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Currently, clinicians can search systematic reviews
within the Cochrane Library, where they can find the
Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews and DARE.
If they cannot find a pertinent review, or their interest
is other than prevention and treatment, or if they want
to conduct a comprehensive search, they can use the
strategies presented here to identify systematic reviews
in Medline. Quick searches or searching for systematic
reviews in topic areas where many are available may be
optimal with a high precision strategy or with the strat-
egy that balanced sensitivity and precision. On the
other hand, guideline developers and researchers may
want to use a highly sensitive strategy. For all, our strat-
egies are most useful when they are preprogrammed
into search interfaces, such as the Clinical Queries in
PubMed, ready to be combined with topic specific
terms.
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Rise in “no indicated risk” primary caesareans in the
United States, 1991-2001: cross sectional analysis

Eugene Declercq, Fay Menacker, Marian MacDorman

This paper analyses US national birth certificate data
on approximately 4 million births annually to create a
new category—mothers at “no indicated risk”—and
then examines the growth of primary caesareans in
these women from 1991 to 2001. No indicated risk
denotes mothers with singleton, full term (= 37 weeks),
vertex presentation births who were not reported to
have any medical risk factors and for whom no
complications of labour or delivery were listed on the
birth certificate. (See bmj.com for definitions.)

Methods and results

The proportion of mothers at no indicated risk
decreased from 46% of all births in 1991 to 42% in
1998 but has since levelled off (table). However, the
primary caesarean rate for this exceptionally low risk
group rose 67% between 1991 (3.3%) and 2001 (5.5%),
with a gradual increase from 1991 to 1996 and a rapid
one thereafter.

What is already known on this topic

The overall and primary caesarean rate is growing
rapidly in the United States and worldwide, and
the likelihood of a caesarean is strongly related to
age of the mother and parity

What this study adds

A new category for analysis has been created—the
“no indicated risk” caesarean

The proportion of no indicated risk primary
caesareans is growing rapidly in the United States,
adding to the overall rise in the primary caesarean
rate
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Older, primiparous mothers were much more
likely to have a no indicated risk primary caesarean;
almost one fifth (19.5%) of primiparous mothers aged
over 34 had such a delivery in 2001. More than 5% of
multiparous mothers over 34 who had had previous
vaginal births also had a no indicated risk primary cae-
sarean in 2001. Among mothers under 30 with no
indicated risk, the primary caesarean rate grew by
more than half (58%) between 1991 and 2001 to 4.9%.

The raw numbers of births also illustrates this
trend. In 2001, 80028 no indicated risk primary
caesareans took place in the United States, an increase
of 25 162 since 1996. This represented 25.8% of the
total increase (97 659) in primary caesareans between
1996 and 2001.

We used multivariate logistic regression analysis
(SAS version 8) to examine changes in primary caesar-
ean rates after controlling for parity; maternal
ethnicity, age, and education; birth weight; and data
year (1991, 1996, or 2001) (see table on bmj.com). We
ran models for all mothers, including parity as a
variable, and for first time mothers only. Age was a
major factor, particularly among first time mothers.
For primiparous mothers aged over 40, the odds of
having a caesarean were 5.4 times that for mothers
aged 20-24. In the multivariate analysis, the overall
increase between 1991 and 1996 disappeared, but the
odds of having a no indicated risk primary caesarean
in 2001 were almost 50% higher than the odds for
comparable mothers in 1996.

l+ Definitions and an extra table are on bmj.com

This article was posted on bmj.com on 19 November 2004: hitp.//bmj.
com/cgi/doi/10.1136/bmj.38279.705336.0B

Maternal and Child
Health Department,
Boston University
School of Public
Health, 715 Albany
Street, Boston, MA
02118-2526, USA
Eugene Declercq
professor, maternal
and child health

Division of Vital
Statistics, National
Center for Health
Statistics,
Hyattsville, MD
20782, USA

