhite--ewmecemeeccas R bt 17,566 11,506 6,038 12 10
TeXASmmmmeu—n . vemctenmcac——,————— cem- 234,100 218,018 14,906 156 1,020
Whiteesawwa B L L Lt T L LS ———- 196,484 188,864 6,578 126 916
Nonwhite=-eeccomcr—caan T ——m———— -— 37,616 29,154 8,328 30 104
Utdh-weemceecreacacrecerenaenan R 23,924 22,672 460 594 198
Whitemmecm-emccmacccam= cemmm—ve——— —m——— vem= 23,324 22,176 436 568 144
Nonwhiteeememaa Cmemmem- mm—mmccmmm—- R 600 496 24 26 54
Virginide--ee-cecemceemmccam e -———- 96,906 87,204 8,684 94 924
Whitem o e mee 73,130 69,744 2,466 44 876
Nonwhiteseeo oo oo e e e e 23,776 17,460 6,218 50 48
Washington-=-cmemmecnmm e 57,132 53,648 2,906 270 308
i T 53,702 50,708 2,444 248 302
Nomwhitem oo o e e e e 3,430 2,940 462 22 6
West Virginiaw-c-e-coo--- et E L L 35,658 32,708 2,486 68 396
e 34,080 31,656 1,980 56 388
L e e L 1,578 1,052 506 12 8
Wisconsifmmeorom oo a oo meeeeee - 88,814 83,682 3,606 | 1,440 86
ettt R e LRI E L S L B L L L PRt e 85,188 81,066 2,686 | 1,352 84
NOTWh E@mm m e o e e e e e e 3,626 2,616 920 788 2
Wyoming=-=vcscmmcmcm oo ee - 7,236 6,752 270 16 198

White—ecucoumana mmmmmem—emam—ee em—meemmaaan 6,908 6,490 2
Nonwhite-commm e cce e cmea >328 ’962 ]s'g 112" lgg

IBirths occurring in nonreporting States to residents

of reporting States,
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APPENDIX VI

RANKING OF REPORTING STATES ACCORDING TO ILLEGITIMACY RATES AND ILLEGITIMACY

Table XI.

RATIOS, 1960

State ranking high to low for illegitimacy rates, by color: 29 reporting States, 1960

[By place of residence. Refers only to illegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Based or & 50-percent sample. Rates per 1,000 un-
marmied women aged 15-44 yearsin specified group enumerated as of April 1, 1960, Data are not shown for six reporting States—Maine, Nevada, North Dakota, Rhode
Island, Utah, and Wyoming. The number of unmarried women by color are not available for these States. Therefore illegitimacy rates by color could not be comput,ed]

