





where Fiji and Peru were placed in group A and Bangladesh and Indonesia in
group C .

The final rating of recent fertility rates requires not just the
assessment of recent enumeration of births in table 6 but also information on
the quality of age and nuptiality reporting. 1In table 7, those assessments
are summarized. 1In the case of age-specific rates, the quality of the age
data is relevant as well as the accuracy of the proportions ever-married at
the time of the survey, for those countries with ever-married samples. As can
be seen in column 3, the quality of recent age-specific fertility rates was
given a lower rating than the recent birth data for Nepal. Nepal's estimates
were rated in the C group despite a B rating on recent births because of the
inadequate nature of the age-reporting. Thus, 1in the case of recent
age-specific fertility rate estimates, 13 countries were found to , have
estimates of very reliable quality (A), 14 to have estimates of reliable
quality (B) and 11 to have estimates which were of less reliable quality (C).

Estimates of recent marital age-specific fertility require an estimate of
marital exposure time in the period 0-4 years before the survey. In certain
countries recent exposure may have been overestimated due to a deficit in
recent marriages, as shown in column 3 of table S. Because of the deficit
noted in table 5, the ratings for marital fertility estimates for Guyana,
Jamaica, Peru, and the Philippines were downgraded to B. In the case of
recent marital age-specific fertility rate estimates, 9 countries were rated
in the A group, 18 in the B group and 11 in the C group. The changes reflect
some of the difficulties found in the marital history data, particularly in
Latin America. Overall, the enumeration and dating of recent births were
considerably more accurate in many countries than the dating of recent
marriages.

The quality of trend estimates from WFS can be assessed using both
internal and external checks. However, if the quality of recent fertility
estimates has been found to be less reliable, then estimates of trends will
also necessarily be less reliable for that particular survey. The major
problem with retrospective birth history data is that omissions of births and
displacement of birth dates can distort the measurement of trends. Those
problems are difficult to diagnose.

Omission of births is most likely to affect fertility at young ages for
older cohorts (Brass and Rashad, 1980). Serious omissions can be detected
most simply by examining how parity changes with age and comparing achieved
parity at a given age for different cohorts. Omissions are less likely to
distort trends in the 0-14 year period before the survey. Of much greater
concern for the proper interpretation of recent trends is the placement of
birth dates in the historical past. The possibility of backdating of recent
births has already been discussed above, because it directly affects the
quality of recent fertility estimates. It is also possible that the dating of
more distant births may be distorted, given that older women in particular may
not remember the date at which the birth history begins.
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Table 7. Overall quality of recent age—spe ic fertility rates and
recent marital age-specific ferti y rates

Quality
Quality Quality Quality of recent
Region of Quality of recent of marital
and. recent of age age-specific marital age-specific
country births distribution rates history a/ rates
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Africa
Benin............
Cameroon.........
Cotetd Ivoire b/
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13
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Q

-

-3
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POOTOTAOOTO
BPOTVOTODTOOO
>O00O0ODTODOTO
POODOP>PITOTIANOO
>O0TODIOTOTO

Latin America and
the Caribbean
Colombia.........
Costa Rica.......
Dominican Republic
Ecuador..........

</

Panama...........

Peru.............
Trinidad and Tobago
Venezuela........

[

g

-t

(4]

[
VP> HO>>T>OO> >
PROPPI>TOPD>O>ET
PP TOPP>I>ODD> >
TDDOWDR>OOOOTODm®
DPODD>OODD@E> >

Asia and Oceanta
Bangladesh.......
F1)

a4/
Pakistan.........
Philippines......
Republic of Korea
Sri1 Lanka........
Syrian Arab Republic
Thatland.........
Yemen............

c/

OWPRPIODPTO>O
OPTDPPOOTOOTO
OWPrRPE>O0>TOP>O
[e1-1--1: 3 J-loled Jola)d Tol
AWPrAPBOOAPIPTOPO

Source: Standard recode tapes and country chapters in part two of the present publication.
Notes: Rates assessed as: A = good quality; B = acceptable qualiity; C = less relfable.

Current marftal status consistent except for Pakistan, age group 15-19; and
and That and age group 15-24.
ormerl¥ called the Ivory Coast.
g; Change from column
Change from column 1 .



