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1 Introduction 

The Colombia National Fertility Su:vey (ENFC) was con-ducted in 1976 by the Regional Population Center Corpor-ation (CCRP) and 'he National Administrative StatisticsDepartment (DANE) in cooperation with the WorldFertility Survey. The primary goal of the survey has been toestimate levels and trends of fertility in Colombia, in parti-cular to investigate the rapid decline in fertility over thepast decade. The Colombia National Fertility Survey is onlythe second national survey in Colom',ia which designedwasto collect fertility information. Its predecessor,National Fertility Survey (ENF, the
1969), provided fertilityestimates for the period 1960-1968 and indicated a rapiddecline in Colombian fertility beginning around 1964.The Colombia National Fertility Survey consist, of both aHousehold Survey and a detailed Individual Survey. TheHousehold Survey was based on a stratified cluster sampleof 10,000 households (not self-weighted) from which 9,793completed interviews were obtained. The ousehold Surveycollected information on age and marital status of allmembers of the household, as well as data on the numberof children ever born theand date of the last live birth.Detailed individual interviews were obtained from a self.weighted sample of 5,378 women from the householdsbetween the ages of 15 and 49. Unlike many of the otherWorld l-ertility Surveys, single as well as 'vcr-marriedwomicn were interviewed i: th, Individual Survey. fheindividual interviews obtained a complete marriage andfertility iistory consisting of inforniati.n on( date of onset(and date of dissolution, if"applicable) of each marriage,type of marriage (consensual or legal), and date of' birth(and age at death wltere applicable) of each child, inaddition to detailed information on family planning prac-tices. These data, if accurate, would make it possible toobtain estimates of the level and trends of age at marriage,age specific fertility, and infant and chid mortality for

both the recent past arid periods dating as far back as 
twenty or twenty-five years. 

The purpose of this analysis is twofold: to examine theaccuracy of individual responses in the ENFC in order todetermine the extent of response error and its effect ondemographic estimation; and, to examine trends in age atmarriage by period and cohort, variations in age at marriageby region and education level, and contributions of achanging age at marriage to the 
The 

rapid decline in fertility.data quality analysis is based largely upon checks ofthe consistency of responses between the Household Surveyand the Individual Survey and, wherever possible, validationof the data in the ENFC by a comparison with data fromthe 1951, 1964, and 1973 Censuses and the 1969 ENF. Thedata quality analysis focuses on reports of age, maritalstatus, and date of first marriage. An evaluation of data inthe birth histories has becn presented in detail elsewhere(Hobcraft, 1980; Florez and .,oldmin, 1979) and will notbe discussed here. The analysis of trends in nuptiality isbased upon reported dates of marriage (onset and dissolu­tion) in the detailed marriage history.
The analysis of the data qualily points to large inconsisten­cics in reports of marital status between thc HouseholdSurvey and the Individual Survey. These differences appearto be the result of more accurate reporting in the individualinterviews. The analysis alse suggests that data collected inthe marriage histories of the EINFC are more accurate thandata from the censuses. The data from the nuptialityhistories indicate little change in age at marriage by cohortor by period for most of the past 25 or 30 years. IHowever,there ae some indications that an increase in age at firstmarriage has begun during recent years. In cortrast, tiledata reveal a substantial decline in overall fertility and inmarital fertility over the past fifteen years. A large reduc­tion in fertility as indicated by data from the ENF (1969)arid the 1973 Census has been previously noted by Elkins(1973), Potter et al (1976), Prada and Bailey (1977), and

Ihobcraft (1980). 
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------------------

2 Assessment of Quality of Data
 

2.1 	 Reports of AgeThe 	 age distributions in the Colombia National Fertility Figure 2 shows the percentage distribution of women inter-Survey have been analyzed for age heaping and age viewed in the Individualmisreporting. Although the two 	 Survey (ages 15 to 49) togethertypes of errors are related, with the age distribution of women in the same aje range inthe former denotes a tendency for respondents or inter- the Household Survey. Respondents in the Householdviewers 
age, 

to prefer and avoid certain digits in tha reporting of Survey were asked to estimate their current age in years,whereas the latter reflects a more general tendency to 	 whereas respondents in the Individual Survey were asked tounderstate or overstate ages. Figure I shows the percentage supply the month and year of their birth before being askeddistribution by single years of age of females in the House- their current age. AlU but 3.4 percent of women in thehold 	Survey compared with the corresponding distribution Individual Survey supplied afrom 	 month and year of birth. Thethe 1973 Census. The distributions show very similar comparison in Figure 2 reve~'s more heaping on preferredpatterns of heaping of reported ages at preferred numbets. numbers, particularly in the older ages (i.e. ages 35, 40, andA corcentration of reported ages occurs notablymost at 	 45) in the Household Survey. The distribution of respon­numbers terminating in zero or five, and, to a lesser extent, dents in the Individual Survey by reported yearat numbers ending in two 	 of birthor eight. The prevalence of heap- not shown) indicates some heaping on years ending in '0'ing in a single-year age distribution can be summarized by 	 (1940, 1950, 1960), but no heaping on years ending in '5' 
(1935, 1945, 1955). 

Figure 1.Reported Single-Year Age Distribution of Women (inPercent), Household Survey, Colombia National Fertility Survey.and 1973 Census of(olombia Figure 2. Reported Single-Year Age Distribution of Women forAges 	 15 to 49 (in Percent). Individual Survey and Household 
35. 	 Survey 

Household Survey
2u.\,! 	 r , ENFC. 1976)
 

aV 1973 Census ,wiv'ra ure 

IENFC 19761
 
5Household 

Survey 
IENFC 1976)
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 V ^ 0 

allindex of preference I'mterminal digits. Such indices, hr
example, MIycrs' ,,
hlendLd index, measure ile pretelence 1o, 
I ,\ , '"or avoidance of, each of the ten possible leiminal digits in"


the reporting of a single-year distribution (CM.,-rs, 19 0). 
, ,.'
 
