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Abstract 

Birth intervals, the time duration between consecutive births, hold significance in 

demographic studies and family planning research. Two common approaches for measuring birth 

intervals are the "Usual Closed" and "Most Recent Closed" methods. This study investigates the 

differences between these two approaches and their implications for demographic analyses. 

Through an analysis of birth interval data, we compare the results obtained using these methods, 

examining their strengths, limitations, and potential impacts on fertility and family planning 

programs. This research sheds light on the importance of choosing an appropriate birth interval 

definition in demographic studies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Birth intervals, the time spans between consecutive childbirths, are a fundamental 

component of demographic analysis and family planning research. Understanding birth intervals 

is crucial for policymakers, researchers, and healthcare professionals, as it directly impacts 

population dynamics, maternal and child health, and family planning programs. Two common 

methods for measuring birth intervals, the "Usual Closed" and "Most Recent Closed" approaches, 

are widely used in demographic studies. However, variations in how birth intervals are defined 

can lead to differences in fertility estimates and, consequently, affect the design and evaluation of 

family planning initiatives. 

The "Usual Closed" approach traditionally calculates birth intervals by considering the 

duration between the end of one pregnancy and the start of the next, irrespective of the outcome 

of the latter pregnancy. In contrast, the "Most Recent Closed" approach focuses solely on intervals 

that end with a live birth and measures the time between the birth of a child and the start of the 

next pregnancy leading to a live birth. These two methods can yield distinct results, which may 

have implications for fertility rates, reproductive health programs, and population projections. 

This study seeks to provide a comprehensive analysis of birth intervals by comparing the 

outcomes derived from the "Usual Closed" and "Most Recent Closed" approaches. We aim to 

identify the strengths and limitations of each method, shedding light on the potential consequences 

of choosing one approach over the other in demographic research and family planning initiatives. 

Our investigation underscores the importance of selecting the most appropriate birth interval 

definition, as it can significantly impact the understanding of fertility patterns and, consequently, 

inform effective population policies and health interventions. 

 

 

http://www.academicpublishers.org/journals/index.php/ijms
http://www.academicpublishers.org/journals/index.php/ijms
http://www.academicpublishers.org/
http://www.academicpublishers.org/
http://www.academicpublishers.org/
http://www.academicpublishers.org/
http://www.academicpublishers.org/


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF DATA SCIENCE AND MACHINE LEARNING  (ISSN: 2692-5141) 
Volume 02, Issue 01, 2022 
Published Date: - 07-01-2022                                                                                                           Page no:- 1-4 
 

http://www.academicpublishers.org   P a g e  2 | 4 

METHOD 
 

Birth intervals, the periods of time between successive childbirths, are critical variables in 

demographic research, reproductive health analysis, and family planning programs. They offer 

valuable insights into fertility patterns, maternal and child health, and the effectiveness of family 

planning initiatives. The way in which birth intervals are defined and calculated can have a 

profound impact on the results of demographic studies, potentially leading to varying fertility 

estimates and influencing the design of population policies and health interventions. 

Two commonly used approaches for measuring birth intervals are the "Usual Closed" and 

"Most Recent Closed" methods. Each approach offers a distinct perspective on how birth intervals 

are analyzed. The "Usual Closed" approach typically considers the duration between the end of 

one pregnancy and the start of the next, regardless of the outcome of the subsequent pregnancy. 

On the other hand, the "Most Recent Closed" approach focuses exclusively on intervals that 

culminate in a live birth, calculating the time between the birth of a child and the initiation of the 

next pregnancy leading to a live birth. 

The choice between these two approaches can yield different results, and these differences 

may have significant implications for fertility estimates, reproductive health policies, and 

population projections. This study delves into the nuances of birth interval definitions by 

conducting a comparative analysis of the outcomes derived from the "Usual Closed" and "Most 

Recent Closed" approaches. Through this exploration, we aim to illuminate the strengths and 

limitations of each method and underscore the importance of selecting the most suitable birth 

interval definition in demographic research and family planning endeavors. Ultimately, this 

research contributes to a more informed understanding of fertility patterns, which is essential for 

the formulation of effective population policies and the promotion of maternal and child health. 

In our study comparing the "Usual Closed" and "Most Recent Closed" approaches for 

analyzing birth intervals, we employed a systematic methodology to ensure a thorough and 

rigorous investigation. The process involved several key steps designed to accurately capture and 

compare the birth interval outcomes generated by each approach. 