A model of birth dating has been proposed in which it is assumed that
recent events are reported accurately and more distant events less accurately
(Potter, 1977). Moreover, birth dates in the distant past are held to be
recollected in terms of 1intervals from the first birth rather than as
independent dates, whereas the dates of the more recent births are located
independently of the dates attached to earlier births. The result of that
pattern of vreporting can cause successively older cohorts to report
successively older patterns of fertility through the forward shifting of birth
dates, thus causing an apparent incresse in fertility in the more distant past
and, therefore, an exaggerated decline in fertility in the recent past. Thus
trends can be exaggerated because of a back-dating of recent births as
discussed above, and/or a forward displacement of more distant births. An
effective way to detect the possibility of a forward shifting of birth dates
is to analyse cohort fertility profiles for the older cohorts to see whether
the rates at young ages appear lower for the oldest cohorts than for somewhat
younger cohorts and the shape of the profile is progressively older, the older

the cohort.

Age misstatement can also bias estimates of fertility trends, because a
cohort whose fertility is systematically too high or too low will distort the
trends in fertility for each age group in a different period in the historical
past. At those ages (20-29) where fertility rates are particularly high, a
bias for one cohort may cause an under-estimate or over-estimate of fertility

trends.

Where other sources of data are of good quality, estimated trends can be
compared and assessed. Unfortunately, the quality of other sources is not
always known, so that inconsistency between two sources cannot be considered
necessarily a sign that the data are of less reliable quality; in fact, the
opposite may be true. From table 7, it can be seen that 11 countries have
been rated as having good estimates of fertility trends (one from Africa, five
from Asia and five from Latin America). This is based on an assessment which
found those 11 countries to have no evidence of serious date misstatement and
a reasonable level of congsistency with trends estimated from an external
source. Nine countries were rated as having trend estimates of reasonable
quality (i.e., B group) (two from Africa, five from Latin America and two from
Asia). That rating implies somewhat less certainty about the exact extent of
fertility decline, either because of some evidence of date misplacement and/or
some inconsistency with other sources. 1In the 18 countries where trend
estimates are rated as less reliable (nine in Africa, three in Latin America
and six in Asia) there is evidence of date distortion and/or a high level of
variability in single-year fertility rates in addition to some forward
displacement of births and inconsistent trends.

In table 8, all the criteria used to develop those assessments have been
included. The first column shows the assessment of the quality of recent
birth enumeration. If it has received a C rating, then regardless of other
factors, the trend data must be placed in the C category as well. 1If it is
rated as A or B, then all the criteria are weighed before an assessment is
reached, with the constraint that B rating in column 1 precludes an A rating
on trends. Column 2 shows the index of annual fluctations in the average
fertility rate, which varies from a low of .014 in the Syrian Arab Republic to
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Table 8. Overall quality of trends in births from the Worild Fertility Survey
(From 0-4 to 10-14 years prior to the survey)
Index Omissions Trends Overalil
of Displace- Recent trend comparison consis- quality
irregu- P40-44 ment 1n (totatl fertiiity rate) tent trends,
larity more than a?e by 0-4) to
Quality in P45-49 profite World Fertility Survey Other source age of 10-14)
Region of birth avera? of cohort mother years
and data a/ fertility At At age fertility Percentage Percentage Type
country (0-4 years) rate a/ survey 4o~4 b/ g/ Dates chan?e Dates change of data
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10) (1) (12)
Africa
Benin ......... C 0.053 e/ Yes A lot 67/71-77/81 + 1 .. . . C
Cameroon...... 8 0.024 Yes Yes e/ 64/68-74/78 - 5 . - . . B
Cote a’ lvo1re t/ C 0.030 e/ Yes Some 66/70-76/80 - 1 e. .. .. .- C
Egypt......... B 0.047 e/ e/ 65/67-75/77 -26 66-75/77 -13 S/BR e/ C
Ghana......... C 0.043 e/ e/ e/ 65/69-75/79 - 6 .. .. .. .. C
Kenya......... A 0.035 e/ Yes A lot 68/70-76/78 -11 69-77/78 + 7 C/S e/ C
Lesotho....... B 0.056 e/ Yes e/ 71/13-75/77 + 7 71/73-76 + 4 S/C e/ C
Maur1tania C 0.047 e/ Yes A lot 67/71-77/81 -~ 4 .. .. .. - C
MOrocco....... B 0.027 Same Yes e/ 61/63-71/73 - 7 61/63-72 0 S/S e/ B
Senegal....... C 0.039 e/ e/ A 1ot 64/68-74/78 - 4 .. .. .. .. C
Sudan......... C 0.037 e/ Yes A lot 64/68-74/78 -14 .. .. .. - C
Tunisia....... A 0.021 e/ e/ Some 65/67-74/78 -19 66-74/78 -21 BR Yes A
Latin America and
Eh? CS:ibbean A 0.024 e/ / S 66/69-71/74 -21 67/68-72/73 -2 /
olombia...... . q ome - - - 7 ~27 S/C / A
Costa Rica. A 0.026 e/ e/ e/ 60/64-70/74 -39 60/64-70/74 -39 BR Ygs A
pominican Republic B 0.021 e/ Yes A lot h/ 61/65-71/75 -24 .. .. .. . C
Ecuador....... B8 0.020 e/ e/ Some 67/70-76/79 -~22 67/70-76/79 -21 S/S Yes 1/ 8
Guyana........ A 0.026 e/ Same Some 60/64-70/74 -23 60/64-70/74 -26 BR Yes B
Haiti......... B 0.050 e/ Yes A lot 63/66-73/76 -12 .. .. .- .. c
Jamafca....... A 0.032 e/ Same A lot 60/64-69/71 - 8 60/64 70 -4 BR/C / B
Mex1Co. . ... ... A 0.021 &  Yes  Some 66/70-74/76 -15 66/70-78  -18 BR/C 1/ A
Panama........ B 0.044 e/ Same a/ 59/61-71/75 -20 59/61-71/75 -14 BR a/ c
Paraguay...... B 0.031 e/ e/ Some 65/69-75/79 -17 .. .. .. B
Peru.......... A 0.024 e/ e/ e/ 67/69-74/76 -18 67/68-75 -20 S Yes A
Tr1gégad and A 0.034 e/ / 62/66-72/76 -38 62/66-72/
...... . e - - ~72/76 =30 BR Yes A
Venezuela..... B 0.046 e/ §5 e/ 67/71-72/76 -19 67/71-72/76 -12 BR Yes B