,' VThe values of' Mers' blen'ed index (or the 1964 'ind 1Q 73


Census female age distribuitios (Potter and (hd(ic1, 1976)

and for the IHousehold Survey are slown helow. Tlese
values would be close to /ero inthe hypotheli'll Case ot1t)
age heaping. 	 . -- . ... ..--- -.
11, 20 25 30 35 4) 45 50 

Mdyers' Blended Index 
(Ages 10.79)


1964 Census 
 9.4 Figure 3 shows reported sex ratios by age group for
1973 Census 8.4 respondents in tle I ous.holl Survey and in the 1973(Advance sample) ('Census. The patterns arc generally similar with a pro-
ENFC (1976) 	 nounced deficit of' maics in5.7 patterns were noted the age range 15 to 30. Suchfo: the 1964 and(Household Survey) 	 1973 Census (Potter

and 	Ord6i,, 1976) and it has been suggested that they
Itay result front either an underenumeration of males in theThe 	above values indicate that the amount of age heaping is young adult ages or a tendem., for too manyless 	 in the Household Survey than in females toeither of the two report themselves in that age range (Potter and Ord6tez,preceding censuses. 1976). 
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Figure 3. Sex Ratio, by Five-Year Age Group, Household Survey(Colombia National 	 Fertility Survey, 1976) and 1973 Census OfColombia 
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(The interviews of 12 women could not be matched.) TableI shows the difference in years and in five-year age groupsbetween ages reported in tile household and in the indivi-dual interviews. We note that 61 percent of respondentshave tile same reported age in tile two interviews and 89
percent have reported ages within tile same five-year agegroups. In general, tile percent of' inconsistent reportsincreases with increasing age. Interestingly, the tendency to
Underestimate ages is greater than tile tendencv to 	over-
estimate ages, partiCUlalyV abovre
among women 	 For'aged 40-44(accordingage

t)35.reported ageexample,intheIndividual Survey), 10.7 percent were reported as 	 35-39whereas 7.2 percent were r'po tted as 	45-41) in tire Ihui
hold Survey. Mortara has previirslh io ted 	 that LI rAmerican women 	in middle ape are likely it)report 	 thicil-selves as yourger than their true 	 ages (Miiitara, 11)r4:Potter and OrdSict, 197(1). SlJh a 'rejivenation' pricess
could explain tle reporting of lower ages in tlre IIhsehrI idSurvey, as compared with reports in the individual inter­views, as well as very how sexthe rail,)itthe atc rangc 	I
to 30. i r i 

Table I. I)iftcren cc lictwcc Arc Rcporlcd in 

Household Survey 

(ENFC. 1976)
A.... 1973 Census 

10-14 20-24 30-34 40-44 50-54 60-64 
Age Grop 

of interviews in the Ilousehold and Individual
those respondents in the Individual Survey

to examine the consistency of reports of age. 

Difference* 

tIn Years 
- 3 and rmrore 

-I and -2 

0 

1and 2 

3 and more 

In Fire-Year -Ige (;roups 
-2 and more 

-1 


0 

1 
2 and more 

As expected, inconsistencies in reports of age are morefrequent among illiterate wcmen. However, the differencesare not large: 10 percent of literate women as compared 
with 14 percent of illiterate women had different reported 
five-year age groups in the Individual and Household 
Surveys.Some of the differences in Table I may be the result ofinterview by proxy in the Household Survey. Specifically,any woman (or man) over 18 years of age could supply the 
household interview; thus many of women in the House­
hold Survey who were eligible to be included in theIndividual Survey 	(i.e. women who spent the previous nightin the household and who were between 15 and 49 years ofage) had not supplied their own information in the House­
hold Survey. Table shows2 the percentage of eligiblewomen who were their own informants in the HouseholdSurvey, by age and nmarital status. Single andwomen less 	 youngerwere likely to have been found at home byinterviewers and hence were less likely to have supplied 
the household interview. Note further, however, that, foralmost all age groups and marital statuses, a larger percent­age of interviewed women had been their own informantsin the Household Survey. Table which the3 is 	 reversetabulation of Table 2 shows this more clearly: in all age
groups, a higher percentage of women 
who served as theirown Infornants in the Household Survey were interviewed as compared with women who were 	 not informants. Theextent to which this bias has resulted in differences inresponse between the Household and Individual Surveys isdiscussed below and in the next section.'[able 4 shows tile difference in five-year age groupsbetween ages reported in tile household and individual 

interviews (frrr those womien interviewed in the Individual 
S'lrvey), by whether or wormennot served as their owninformarts inthe IHousehold Survey. We expect a muchhigher degree )fconsistency Ir ihosewormen who weretheir own inf(ornants. The data in rable 4 reveal that forall age groups except 15-19 tic discrepancies are srnaller for"wn-if)rfrman,,s. For age,. rver 	 20-24, tile percent ofircuisistert reports is approxiriately twice as large forwormen who were nt) Iheir orwn iririnants in tire house­
hord Survey. 

Indidual S urvcy and IHouseht ldSurcy (inPercentages),hy Ape Rc.urtcd in 	Individual Survey 

.Ave i rIn dIidtlSurt, 

Tortl 15-19 210-24 25-29 10-34 35-39 4044 4549 

4.6 o.2 1.7 
 4.4 7.2 6.1 1. 14.0 
16.5 10.5 17.1 2(1.1 18.6 22.7 17.1 16.7
61.3 	 72.5 61.8 59.2 54.0 54.5 52.6 56.1 
15.5 	 15.2 18.0 13.6 17.4 15.1 154 12.3
2.1 1.6 1.4 2.9 2.8 1.7 4.2 1.O
 

0.7 0.0 1.2 1.2 2.5 3.2
5.6 - 5.3 7.4 8.0 6.6 10.7 11.0

88.7 	 95.6 89.8 86.7 83.6 87.7 79.6 85.8 
4.5 	 3.7 4.6 4.8 6.9 4.0 7.2 -0.5 0.7 0.3 1.2 0.3 n.5 -

* Reported age (grovp) in Household Surre3 minus reported age (group) in Individual Survey.
Source: Colon ll'idNational Fertility Survey, 1976. 
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Table 2. Percent of Eligible Women in the Household Survey 
who were Own Informants by Whether or Not Interviewed in the 