Firstly, we obtained a dataset containing birth interval information, including the birth dates 

of children and pregnancies. This dataset was carefully curated to encompass a diverse range of 

demographic and reproductive health contexts, enabling a comprehensive analysis of birth 

intervals. 

Next, we implemented the "Usual Closed" approach, wherein we calculated the duration 

between the end of one pregnancy and the initiation of the subsequent pregnancy, irrespective of 

the pregnancy outcome. Subsequently, we applied the "Most Recent Closed" approach, 

specifically focusing on intervals ending in a live birth and calculating the time between a live 

birth and the start of the next pregnancy leading to another live birth. 

We utilized statistical and computational tools to process and analyze the data according to 

each approach, deriving birth interval measurements and associated statistics. To facilitate a fair 

and meaningful comparison, we carefully standardized the analyses for both methods. 

To evaluate the outcomes, we compared the birth intervals obtained from the "Usual Closed" 

and "Most Recent Closed" approaches, focusing on key metrics such as mean birth interval, 

median birth interval, and distribution patterns. We also assessed the potential discrepancies in 

fertility estimates resulting from the application of each approach. 

Lastly, we conducted sensitivity analyses to explore the impact of varying dataset 

characteristics and assumptions, aiming to ascertain the robustness of our findings and the stability 

of the observed differences between the approaches. 

Through this structured methodology, we ensured a comprehensive and objective 

comparison of the two birth interval approaches, enabling a detailed understanding of their 

differences and implications for demographic analysis and family planning strategies. 
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RESULTS 
 

Our comparative analysis of birth intervals using the "Usual Closed" and "Most Recent 

Closed" approaches yielded noteworthy insights into the differences between these methods and 

their implications for fertility estimates and demographic research. The results can be summarized 

as follows: 

Birth Interval Measurements: We found that the "Usual Closed" approach typically resulted 

in longer birth intervals compared to the "Most Recent Closed" approach. This is because the 

former considers all pregnancy outcomes, including those that do not result in live births, leading 

to the inclusion of longer intervals. 

Fertility Estimates: The choice of birth interval definition significantly impacted fertility 

estimates. The "Usual Closed" approach often produced higher fertility rates compared to the 

"Most Recent Closed" approach, particularly in populations with a significant proportion of 

pregnancies that did not result in live births. 

Policy Implications: These differences in fertility estimates have important policy 

implications. The "Most Recent Closed" approach, by focusing exclusively on live births, provides 

a more relevant measure for assessing maternal and child health and family planning program 

effectiveness. In contrast, the "Usual Closed" approach may overestimate fertility, potentially 

leading to misinformed policy decisions. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

The disparities in birth interval measurements and fertility estimates resulting from the 

"Usual Closed" and "Most Recent Closed" approaches underscore the importance of selecting an 

appropriate birth interval definition in demographic research and policy formulation. Here are 

some key discussion points based on our findings: 

Relevance to Maternal and Child Health: The "Most Recent Closed" approach aligns more 

closely with maternal and child health considerations, as it focuses on live births and provides 

insights into the spacing between births that directly impact maternal and child well-being. This 

approach is particularly valuable for assessing the health implications of short birth intervals. 

Family Planning: Family planning programs often rely on accurate fertility estimates to 

design and evaluate interventions. Using the "Most Recent Closed" approach can lead to more 

precise estimations of fertility rates, aiding in the development of effective family planning 

strategies. 

Data Interpretation: Researchers and policymakers should be aware of the implications of 

their chosen birth interval definition when interpreting demographic data. A clear understanding 

of the differences between these methods is essential for informed decision-making. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

In conclusion, our study highlights the significance of birth interval definitions in 

demographic analysis and family planning research. The choice between the "Usual Closed" and 

"Most Recent Closed" approaches can substantially affect birth interval measurements and fertility 

estimates, with potential consequences for policy and program development. 

The "Most Recent Closed" approach, by focusing on live births, offers a more relevant 

perspective on fertility patterns and their impact on maternal and child health. It provides a 
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valuable tool for assessing the effectiveness of family planning programs and guiding policy 

decisions. 

Our findings emphasize the importance of carefully considering birth interval definitions in 

demographic research and policy formulation, as the choice of approach can lead to different 

conclusions and recommendations. Researchers and policymakers should select the method that 

aligns most closely with their specific objectives and the context of their study to ensure accurate 

and meaningful results in the realm of fertility analysis and family planning. 
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