Table 8. continued



_'7£_

Table 8. (continyed)

Index Omissions Trends Overalil
of Displace- Recent trend comparison Consis- quality
irregu- P40-44 ment in (total fertility rate) tent trends,
larity more than age by §0-4) to
Quality in P45-49 profile World FertiTity Survey Other source age of 10-14)
Region of birth average of cohort mother years
and ( data a/ , fer€111;y At ﬁg’:gen/ fert}lity pat Perﬁentage pat Perﬁentage ;yggt q/
countr 0-4 years rate a/ survey 40~ ates change ates change o© a
Y (1) (2) (3) (4) (g) (6) (7? (8) (9) (10) (1) (12)
Asia and Oceania
Bangladesh. . .. C 0.029 Yes Yes A ot 63/65-71/75 -2t 63/65-74 + 3 S e/ Cc
F1j1 ......... A 0.023 e/ e/ Some 60/64-70/74 -38 60/64-70/74 -33 BR Yes A
Indonesia..... c 0.064 Yes Yes A 1ot 67/70-71/76 -16 67/70-71/75 - 6 S e/ c
Jordan........ 8 0.030 e/ Yes Some 60/62-71/76 - 17 61-72/76 + 5 c/s e/ c
Malaysia...... A 0.020 e/ e/ Some 66/69-70/74 -10 66/69-70/74 -10 BR Yes A
Nepal......... B 0.038 e/ Same e/ 62/66-72/76 9 .. .. .. .. C
Pakistan...... (o 0.051 Yes Yes A lot 63/65-68/71 - 1 63/65-68/71 -14 S e/ C
Philippines... A 0.017 e/ Yes Some 64/66-69/71 - 2 63/67-60/72 - 6 S e/ A
Republic of Korea A 0.020 e/ e/ Some 59/61-72/74 -35 60-72/74 -35 C Yes A
§r11Lanka ----- B 0.026 e/ e/ e/ 64/66-72/74 -27 65-72/74 ~23 BR e/ B
yrian
Arab Republic A 0.014 e/ Same Some 69/71-75/77 - 5 70~-77/78 -8 Cc/S Yes A
Thatland...... B 0.031 e/ e/ e/ 60/64-70/74 -27 60/64-70/74 -25 Cc/S Yes B
Yemen......... c 0.064 e/ Yes A lot 65/69-75/79 +12 .. .. .. .. C

Source: Standard recode tapes and country chapters in part two of the present publication.

Notes: Trend data assessed as: A = good quality; B = acceptable quality; C = less reliable.
For type of data: S = estimated from results of survey; BR = based on birth registration data; C = estimated from
population census data.
For dates, 63/65-71/75, for example, indicates the period from 1963-1965 to 1971-1975.

a/ This index is defined in the same manner as that for the period 0-4 years prior to the survey (table 6 but inciudes
the period 0-14 years prior the survey.

b/ P40-44 1s the parity of the 40-44 cohort and P45-49, theogar1ty of the 45-49 cohort.