Individual Survey, by Age and by Marital Status 

Age and Percent Own Informant 
Marital 
Status Interviewcd Not Interviewed* 

Age 

15-19 31.7 32.8 

20-24 56.5 54.7 

25-29 68.3 65.0 

30-34 77.7 74.3 

35-39 79.8 71.0 

40-44 74.6 68.4 

45-49 73.8 69.2 

Marital Status 

Single 33.4 30.7 

Legally Married 79.5 76.4 

Common Law 79.5 80.5 

Widowed 71.1 65.7 

Separated/Divorced 70t.1 62.4 

* FileHousehold SurVC. cusists of a \,.eighted satmiple f 
households. Ilowever eligible hewomen \%crc drawn from 
households with probabilities proportional household weiehtsto tile 
so as to render the Individual Survey self'-weighziin.. Ilentc. 
estimates for \,omen who %%ere itlterviCCd in the Indi idtal Survey. 
are based on unss'eighted responses. IIowever, estimites r komen 
not intcrsie\\ed are soneliat c,niplicaid to dernc because t 
"removal" (oithe intervic\\e citsotteu r h.ndersthe original "et'itll., 
for tte reiniing \%5ien inippli ablc. Mtodtfietds ciollts hr 
eligihlc ssoboeit itt the IlotJwliold Strsc\ Mitt sere oltilt'r%'.iCtsCd 
itt the Indiiduial Surst,.s scrtC derl.td Ih}the hllo\%intc proccutre 
Nutlli'rt(ir os itrtr l lilssr rs ih fl (nitintrs t itr )Ml d dt'ln tt.i 
nunhersslt ssunel) t'r cJLTh IL-Vr11) aindt MN1.tl %tit \\%!It' 
derived [or t( ) ll ss) ii\ieCi s S i sriidl \%Cte-'ts,t.t1 lile 1 strl1,lsl 
and 12)intersjessd ssoiln.l, h sed ii ufsscieticd rt-Npmiscs. 
Numerators and dteioilliituis hr thos ssonlni iil liters ed 
ssere denetr bA iitihf titirl 1t (2)t Irln I ).liet 

" 
restiltie ialio 

percent o\\n il1torliillnt I 'ihlsJ1 "r,.el.lltet' es'1i .s1te oI tih' 
nllt-intersi1Cssd subrumlp ofl elt!ble \sellcn. 
Sou;ec: ('oholstrii Naitml I eiilt%Stirs\ . 1970. 

Table 3. Percent of Eligible Women in the Househoid Survey 
who were Interviewed in the Individual Survey, by Age, Marital 

Status, and Informant Status in the Household Survey* 

Age and Percent Interviewed 
Marital 
Status Own Informant Another Informant 

Age 

15-19 45.6 44.4 

20-24 43.9 41.3 

25-29 44.6 41.6 

30-34 44.9 37.9 

35-39 47.6 34.0 

40-44 44.2 37.7 

45-49 43.9 36.1 

Marital Status 

Single 46.5 43.0 

Legally Married 44.7 38.8 

Common L.a"r 42.0 43.7 

Widowed 44.2 37.2 

Selarated/Divorced 49 1 37.9 

*I ligible w\on en were drawn from tie houscholds with 
probaliiitie; proportional to the household eights so as to render 
the Indisllual Surc\ sell-seighting. So that the above comparison
does not retlect wethese weights have weighted each response
tintersiesed or ,tot intenrtcsedt inmcrselv proportional to tile 
hoti,2lold \scigtht o"the \omtan. 
SourcC ( otbina National I ertitity Survey. 1976. 
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Table 4. Difference Between Age Reported in Individual Survey and Household Survey (in Percentages) by AgeReported in Individual Survey and by Informant Status in Household Survey 
Difference 

Age in Individual Survey
Age Groups" Total 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 

-2 and more Own Informant0.5 _ 
 -
-1 

0.0 0.7 1.1 2.1
0.6 

5.1 - 5.4 5.40 
4.4 

5.0 10.1 7.589.7 94.6 91.7 89.3 86.7 89.91 83.6 90.44.2 4.1 3.7 4.1 7.1 3.7 5.22 and more ­0.6 1.4 0.2 1.2 0.2 0.7 -

-2 and more Another Informant1.0 _ 
 - 0.0 3.1 2.5-1 6.5 6.16.3 - 11.8 17.8
0 

6.7 
12.5 12.1 19.387.5 96.1 87.0 81.2 72.9 80.01 69.4 74.64.8 3.5 5.8 5.9 5.4 5.0 12.12 and more ­0.5 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.8 0.0 -

* Reported age group in Household Survey minus reported age group in Indi'idual Survey.
Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey, 1976. 
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2.2 Evaluation of Data in the Marriage
 
Histories
 

Distribution of Marital Status in the Household andIndividual Surveys 
The Household Survey provides information on currentmarital status for each member of the household. For theselected subsample of women aged 15 to 49, the IndividualSurvey provides a complete marriage history which includesdate of onset of union, type of union, and date of dissolu-tion of union (if the union dissolved) for each legalmarriage and consensual union. Since single women wereincluded in the Individual Survey, distributions of currentmarital status can be obtained from both the household andindividual interviews in the Colombia National FertilitySurvey. 

Table 5 shows percentages of females by age group whohave ever been married, calculated for three subgroups ofwomen: 

(1) 	 women in the lousehold Survey who were eligible 
for the individual interview (i.e. women who spentthe previous night in the household and who were
between 15 and 49 years of age), but who were not 
interviewed-, 

(2) 	 women in the Individual Survey according to their 
responses in the Ilousehold Survey

(3) 	 women in the Individual Survey according to their 
responses in the Individual Survey. 

Table 5. Percent of Women Ever-Married by Iive-Year Age Groupsfor Eligible Women in the tlousetLliod Survey, by Whether or NotInterviewed in Individual Survey, and for vomen in rte 
Individual Survey 

.. .. ......... 
'ercent Ieer tarried 

... ....... . ....... ... .. 
oIushold Surwc% 

Age No Ihnierviewcd+ Interseved Individual Survvc 

15-19 14.9 13.4 15.1 
20-24 51.6 51.8 56.0 
25-29 72.6 72.8 77.7 
30-34 83.3 84.4 88.7 