! Total White Nonwhite
05'321;1 State Rate 05’3211‘_1 State Rate 05‘321; State Rate
1 Mississippieceeeceuns | 64,3 1 Hawaii-eeme-mmemnaccaaa 21,5 1 Delaware~sssemmnewa= -= 179.2
2 District of Columbia- | 60.0 2 West Virginia-w--ve-wa 16.4 2 Florida=esee=cenmcenn 150.8
3 South Carolinaes====w= 48,1 3 Delawaremeveemccncamms 14.3 3 MiSSOUrieeecmmrmmaen 136.1
4 Alabamae=eccemmenmnne 4t 4 4 Kentuckyeecmncecmmmmaan 13.0 4 Illinoisececcccnnnaan 132.8
5 Floridawm=e==cnc=mnaa 43,8 5 Alaskaeecccnmnnnnenans 12.3 5 Tennesseemce~cmecanas 128.0
6 Alaskaemeemnonmeonaana 43.4 6 Floridaeececccmannnaas 12,0 6 South Dakot@em=m=w===| 1247
7 Louisian@eweceacceaan | 43,1 7 Indiana-=-===smecancaa 11.9 7 Mississippi==s=-=cac- 123.2
8 Delawarem=-e==au- -===]43.0 8.5 | TeXxasecwmmmmm= wmm——— --=111l.5 8 Minnesotaeem=-=== ww==|117.8
9 North Carolina=-==--- 35.5 8.5 | Oregone=-e=mmamm== ~e==]11.5 9 District of Columbia- | 116.7
10 Tennessee---ce=-w=wa-| 33,1 10.5 | Washingtoneessavssaces 11.1 10 Kentuckye-esmeo-omoen 106.2
11 Virginigeeee-c-a= wwaw | 32,9 10.5 | Mimmesotam===sme=naa-==}11.1 11 Alabama-ccecmmnnacoox 104.0
12 TeXasmmmmennnn m————— 25.0 12 Virginig-se=mwemccaaaa 10.6 12 Wisconsinweew--socwn= -1103,1
13 I1linoig=--==s=mcccaaa 24,9 13 Ohio====m=ccccmcccaaax 10.5 13 South Caroling-==-=---- 99.5
14 Missouri-mec-maneannan| 24,2 14 Tennessee=r-murennnuns 10.1 14 Virginias-essecccccnn 97.2
15 Hawaiieeecuccauna ——--]22.3 15 Michigan---=c-cmccacax 9.7 15 Indiana~==-- m——meeeee 96,2
16 Kentuckyee==e==e= ~—e=]21.3 16 District of Columbia--| 9.6 16 Louisiana-essc-scses - | 96.0
17 West Virginideeece-aoa 20.2 17.5 North Carolingae=eee=w- 9.1 17 Alaskaee=ccecmmanccas 94.9
18 Ohiomeeencuaa mm———— - | 18.6 17.5 | Iowa=ecmemmccccmccaccnan 9.1 18 Texaseeec-ve= ———meae 94.8
19 Indiangeceaceeucaaa wee | 18,4 i9 Missourism-wecccecacan 8.8 19 North Carolinge-ecee= 89.4
20 Michigane--eea=- mmmee | 16,7 20 Louisiangee=eecmmmanaa 8.7 20 Ohigewwemcncmancanaun 88.8
21 South Dakotae=e== == 16.2 21.5 | Illinois~-ewu-- memceea-| 8.6 21 Kansas-=-~s-wcemcoceon 83.6
22 Pennsylvaniaeeeeeccaaa 14.3 21.5 | Wisconsine--wececccmces 8.6 22 New Jersey=mee=cenman= 81.3
23 New Jerseyeececacauw --| 13,7 23 KansiSmmeecmnreacncmcn 8.4 23 West Virginaw=-w-=-- -- 79.1
24 Oregoneeem=e cmmmmmen- 13.1 24 South Carolinaweme====- 8.3 24 Pennsylvania-eececeee 79.0
25.5| Washingtonee—-e==m==- 13.0 25 South Dakota--sceeeee- 8.2 25 IoWawsr~emcnmmmmnan === 77.0
25.5| Kansas-w-emeneencana=| 13,0 26 Pennsylvaniaececaceeaean 7.7 26 Oregons-s=ceevcmvccncn 72.8
27 Minnesot@eewsucanan --112,7 27 Alabamaeemencmccccecaa 6,7 27 Michigane-c-cceewccan 72,5
28 Wiscongineeeemeomaacas 11.3 28 Mississippicececmeenns 6.0 28 Washington----=---c-- 62.4
29 Iowamanaas [ -] 10.1 29 New Jerseymmmm-ccanan -| 5.3 29 Hawaiiseccmcoomecnnan 22,6

iyhere States were tied at a
Kansas were ranked at 25.5 for the total rate.

rank, the average of the ranks was used for each tied State; e.g., Washington and
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Table XII.

State ranking high to low for illegitimacy ratios,by color: 29 reporting States, 1960

[By placeof residence. Refers only toillegitimate births occurring within the reporting area to residents of the area. Based on a 50-percent sample. Ratios per1,000 total
live births in specified group. Data are not shown for six reporting States—Maine, Nevada, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Utsh, and Wyoming. The number of unmatried
women by color are not available for these States. Therefore illegitimacy rates by color could not be computed ]