8/ *A lot" of displacement occurred if the age profile of cohort fertility (figure V of country chapters became progressively
older for the older cohorts; that is, the age group at which fertiiity peaks moved from younger
to older age groups as the cohorts got older. “"Some" displacement occurred 1f only the oldest cohort (45-49) showed an older
pattern of fertility. The displacement 1n the age pattern indicates the extent to which forward-dating of births from the distant
past occurred (the Potter-type effect).

Trends by age are avallabte 1n each country chapter. Trends were rated as consistent and given a "yes™ {if all age groups

showed similar trends or if all age groups but the 15-19 group showed similar trends.

$/ The characteristic referred to does not exist to a significant degree according to the criteria mentioned above.

i/ Formerly called the Ivorz Coast.

a/ Comparisons with a 1978 Contraceptive Prevalence Survey suggest the possibility of some omissions among women aged 45-49.

n/ The 35-39 cohort shows unusually high fertility at ages 25 and 30, which somewhat masks the effect of displacement using
the criteria above.

i/ Not for age groups 15-19 and 25-29.

&/ Time periods are not the same.

K/ Parity compared is that of the 40-44 and 35-39 cohorts.
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a high of .064 in Indonesia and Yemen. Volatility in the rates could result
from a small sample size and/or a systematic preference for certain digits or
calendar dates. Omissions have been noted in columns 3 and 4, using two
criteria: column 3 compares parity of 40-44- and 45-49-year-old women at the
time of the survey, and column 4 compares the parity of the two oldest cohorts
at ages 40-44., Both tests are weak, in that omissions may exist but may not
be of sufficient size to fail the two tests. 1If there has been a recent
fertility decline among older women, which is likely to have occurred in most
of the countries considered here, the parity of 45-49-year-old women may be
higher than the parity of 40-44-year-old women but may none the less still be
underestimated due to omissions. Thus, columns 3 and 4 only note those
countries where omissions are most obvious.

In column S5, evidence of forward (towards the survey date) displacement
of birth dates is noted, based on an examination of figure V in the country
chapters. Figure V compares the age pattern of fertility for four cohorts
(30-34, 35-39, 40-44 and 45-49). "“Some" forward birth date displacement is
noted if the 45-49 cohort shows an older fertility profile than the 40-44
cohort, but the other profiles fall entirely within the 40-44 profile. The
displacement effect was categorized as "a lot" if the age profile of cohort
fertility becomes progressively older for the older cohorts. Only 13
countries showed little or no effect.2l/ 1Tt should be noted that omissions
of distant births may contribute to the pattern and that genuine increases in
age at marriage would tend to make this type of defect less obvious, since, in
that case, true fertility at young ages is likely to have been higher for the
oldest women than for younger ecohorts. It is also possible that fertility
genuinely increased in some countries before the onset of recent declines.

Columns 6-10 summarize a comparison of trends in TFR (total fertility
rates) from WFS data and from an outside source, if available. The periods
indicated for each country were dictated by the availability of data, and thus
a comparison of trends was possible in only 26 countries. 1In the remaining 12
countries no comparisons were possible. A rough consistency in the rates of
decline of total fertility rates does not necessarily imply that the age
pattern of decline was also consistent. Only those countries indicated in
column 11 showed rates of decline roughly consistent by age, and they could
only be compared for age groups 15-39. Thus, consistent trends in fertility
rates through age 39 are not necessarily inconsistent with displacement
evidenced in column S for the oldest women. In the case of Mexico, an exact
comparison of trends was not possible because the most recent outside source
was available only for a more recent date than WFS and thus, a larger
estimated decline is expected from the outside source, given the evidence of a
fertility decline.

Those countries with an A rating on trends included those with roughly
consistent patterns by age (that is, Costa Rica, Fiji, Guyana, Msalaysia,
Mexico, Peru, Republic of Korea, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia and Trinidad
and Tobago). If other aspects of the birth histories were found relatively
free of problems and the age-specific rates of decline were plausible in and
of themselves, despite some discrepancies for particular age groups with the
outgide source, the country's data were also rated in the A group. Those

included Colombia and the Philippines.
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The countries rated in the B group are, in general, only slightly 1less
reliable. In the cases of Thailand and Venezuela, recent birth data (see
table 6) were rated in the B group (column 1), so despite consistent trends
and no evidence of forward date displacement, a B rating was necessitated for
trends. Other countries in the group included Cameroon and Paraguay, for
which no external comparison was available, and Ecuador, Morocco and Sri
Lanka, all of which showed reasonably plausible rates based on a thorough
examination of the data. Jamaica is a more serious case because a lot of
forward date displacement was noted. The overall consistency of trends,
despite some exaggeration in the WFS estimates, however, suggested that a B

rating would be appropriate.