35-39 84.2 84.4 87.7 
40-44 86.2 '7.I 91.2 
45-49 82.1 80.5 90.9 

* These estimates are based on %seightcdresposS. Thc prOeedure
for calculating the weights is an:.agous hothat ftor Table 2.Sourke: Colombia National FertilitN Surey. 1976.As noted previotsly, an eligible wornas was riot necessarily 

the informant for the household iI tile Ilousehold Survey,but always sjpplied the individual interview. 
Comparing percentages eve: nartied for the first two groups, as obtained from reports in the hlousehold Survey,we 	 note that percentages eve:- married a-e 	approximatelyequal for those eligible women who were individually
inte:viewed and for the remaining eligible women. A large
discrepancy arises only for 	women aged 45-49, for whom 

the percentage ever married is approximately four percent­
age points higher among interviewed women. This differ. 
ence may be the result of a selection or non-response bias:that 	is, it may be the case that older single eligible women were either less 	 likely to be selected for the IndividualSurvey or were less 	 likely to respond to the IndividualSurvey.' However, since the differences are one percentage
point or less for all age groups except 45-49, there is littleevidence of a significant selection or non-response bias.On 	 the other hand, when we compare prbportions evermarried from the 	 Household and Individual Surveys, wenote that proportions ever married obtained from reportsin the individual interviews are considerably larger thanthose obtained from the same women from reports in theIousehold Survey. We suggest that some or all of thefollowing factors were operating to produce tie differences 
between responses in the Individual and lousehold 
Surveys: 

1. 	 Errors supplied by another informant in the IHouse.
hold Survey in reporting marital status of eligi'le 
women. 

2. 	 The absence of a probe question in the Ilousehold
Survey to insure that women reported as nevermarried had inrot fact been previously married.

3. 	 Errors in the coding procedure in the Ilousehold 
Survey. 

Table 6 shows a cross-classification otf reported maritalstatus in the Ilousehold and Individual Surveys for onlythose women interviewed in tile Individual Survey. inderthe assump tion that reported marital slattus in the Individ­
ual 	 Survey is correct, the data inlarge proportion 	 Table 6 indicate that aof Wonen whio are in coinnlonl-law unionsor who are widowed, separated, or divorced, have had theirmarital status reported as single or legally married in theIousehold Survey. For example, I) percent ot women incollllon-law uniois and 54 percent of separated or 
divorced women had been reportedmarried in the Ihousehhold Survey. In 

as single o)r legally
fact, aniong the 

separated and divor,:ed wor en, more womien had beenreported as sinlh, tha as separated or divorced ii tirehousehold iiterview. InI terms of overall percentages ever 
married shown in Table 5, the lower values obtained fromthe 	 llousehol,. Surveycation of are partly a result ot the inisclassifi­women f, rrnerly married or in consensual unions
 
as single.
 

We have no information as :o who was selected from the house­holds tor the individual interview. That is, we can only identifywomen actually interviewed in the Individual Survey. (Approxi­malely five percent of selected women did not respond to theindividual interview.) Ilence, we can not separate between a selcc­
tion bias ,ad a non-respons bias: i.e., whether older ruarricd women were more likely to be selected for interview than oldersingle women or whether the married women were more likely torespond to the interview. It is also possible that coders altered responses in the Household Survey after having obtained responses
in the Individual Survey. 
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Table 6. Distribution of Respondents According to Reported Marital Status in Individual Survey and Househ)ld Survey 

Household Survey Single 
Legally 
Married 

Single 2047 9 

Legally Married 14 2035 
Common Law 2 13 
Widowed 0 1 

Separated/Divorced 5 4 

Total 2068 2062 

Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey, 1976. 

It is possiblo that these discrepancies in reported marital 
status may be the result of interview by proxy in the 
Household Survey. That is, an informant other than the 
eligible woman herself may have been apt to mis-more 
report the woman's marital status, particularly if the 
woman was not currently in a legal marriage. It f.,s also 
been noted (Table 2) that own informants were more 
frequent among interviewed women than among thoseeigible but not interviewed. Table 7 shows a cross, 
classification of reported marital status in the Household
and Individual Surveys, accordirg, to whether or not women 
were their own informants. Table 8 shows the percentage
of consistent reports of marital status according to age 
group and marital status in the individual Survey and 
informant status in the Household Survey. As noted 
previouv',, while most women reportedmarried in as single or legallythe individual interview had consistent responses
in the Household interview, the number of discrepancies islarge for the widowed, separated and divorced, and women
largefon-lewioed, Tse taratedanddorced, a wehenain common-law unions. This is true regardless of whether a 
woman reported her own marital status in the Hlouehold 
Survey. In general, however, the consistency of responses
between the Household and Individual Surveys is greater
for women who were their own informants; this is particu-
larly true of women in common-law unions. 
The inconsistent responses in the upper half of Table 7 
come only from women who reported their own marital 
status. It is possible that a probe question within the 
individual questionnaire produced some of these inconsis-
tencies. The intei-viewer in the Household Survey asked a 
single question with regard to marital status: 'What is your
current marital status? (1) Single, (2) Legally married, (3)Common-law union, (4) Widowed, (5) Separated or 
divorced.' 2 A woman who was not currently married at thetime of the survey may have answered such a question intimeof he urve anwerd sch aquetio inma hae
the affirmative immediately upon hearing the word 'single'. 
In the Individual Survey, the interviewer asked a similar 
question 3 , but for those responderts who answered 'single', 
the interviewer followed with the question, 'Were you ever 
married?' An affirmative answer to the second question
provided an inconsistency and forced the interviewer to 
alter the reported marital status from single to the appro-
priate category. Information from the raw data tape shows 
a total of 71 women who provided just this type of incon-
sistent response. 
Another possibility is that errors in coding the data from 

Individual Survey 

Common Separated/
Law Widowed Divorced Total 

45 9 154 2264 
96 1 47 2193 

611 3 13 642 
2 84 12 99 
7 4 145 165 

761 101 371 5363 

the Household Survey may have produced some of the 
discrepancies in reported marital status. Specifically, the 
coding of 'Single' ('Soltera') and 'Separated/Divorced'
('Separada/Divorciada') by the shorthand notation 'S' on 
the part of ifiterviewers could have resulted i. the mis­
classification of single and sepaiated/divorced women." 

Di'ribution of Marito! Status as of Census and Survey Dates 

Using reported dates of marriage in the individual hdstories, 
one can reconstruct percentages ever married as of any date 
in the past. 1 towever, since no women older than 49 were 
interviewed in the Individual Survey, one can only obtain 
marital stat s for women younger than 49 -x for a date 
years in the past. Percentages ever married or the censusdates (1951, 1964, and 1973) and for the ENF Survey date 
(1969) have been reconstructed from ENFC data and arecompared with the corresponding census and survey data inTable 9. We note that percentages ever married reconstruct­ed from the ENFC (1976) are consistently higher than 
those from the census for the same dates.' The differences 
are often quite large. For example, percentages ever married 
from the ENFC (1976) for 1964 are approximately ten 
percentage points higher than those obtained from the 
perCen a os hi ger ha n th e ot e rfr d the 
1964 Census, across all age groups. On the other 1)d,the 
diffeiences between the ENFC (1976)and the ENF (1969) 
are much smaller in magnitude, with the ENF (1969)
providing higher estimates in some age groups. The reasonsfor such large discrepancies between reported marital status 
in the ENFC and in the censuses are explored below. 