Fay Menacker
statistician

Marian
MacDorman
statistician

Correspondence to:
E Declercq
declercq@bu.edu

BM]J 2005;330:71-2

71


http://bmj.com

Downloaded from bmj.com on 8 June 2005

Papers
Percentage of all live births to women with no indicated risk factors* and associated rate of primary caesarean delivery,t United
States, 1991-2001, and percentage change 1991-2001
Age (years) and Percentage change
parity 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 hetween 1991 and 2001
All ages and parities 46.3 455 45.2 44.6 44.4 435 42.6 421 421 41.9 1.8 -10
Primary caesarean rates: all parities
All ages 33 3.3 34 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.9 41 44 49 55 67
<20 3.0 341 34 3.2 33 33 35 3.7 4.0 45 5.1 70
20-24 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.1 32 3.4 34 3.8 42 47 57
25-29 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 35 3.7 39 42 4.8 5.1 55
30-34 3.5 3.4 35 3.6 3.8 3.9 42 4.4 4.8 5.3 5.9 69
35-39 43 45 46 46 48 49 53 5.6 59 6.6 74 72
>40% 6.1 6.2 6.5 6.8 7.0 6.8 74 79 8.2 9.7 10.2 67
Primiparous women
All ages 5.6 5.7 5.6 5.7 5.8 6.1 6.3 6.7 71 8.0 8.9 59
<20 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.0 43 46 5.2 5.9 64
20-24 49 5.0 49 4.9 5.0 5.3 55 5.6 6.1 6.8 7.7 57
25-29 6.3 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.7 6.8 7.4 7.7 8.9 9.6 52
30-34 8.6 8.2 8.2 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.3 9.6 104 11.2 12.3 43
35-39 124 134 132 131 134 134 135 146 15.6 16.8 185 49
>40% 18.2 17.6 195 18.3 19.7 18.2 19.7 2141 21.9 251 25.7 4
Multiparous women
All ages 2.1 241 241 241 22 23 25 2.6 2.8 3.2 35 67
<20 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 19 1.9 19 2.1 2.3 25 2.8 65
20-24 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.9 2.0 22 2.4 2.7 59
25-29 19 2.0 19 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.6 29 3.0 58
30-34 2.3 22 2.3 22 24 25 2.6 2.8 34 34 3.8 65
35-39 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.3 3.6 3.8 39 45 5.1 70
>40% 45 4.7 4.6 51 4.9 5.0 54 57 59 7.0 75 67
Source: Natality Data Sets, 1991-2001. National Center for Health Statistics.
*Proportion of women with full term, vertex, singletons with birth weight <4000 g with no reported medical risk factors or complications of labour and delivery.
tNumber of primary caesareans per 100 live births to women who have not had a previous caesarean.
$Beginning in 1997, data are for women aged 40-54 years.
Comment Competing interests: None declared.
. Lo . . Ethical approval: Not needed; the research used de-identified
The proportion of no indicated risk primary caesareans secondary national data.
1 growmg rapldly in the United States, addlng _tO ,the 1 Parrish KM, Holt VL, Connell FA, Williams B, LoGerfo JP. Variations in
overall rise in prunary caesareans. The major limitation the accuracy of obstetric procedures and diagnoses on birth records in
of this study is the quallty of reporting of items on the Washington State, 1989. Am ] Epidemiol 1993;138:119-27.
. . 1 2 OBoyle AL, Davis GD, Calhoun BC. Informed consent and birth:
US birth certificate. HOWGVCF, we would CXPeCt that protecting the pelvic floor and ourselves. Am | Obstet Gynecol 2002;
“defensive medicine” would encourage the reporting 187:981-3. )
. . . . 3 Bewley S, Cockburn J. The unfacts of ‘request’ caesarean section. BJOG
of a risk factor associated with the resulting caesarean. 92002:109:597-605.
Also, in the trend ana]ysis there is no inherent reason 4 Zinberg S. Vaginal delivery after previous caesarean delivery: a continu-
. . ing controversy. Clin Obstet Gynecol 2001;44:561-70.
to expect a bias that would cause a shift in the measure- (ecepted 7 Sepromber 2004)
ment of these variables at different time periods. It would . o
. . c . . doi 10.1136,/bmj.38279.705336.0B
also be inappropriate to equate no indicated risk caesar- ;
eans with “patient choice” caesareans, as birth certificate
data provide no record of the mother’s intent.
Although some recent editorials have suggested Endplece
that vaginal births carry risks comparable to caesarean he di f the indi
births,® health problems associated with caesareans The distresses of the indigent
have been amply documented.” All of these risks may When I consider the distresses of the indigent, T
be easily outweighed by the potential benefits to a rather admire that the instances of their
mother or infant with a condition that could have been misconduct should be S10) MEMES when they .behold
avoided by a timely caesarean, but what if the caesarean the afﬂuence’ ease, and indulgence of thf,’lr
. L . superiors, when, in spite of their utmost industry,
was done without a medical indication? In the case of . o
. sk Dri icularly f they can with difficulty support their families, and
no indicated risk primary caesareans, partlFu arly for when sickness and disappointments supervene, it is
younger mothers who plan to have more children and not to be wondered at, if some expressions of
may be denied a vaginal birth after a caesarean,' addi- discontent should break forth among them.
tional re.sea'rch is n?eded. to elucidate wheth.er the risks Lettsom JC.
of a no indicated risk primary caesarean will be offset The improvement of medicine in London
by associated benefits. on the basis of public good. 2nd ed.
London: T Phillips, 1775:22
Contributors: ED conceived of the new measure, planned the .
study, and wrote the first draft. All authors were involved in ana- Jeremy Hugh Baron, honorary professorial
lysing the data and contributed to subsequent drafts and lecturer, Mount Sinai School of Medicine,
approved the final version of the paper. All are guarantors. New York
Funding: None.
72 BM] VOLUME 330 8 JANUARY 2005 bmj.com


http://bmj.com