Total White Nonwhite

05‘321; State Ratio 05321;1 State Ratio 05321;’ State Ratio
1 District of Columbia- | 204.9 L District of Columbia-| 55.8 1 Delaware 347.7
2 Mississippl-~emmea=man 138.9 2 West Virginiae==e--e 47.6 2 Tennesseeen=mmnmnam=u 295.9
3 South Carolinaeewwwe- 120.8 3 Hawaii--ecvaccomaa-ua 37.6 3 West Virginia-=-wee~s 292.1
4 Alabam@e-emeceeaanaaa 107.8 4 Kentucky==eeemmareeas 30.6 4 Missourieseescscamca~ 285.4
5 Floridaeeeenceaacn see | 94,9 5 Delaware~e-m-—cocmaca 29,9 5 Florida-r-wecec--ucnaw 277.1
6 North Carolinaee~wceaa 90.3 6.5 | Tennesseemwem=ecmmmmca 27.4 6 District of Columbia- | 272.4
7 Louisianam=e=emmenanx 90.1 6.5 | Florida~eeeecvecamacs 27.4 7 Alabama~-=cwcocmmmcnno 263.6
8 Delaware-c-mcemcenans 88.4 8 Oregon--~ve-cemn-recmeax 27.2 8 I1linois-swccacanunex 261.6
9 Tennesseemmmeancnmanax 86.9 9 Indianaee~woomecanoae 26.3 9 Kentucky~---comeaanea 258.6
10 Virginiaeeeeeeecoceax 79.1 10 Virginigee-cemnecevan 25.3 10 South Carolina----~-- 258.4
i1 Il1linois-womvoanaaacs 59.7 || 11 Minnesota-rerreacave-o 24,9 11 Mississippi-=c=nv--u- 244.3
12 West Virginia-ee-e-ex 59.4 || 12.5 | Washington~--~eeeenac 24.7 12 Virginiae-«evcrmaecan 241,0
13 Missourime-ewecccacaax 57.5|| 12.5 | Ohioe-ecrmncumccnccnn 24.7 13 North Carolina------- 238.1
14 Hawaiieeacomcoreanaas 52.4 || 14 TeXaSemwrmum—mmecm——— 23.3 14 South Dakota 216.1
15 TeXasSmmemcmmcmmcanaan 51.5 15 Pennsylvanigew-c-rew- 22.9 15 Texase~=emmemcocccmnn 213,5
16 Kentuckyweeececncnanax 50.4 | 16 North Carolina------= 22,5 16 Minnesotae-~e=wcmacan 212.7
17 Alaskaeme-ccacaccacen 47.9 | 17 Michiganeeeeceecumccn 21.7 17 Ohio~=s-ccccmmccmaaan 206.3
18 Ohigemmcomcmemeacanns 43,7 18 MisSsS0Uri-emraccecanan 21.3 18 Louisiana--w-~ccccaan 204.4
19 Pennsylvania-eceaceu-- 41.8 19 Il1linois--ca-cmacmaa" 21.2 19 Pennsylvania 202.7
20 Indianaeeeremecananas 40.3 ] 20 South Carolina--ce-w- 20.4 20 Indianaeecememmmcacne 194.5
21 Michiganeeeeeecaccmna-n 37.5 | 21 IoWR==memmcrcaca e 20.2 21 New Jerseyseecw-cceaun 177.5
22 New Jerseyme-eommanuse 36,1 22 Wisconsine-cecaacac-- 19.4 22 Michigan 165.3
23 South Dakota-ec-ee-ee- 31.3 | 23 Louis nacecemcmccana 17.9 23 Wisconsin-e-mevceccu- 163.7
24 Oregonmmeeceaccamncnn 30.8 | 24 Kansaser-e—ce-m—ncaen 17.3 24 IoWa~emmerecmememcnae 161.0
25 Washingtone-veeeaaaac 28.6 | 25 South Dakotaeee=we=we 16.1 25 Kansas=ve-=memmecasans 152.2
26 Minnesota--=me==a=ca-x 28.4 | 26 Alabama--ec-accrenema 15.8 26 Oregons~semmanocnmmac 131.7
27 Kansase-mevevecemacaas 26.4 || 27 New Jerseye-vme-wcewan 14.4 27 Alaskae-vm-memccaceonn 126.3
28 Wisconsine~eocoamacon 25,2 || 28 Mississippis=-rre~eu- 14.2 28 Washingtone-seeceeceae 96.4
29 JoWAemmmrmccrc e n——— 22,4 29 Alaskamerecreamnucnan 12.3 29 Hawaij-seemmvocoumenn 59.0

Florida were ranked at 6.5 for the white ratio.
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Series 1.

Series 2,

Series 3.

Series 4,

Series 10,

Sevies 11,

Series 12,

Sevies 13,

Sevies 14,

Series 20,

Series 21,

t
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53
o

Serie

VITAL AND HEALTH STATISTICS PUBLICATION SERIES

Originally Public Health Service Publication No. 1000

Programs and collection procedures.—Reports which describe the general programs of the National
Center for Health Statistics and its offices anddivisions, data collection methods used, definitions,
and other material necessary for understanding the data,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data on health vesources: manpowey and facilities.—Statistics on the numbears, geographic distei=
bution, and characteristics of health rezources including physicians, dentists, nurses, other health
occupations, hospitals, nursing homes, and outpatient facilities.

Data on mortality,~Varilous statistics on mortality other than as included in regular annual or
monthly reports—special analyses by cause of death, age, and other demogzraphic variables, also
seographic and time series analyses.

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

Data from the National MNaiality and Movinlity Surveys,— Statistics on characteristics of births
and deaths not available from the vital records, based on sample surveys stemming from these
records, including such topics as mortality by socioeconomic class, hospital experience in the
last year of life, medical care during pregnancy, health insurance coverage, etc.

For a list of titles of reports published in these series, write to; Office of Information

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