2 

The question in Spanish reads, 'Cual es su estado civil actual?:(1) Soltera. 
divorciada.' 

(2) Casada, (3) Union libre, (4) Viuda, (5) Separada o 
3 In the Individual Survey the qvestion reads 'Actualemente s 
Ud. soltera, -asada, conviviente, viuda, separada or divorciada?' 
("Are you currently single, legally married, in common-law union, 
widowed, separated or divorc d?") 
4 As noted by Martin Vaessen of the World Fertilitiy Survey, tl" 
type of coding error did occur on the origial interview sheets of the 
ENFC. However, no estimate of the frequency of coding errors is 
available. 
5 Overestimates of percentages of single women in the 1964 and 
1973 censuses as compared with the 1969 and 1976 mrveys have 
been nqted previously by Hernandez (1977). 
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Table 7. Percent Distribution of Respondents According to Reported Marital Status in Individual Survey and Household Survey, 
by Informant Status in Household Survey 

Individual Survey 

Household Survey Single Legally
Married Common 

Law Widowed Separated/
Divorced 

Own Informant 

Single 97.9 0.2 
Legally Married 1.1 99.2 
Common Law 0.3 0.5 
Widowed 0.0 0.0 
Separated/Divorced 0.5 0.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Single 99.2 1.5 
Legally Married 00.5 97.3 
Common Law 0.0 1.0 
Widowed 0.0 0.2 
Separated/Divorced 0.1 0.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey, 1976. 

Table 8. Percent of Respondents who Reported Marital StatusConsistently in the Individual Survey and the Household Survey,by Age and Marital Status in the Individual Survey, and by
Informant Status in the Household Survey 

Percent Reportim!Nirital Status Consistently 

Own AnotherIndividual Survey Total Informant Informant 

15-19 95.8 93.0 97.0 
20-24 91.2 91.1 91.5 

25-29 91.1 91.9 89.4 

30-34 91.0 91.6 88.4 
35-39 88.6 89.7 85.0 

40-44 90.1 91.4 86.3 
45-49 87.7 89.0 86.0 

Marital Status 

Single 98.8 97.9 99.2 

Legally Married 98.7 99.2 97.3 
Common Law 80.3 84.4 68.0 
Widowed 83.2 81.3 88.0 
Separated/Divorced 39.1 41.2 35.0 

Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey, 1976. 

3.8 9.3 42.8 
11.1 1.3 10.4 

84.4 4.0 2.8 
0.2 81.3 2.8 
0.5 4.0 41.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

Another Informant 
12.9 8.0 39.2 
16.9 0.0 16.7 
68.0 0.0 5.0 

0.0 88.0 4.2 

2.2 4.0 35.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

Using reported dates of marriage for first and for higher­
order marriages, as well as data on type of union and datesof dissolution for those marriages which dissolvcd, one can 
reconstruct distributions of marital status for dates in thepast. These distributions are shown in Table 10 for the lasttwo census dates (1964, 1973) and for date of ENFthe(1969), as derived 'from ENFC data and as recorded in the 
censuses and survey. We note that percentages single for1964 and 1973 for all age groups are considerably higheraccording to census data than as derived from the marriage 
histories in the ENEC. In contrast, percentages of women incommon-law union and percentages separated or divorcedare ipuch lower as given in the censuses. As we wouldexpect, discrepancies in proportions separatedare most notable ih the older age or divorcedgroups. For example, for 

women aged 30-34 in 1964, the census reports that only
2.2 percent were separated or divorced whereas the ENFC(1976) data yield an estimate of 9.1 percent. Percentages 
legally married as given in the censuses and as derived fromthe ENFC are in approximate agreement. 
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Table 9. Reconstruction of Percent of Women Ever Married, by Five-Year Age Groups for Census Dates (1951, 1964, 1973) 
and Survey Date (ENF, 1969), from Reported Dates uf Ma-iage 

1951 1964 

ENFC 1951 ENFC 
Age (1976) Census (1976) 

15-19 	 23.7 16.4 26.2 

20-24 	 58.2 51.1 62.6 

25-29 	 - - 80.1 

30-34 	 - - 89.7 

35-39 	 .-

40-44 	 ..-

Sources: 	1951 Census: DANE (1954), Table 14. 1964 Census: DANE 
1973 Census: DANE (19 78a), Table 3. 

Marital status distributions for 1969, as gien in the ENF 
(1969) and as derived from the [NFC (1976) are in fairly 
close agreement. Although percentages in common-law 
unions are slightly higher according to tile INC, the dif­
ferences are small when compared to the discrepancies 
between tile [NFC and census data. With tile exception of 
the age group 30-34, percentages single, legally married, 
widowed, and separated or divorced differ by at most 3 
percentage points between tire EN!: and the [NFC. This 
approximate agreement suggests that data collected in the 
marital histories of the Colombia National Fertility Survey 
are generally correct. In contrast, distributions of marital 
status as given in the 1964 and 1973 Censuses largely 
underestirrate the percent ever married (Table 9). Specific­
ally, as shown in Table 10, in tire younger age groups census 
data overestimate the percentage single while they under­
estimate the percentage in legal and in common-law unions, 
particularl the latter. In the older age groups, tile census 
also overestimates the proportions single but this surplos is 
accompanied by deficits in proportions in common-law 
Union and separated or divorced. Tihe misclassification of 
ieparated and divorced women and if s,,omen in conllnon­
law unions as single women seems to have occurred in both 
the 1964 and 1Q173 (en. -. s :ns well as in the Ilousehold 
Survey.6 It thus appears that the detailed questionnaijes on 
marriage as administered in the I909 and 19)70 fertility 
surveys were more successful instruments than simple 
questions on current marital status lor obtaining accurate 
distributions of marital status. 