Not all of the countries rated as having less reliable trend data are
classified in the C group, for the same reasons. Of the 18 countries in that
group, 10 were automatically included because of their C rating in table 6
with respect to their recent fertility levels. Seven of them (mostly in
Africa) lacked any external source with which trends implied by the WFS data
could be compared. Of the eight countries whose trend rating represented a
downgrading from the rating for recent levels, five showed evidence of strong
digplacement of dates and omissions among older women and/or inconsistencies
with trends implied by external sources. In Egypt, Lesotho and Panama, the
index of irregularity was also quite high.

The Dominican Republic, Haiti and Nepal were difficult cases because no
outside estimate of fertility rate trends was available. 1In the case of the
Dominican Republic, the distortion of the data owing to higher fertility for
the 35-39 cohort and the evidence of exaggeration of fertility decline in the
recent period, based on cohort-period rate comparisons, necessitated a C
rating. Nepal had highly volatile annual rates, an acceptable rating on
recent birth enumeration and some evidence of omissions and distortions whose
relative size are difficult to diagnose. The high level of uncertainty
attached to those data makes their quality difficult to assess accurately. 1In
the case of Haiti, strong internal evidence of omissions and displacement as
well as highly irregular annual rates made a C rating appropriate.

Table 9 presents a final assessment of the quality of trend estimates in
fertility rates once the quality of the age distribution and the quality of
the marital history have been included in the assessment. 1In three cases
(Cameroon, Trinidad and Tobago and Syrian Arab Republic) the quality ratings
of trends in age-specific rates as listed in column 3 were downgraded from the
ratings in column 1 because of the lower quality of age reporting. The
quality of trends in marital age-specific rates is even more problematic
because poor marital history data will distort estimated exposure time so that
rates based on relatively good birth history data will not be reliable. Six
countries received a worse rating on the quality of marital fertility rate
trends than on age-specific fertility rate trends. Only three Asian
countries, one Latin American and one African country were considered to have
very reliable estimates of marital fertility trends. Eleven countries were
rated as having trend estimates of reasonably reliable quality. Guyans,
Jamaica and Peru were added to the list of countries with a less reliable
ratings on the quality of marital fertility trends because their maritsal

history dats was rated in the C group.
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Table 9. Overall quality of 15
and marital age-spectif

{

ear trends in age-specific fertility rates
c fertility rates

Quatity Quality
of trends Quality of trends
Region Quality Quality in age- of in marital
and of birth of age specific marital age-specific
country trends distribution rates history rates
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Africa
Benin.......... C C C Cc C
Cameroon....... 8 C C a/ C c
Cote d lvoire p/ C C C Cc C
Egypt.......... C B [of 8 C
Ghana.......... C B C C C
Kenya.......... C C [ B C
Lesotho C B C A C
Mauritania C C c C C
Morocco. .. B B B B B
Senegal... C B C C C
Sudan. .. C C C C C
Tunisia A A A A A
Latin America and
the Caribbean .
Colombia....... A B A B B ¢/
Costa Rica..... A A A 8 8 ¢/
Dominican Republic C C C C C
Ecuador........ B A 8 c B
Guyana......... B A B C Cc/
Haitd.......... C B C C C
Jamaica........ B ‘A B C C g/
Mexico......... A B8 A A A
Panama......... C A C B C
Paraguay ....... B A B B B
Peru........... A B A C Cg¢g/
Tr‘ln‘ldad and
Tobago....... A B B a/ 8 B
Venezuela...... B A ] B B
Asia and Oceania
Bangladesh..... C C C C C
Fi31 .......... A B A A A
Indonesia...... C C C C C
Jordan......... C C Cc C C
Malaysia....... A B A A A
Nepal.......... C C C C C
Pakistan....... (of C C C C
Philippines.... A A A B 8 ¢/
Republiic of Korea.. A A A A A
Srd Lanka...... B C B B B
Syrian Arab Republic A 8 B a/ 8 B
Thatland....... B A B B B
Yemen.......... C C C C C
Soyrce: Tables 4, 5, and 8.

: Rates assessed as: A = of good quality; B = acceptable qualtty;
C = less reliable

y Change from column (1).
Formerl¥ called the(;gory Coast.
r

</ Change

om column