6 The question on marital slatus in te 1973 Census reads, '(ual es 
su estado civil actual? It) Union libre, (21 (jsado, 3) Separado­
divorciado, 14) Soltero, (51 Viudo.' 

in the Colombia National Fertility Survey (ENFC, 1976) 

Pei cent Ever Married 

1969 1973 

1964 ENFC ENF ENFC 1973 
Census (1976) (1969) (1976) Census 

15.7 22.2 19.1 20.6 13.5 

53.4 61.9 59.4 58.9 48.8 

72.2 79.7 80.2 80.1 70.9 

78.8 85.2 87.6 86.0 80.0 

- 91.7 89.9 88.5 83.2 

- 92.5 84.1 

(1967), Table I1. ENF (1969): Rico, V. (1973), Table 1. 
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Table 10. Reconstruction of Marital Status Distribution (in Percentages) for Wor.aen, by Five-Year Age Groups, Census Dates (1964, 1973)and Survey Date (ENF, 1969), from Repcrted Dates of Marriage in the Colombia National Fertility Survey (ENFC, 1976) 

Marital Status 

Single 

Legally Married 

Common Law 

Widowed 

Separated/Divorced 

Marital Status 

Single 

Legally Married 

Common Law 

Widowed 

Separated/Divorced 

Marital Status 

Single 

Legally Married 

Common Law 

Widowed 

Separated/Divorced 

Source: See Table 9. 

15-19 


ENFC 
(1976) Census 

73.8 84.3 

16.7 11.2 

8.4 4.2 

0.1 0.1 

0.9 0.3 

15-19 


ENFC ENF 

(1976) (1969) 

77.8 80.8 

11.3 11.5 

9.2 5.8 

0.2 0.2 

1.6 1.7 

15-19 


ENFC 
(1976) Census 

79.4 86.5 

I0.0 8.7 

9.2 4.4 

0.0 0.1 

1.4 0.3 

1964 Census
 
20-24 
 25-29 
 30-34
 

ENFC 
 ENFC 
 ENFC
 
(1976) Census (1976) Census (1976) Census 

37.4 46.6 19.9 27.8 10.3 21.2 
44.4 40.5 53.9 55.7 64.0 60.3 
14.6 11.0 20.0 13.5 12.8 13.7 
0.5 0.6 1.1 1.2 3.9 2.7 
3.1 1.2 5.1 1.8 9.1 2.2 

ENF 1969
 
20-24 
 25-29 30-34 
 35-39
 

ENFC ENF 
 ENFC ENF ENFC ENF ENFC 
 ENF

(1976) (!969) (1976) (1976)(1969) (1969) (1976) (1969) 

38.1 41.5 20.3 20.8 14.8 12.7 8.3 9.8 
43.6 41.7 58.9 60.4 55.4 64.9 64.1 65.1 
15.0 12.2 15.8 11.7 20.4 14.6 13.6 13.4 

0.4 0.5 0.5 1.1 1.9 2.7 4.8 3.4 
2.9 4.1 4.5 6.0 7.6 5.1 9.2 8.3 

1973 Censjs
 

20-24 25-29 30-34 
 35-39 40-44
 
ENFC ENFC EN[FC ENFC ENFC

(1976) Census (1976) Census (1976) Census (1976) Census (1976) Census
 

41.1 51.2 19.9 29.1 14.0 20.0 11.5 16.8 7.5 15.9 
36.8 35.8 53.956.4 59.0 60.9 57.0 57.562.4 60.9 
18.4 11.4 17.3 19.913.7 13.7 18.5 13.0 14.7 11.9 
0.2 0.4 0.8 1.1 2.0 3.42.4 4.1 8.9 7.1 
3.4 1.2 5.5 2.1 5.1 3.1 3.7 4.39.6 11.4 
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3 Trends in Nuptiality and Effect on Fertility
 

3.1 AGE AT MARRIAGE BY COHORT AND PERIOD 

In order to estimate the time trend in age at marriage, one 
can reconstruct the marriage experience of a series of 
cohorts or the marital distribution of females during succes-
sive time periods. Both sets of calculations are based on 
reported dates of marriage in the Individual Survey.
Using reported dates of first marriage for ever-married 
women, one can reconstruct cumulative proportions ever 
married by age for five-year birth cohorts (five-year rather 
than single-year to reduce the effect of sampling error).
Cumulative proportions ever married by age, for the
cohorts aged 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, and 45-49, as of 
the survey date are shown graphically in Figure 4. Because a 
cohort cannot have experienced a first marriage at an ape
greater than its current age, the first marriage experiences 
are truncated at the lowest age of a five-year colort. One 
can fit model first marriage schedules (Coale and Trussell, 
1974) to the actual first marriage experience up to the 
current age and thereby obtain estimates of first marriagerates for the remaining ages for each cohort. The mean of 
the fitted model schedule provides an estimate of the mean 
age at first marriage for each cohort at the end of its life-
time. 

Figure 4. Cumulative Proportions of Wotnen Fer-Married h% 
Successive Ages. by Five-Year Cohorts, t)ericd from [)ales ofFirst Marriage in the Indiidual :ure. 

. -:-,40-44 

t 

I 

0. Cohort 

45. 49 

-• " 40 44 
S35 39 

/1 30 34 
25 29 

1.1 J/ 
1 ­ 40some0 S , , ,, ..... 3 - -40---

Source: Colombia Naticnal Fertility Survey 1976 

The values of mean age at first marriage shown in Table 11 
indicate that over a period of approximately thirty years,mean age at marriage was subject to a slight decline,
followed by a plateau and then an increase for the youngest
cohort aged 20-24. However, the estimated mean for the 
youngest cohort is speculative since much of its marriage
experience has been estimated from model schedules. The 
extent to which the values for the older cohorts reflect an 
actual decline in age at marriage in the past rather than mis­
reporting by the older women is also speculative. Since 
misreporting of marital status in the censuses is extensive,
estimated mean ages at marriage for the older cohorts in the
ENFC cannot be checked with census data. The overall 
change in mean age at marriage indicated by the values in 
Table II is negligible: estimates for the cohorts now aged
20-24 and 45-49 are practically identical. The interlacing of 
the curves of cumulative proportions ever married shown in 
Figure 4 illustrates the similar marriage experiences of 
different cohorts. 

Table 1. Niari Age at First lariage Derived twin Fitted Modl 
T hble I. Mea orA, Ct rentR esde ne dfr o e el 
Schedules t by Cohort, Current Residence and Education Level 

Mean Age at I:irst Marriage 

('urrent
Residence Education 

Less Than At Least 
Age at 
Survey lotal tUrhan Rural 

('oplcte 
Primary 

(Complete 
Primary 

20-24 21.6 21.9 20.7 :9.8 23.3 
25-29 21.2 22.3 19.3 19.2 23.6 

30-34 20.6 20.X 20.2 20.2 21.1 
35-39 20.5 

21.2 
21., 
21.4 

19.6 
20I.9 

2(0.1
20.8 

21.0 
22.3 

45-49 21.7 21.6 21.9 21.7 21.6 

Model firs! imla r. e .htdulcs ((oale and russell, 1974) havebee t fitled t i ditrihiution%ot reported 
i 

p rporlions ever­
marred by s' i Lt'%%i %t!i 11 tt ia t! u rvt,) ) Iydi ina ilnuIn­

likelihood prtnedi e. 

Source (loinhi National I vtiD,. Survey, 1976. 

Trends it age at marriage can also be analyzed by an 
examination of changes it proiportions ever married by time 
period. Figure 5 shows proportions ever married in each 
five-year age group Irotn 15-19 to 35-3') by calendar year.
lDue to censoring at interview, observations for the older 
age groups are restricted to the nore recent past. The data
in Figure 5 reveal almost constant proportions ever marriedin each age group over tie past 20 to 30 years. There is 

indication of lower proportions marrying in tie
crucial age groups ( 15-19 and 20-24) in the past five years.This ostensible trend toward a higher age at marriage was 
noted above in terms of a higher estimated value of SMAM 
for the cohort aged 20-24 at the time of the survey. 
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Figure 5. Proportions Ever-Married, by Five-Year Age Group,1946-1975 
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Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey, 1976 

3.2 	 VARIATIONS IN NUPTIALITY BY REGION AND
EDUCATION LEVEL 

Urban-Rural Differences in Age at Marriage 

Figure 6 shows proportions ever married in the age groups15-19, 20-24, and 25-29 by calendar year and current
residence. Note that these data refer to region of residence 
at the time of the survey rather than during tie calendar 
year of interest. Of those women currently residing in
urban areas approximately 20 percent had been horn i1 

The 	 data reveal a f'airly constant urban-rural differentialsince the late 1950's, with proportions ever married higher
in rural areas as expected. Declines in porportions ever
married for 15 to 19 year olds have occured over pastthie

decade for rural as well as for urban residents. Ilowever. 
declines in the age groups 20-24 and 25-2) ov(or 	 the past
five to ten years have occurred mainly inurban areas. The 
estimated singulate iean ages at marriage (SMAM) h 
cohort (Table II) show an increase of more than a year
between women aged 30-39 and women aged 20-29, in
urban areas. There appears to be no notable recent change 
in age at marriage in rural areas. 

Figure 6. Proportions 1Fver-N",arried. byl[ie-N'eir Age (iroup and 
by Current Residence. 1946-1975 
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18Source:
Colombia National Fertility
Survey. 1976 


Figure 6 further indicates an increase in proportions evermarried in the 1950's for women in rural areas. Similarly, 
the estimated SMAM's in Table 11 indicate a decrease in 
age at marriage of more than two years between the cohort
4549 and the cohort 3 5 -39,in rural areas. If accurate, these
data would imply an even higher mean age at marriage for 
the rural cohort aged 45-49 (21.9) than the urban cohort45-49 (21.6). As suggested earlier, the apparent 
decrease in age at marriage ii the past may be due to themisreporting of dates of marriage by the older women, in 
this case the older rural women. 

7 shows proportions ever married by calendar yearfor women with less than a complete primary education and 
for women with at least 	 a complete primary education 

level is defined as of the survey date). The dataclearly indicate that declines in proportions ever marriedhave been almost entirely experienced by the more edu­
cated women. Among those women who finished primary
school, the percentage of 15-19 year olds who had been 
married declined from about 23 to II over the past fifteen 
years. The change for the age group 20-24 began more
recently but showed an even more rapid drop from about 
60 percent to 44 percent in ten years. Data for the less 
educated women show almost no change in age at marriage.Estimated values of the mean age at marriage by cohort andeducation level are given in Table 11. The values for the 
youngest cohorts show a large differential in age at marriage
(three to four 	years) between the less educated and bettereducated women. 
A laiger increase in proportions ever married during the
I950's for the less educated women (Figure 7) suggests that
these 	women may have been more apt to misreport dates of
marriage in the past. Of course, the data in Figures 6 and 7
could reflect an actual decline in age at marriage during the 
S.1(5()samong rural women and 	 women with littleeducation.
 
Data ti the proportion of all births ,vhich were 
illegitimate
(i.e. 	 which ccurred prior to the date of first union)
idicate that the older rural women and older women with
little education had higher illegitimacy rates than younger
cohorts (Table 12). This linding is consistent with the
higher age at marriage reported theseby older cohorts 
(Table ! I ). IHowever, a tlisreporting of date of marriage but 
nt o f dates of early births also wuld prduce the 

alsn would pd tIeaparent treids in Tales II atid 12. 

:igure 7 Proportions l:ker-Married, h%Five-Year Age Group and 
h.%klucali(n lcel. 1( -1975 
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Source: Colombia National Fertility
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Table 12. Percent of Births before Age 25 which occurred Figure 8. Age Specific Fertility Rates (Ptr Thousand Women), for
prior to Date of First Union, by Cohort, Current Residence Five-Year Periods in the Past, Derived from Fertility Histories in 

and Education Level the Individual Survey 

Current 350 1971-1975 
Residence Education - . 1966-1970 

Less than At Least 280 1961-1965
Age at Complete Complete 196-1960 
Survey Total Urban Rural Primary Primary , 1956-1960 

Eo210
 
25-29 5.3 5.5 5.2 5.3 5.4 , ­

30-34 6.0 6.1 5.8 6.2 5.4 o / 

35-39 5.8 4.5 7.8 7.3 2.7 _ o 

40-44 7.4 4.9 11.5 8.5 3.5
 
70


45-49 7.3 4.9 11.5 9.1 0.6 

Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey, 1976. 01 
15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 

Age 

Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey. 1976 

3.3 TRENDS IN FERTILITY By and large, the data in "fable 13 indicate that the reduc­
tions in fertility are the result of reductions in maritalPrevious analyses of fertility data in the 1969 ENF and the fertility. As we saw previously, age at marriage has changed

1973 Census have indicated a very large decline in fertility only slightly since the early 1960's, the time when fertility
beginning in the nrid-1960's. For example, the crude birth rates began their rapid descent. If tilerecent declincs in 
rate in Colombia was approximately 45 in the period 1965- proportions ever married for the age groups 15-19, 20-24,
1966 (Elkins, 1973), and fell to a value of 33 ;or the period and 25-29, were to continue, the resulting increase in age at 
October 1972 to October 1973 (I)ANE, 1978h). In terms marriage would cause still lower fertility in the younger age
of the Total Fertility Rate (TFRI. fertility data indicate a groups. Ilowever, a compensating increase in the contribu­
decline from a value of 6.5 for the period 1965-1,Q60 lion of illegitimate fertility to the total fertility rate could 
(Elkins, 1973) to a value of 4.7 for the period October occur.
 
1972 to October 1973 (PANEI, 197Eh), a decline of 28
 
percent in approximately seven years. The detailed fertility
 
data available in the Individual SUrrey of tire ('olortbia

National Fertility Survey carl he used to substantiate the
 
rapid decline infertility over tire past fifteen years.

Age specific fertility rates for five-year petids in tie past
 
derived front rcports of births inthe individual inteiviews 
are shown graphically in -igure X. The darta show a.
 
dramatic decline in fertility in all a 'cegroups fror tire
 
period 1961-1965 to tie most recent perrod 171-1975.
 
The declines in fertility are parlicularly steep in the oldcr
 
age groups. For example, :crtilily in ite are groups 25-2')
 
and 30-34 dropped by app. oximatel. 32 percent and 38
 
percent, respectively, from 1 t)r
rr -196 '5 to,1971-19 75. 
the other hand, age specific ferrilrI, ratcs si %,viitrally no
 
change from the period 1950-10l0 t [lie period IlI.
 
1965. (See also Table 13.)
 
Having seen that age at riarriage varied lil, slightly over
 
tilepast ten to fifteen years (1ligure 5 wA). .i,surmise that
m 
the declines in overall fertility are nrstf lue t,a reduc­
tion in marital fertility rates. Figure 1)ant, ,able 1.3present 
age %r".cificfertility rates for ever-nrarricd w,men hor five­
year periods in Ilte past. 7 'lie declines in marital fertility
front 1961-1965 to 1971-1975 parallel those inoerall 7 In order to simplify the calculation% we have approximated
fertility. For example, ntarital fertility in the age groups marital fertility rates in the following manner: the numerators 
25-29 and 30-34 dropped by 33 percent and 35 percent, consist of all births to ever-married women that occurred after the 
respectively, from 1961-1965 to 1971-1975. Fertility date of first union, by period and age group at time of birth; the 
declines have occured in all age groups, but tite decreases denominators arc estimates of the average numbers of ever-marr;edare most pronounced in tie older age groups. Marital women in each age group in the specified periods. Hence, these rates
fertility rates for 15 to 19 year olds show no change include formerly married women in the denominator, as well astheir illegitimate births (births which occured after the date of disso­
between the two most recent periods; tile small decline in lution of their marriage) in the numerator. Never'heless, these rates
overall fertility (Figure 8) is due to the recent decrease in should approximate the more refined concept of a marital fertility
proportions ever married for the age group 15-19 (Figure rate (births within marriage per person-year exposure of married 
5). women). 19 



1971-1975 

Table 13. Age Specific Fertility Rates (per thougmrld women)for all Women and for Ever-Married Women by Five-Year 
Figure 9. Age Specific Fertility Rates (Per Thousand Ever-MarriedWomen), for Five-Year Periods in the Past, Derived from FertilityPeriods in the Pat and Five-Year Age Groups, derived from Histories in the Individual Survey

Fertility Histories 

So 


1971- 1966- 1961- 1956- 1951-Age 1975 1970 1965 1960 1955 - 40 1966-1970 
. 1961-1965
 

All Women - 1956-1960 
15-19 
 102 115 135 140 124 E 300 
20-24 233 283 303 308 294 " 
25-29 227 289 334 332 - , 200 
30-34 
 176 242 ­286 
 '
 
35-39 131 191 ­ _ _ too
 

40-44 67 
 -

Eler-Married Woe*15 
20 25
15-19 427 30 35 40 45 50428 470 
 426 425Ae
 

Age 

20-24 
Source: Colombia National Fertility Survey.36o 430 453 452 454 

25-29 
 272 346 
 403 400 
 -

30-34 195 277 - ­314 


35-39 
 146 207 ­

40-44 70 - _ 

* Excludes births which occurred prior to date of first union.
 
Source: Based on Tables 7.2.1 and 
 7.2.2, Encuesta NacionaldeFecundidad Colombia, 19 76. Resuitados Generales. 
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4 Conclusions 

This analysis of the Colombia National Fertility Surveyattempts to assess the quality of data in reports of age,marital status, and dates of marriage. In addition, the study
examines the trends in nuptiality and fertility as derivedfrom the detailed data in the Individual Survey.
A check on the consistency of individual responses betweenthe Household and Individual Surveys reveals discrepancies
in reports of age and marital status. The lntter inconsisten-cies are substantial and indicate higher proportions offemales ever married from the Individual Survey. Thesediscrepancies appear to be largely due to the misclassifica-tion of women's marital status in the Household Survey, aresult of both interview by proxy and the absence ofa probe question in the Household Survey.
In spite of these errors, comparisons of demographicestimates derived from reports of marriages in the Individual 
Survey with the corresponding estimatc.s obtained from 

data in the censuses and in the ENF (1969) suggest thatreports of marital status in the ENFC and the ENFconsiderbly more accurate 
are 

than those in the three 
censuses. 
An examination of trends in age at marriage by period andcohort obtained from reported dates of first marriage in theIndividual Survey reveals only small changes in age atmarriage throughout the past 25 to 30 years. However,there are indications of a recent increase in age at marriage,most notably for the more educatc, women. An examina­tion of trends in age specific fertility rates for all womenand for ever-married women reveals a dramatic decline inoverall and in marital fertility since the mid-1960's. Thedeclines have been particularly outstanding in the older agcgroups, but a continued increase in age at marriage couldproduce equally dramatic drops in fertility for younger 

women. 
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