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Housing Variables in Colombia Since the 1964 Census

Colombia’s census in 2003 will include the country’s sixth housing census and its 17th population census.  Since 1964 census files have been in computerized form and, when put into a comparative format, can provide a valuable time series of microdata.  The purpose of this paper is to explore a potential time-series using the household-related variables.  There are problems with trying to compare data from different censuses of course, and Colombian censuses over the last few decades provide excellent examples of some of the difficulties.  Nonetheless, the problems pale in the face of the value of making reasonable comparisons, especially when housing data are used in conjunction with population data. 

The paper has three parts.  In the first part, there is discussion of the very basic issues of any housing census such as how to define a “household” for enumeration purposes, whether de facto (de hecho) or de jure enumeration makes any difference, and what items should be included in a housing census.  Comparability has been facilitated enormously by the fact that Colombia’s housing censuses have usually followed United Nations recommendations.  Using data from 1973, 1985 and 1993 microsamples, we provide time series data on a number of those items.  Since one of the potential uses of housing data is to derive a picture of the nation’s material well-being, a second part briefly examines the use of housing census data to help track poverty in Colombia over time and compared to other countries in Latin America.  In the final section, we enter the more familiar realm of family/household demography by viewing such conventional household measures as the Adults per Household ratio (AH) and Age Specific Headship Rates (ASHR). 

A Demographic Look at Housing Censuses

Definition

Conceptually and numerically, there are important differences between buildings (edificios), residential buildings (viviendas), households (hogares) and families (familias).   For instance, in documentation for the 2001 census (“anexos” pp. 36, 37, recently postponed to 2003), there is a glossary that defines an edificacion as 

Es toda construcción independiente y separada.  Independiente quiere decir que tiene acceso desde la vía pública.  Separada quiere decir que tiene paredes que permiten diferenciarla de otras edificaciones.  Una edificación puede tener varias entradas y generalmente está cubierta por un techo.  Por ejemplo: una casa, un edificio de oficinas o apartamentos, un hospital, un centro comercial, una vivienda construida con latas y desechos. 

Most housing censuses are only concerned with residential buildings and households however.  That is,  the residential building or vivienda (from the anexo again)

Es la unidad habitada o destinada a ser habitada por una o más personas.  Es necesario recordar que toda unidad tiene que ser independiente y separada ...

And within the residential building reside one or more households or hogares, comprised of people who may or may not be related.  According to 2001 census documentation again (Anexos p.37), the hogar:

Es una persona o grupo de personas parientes o no, que viven bajo un mismo techo y generalmente comparten los alimentos.

That is, the household is generally identified in terms of sharing a common budget or eating together whether or not the people are related.  This can be confusing however.  For instance, the 1993 census appeared to use an independent access within the living quarters as a criterion along with that of an eating group.

If people are related by blood, marriage or adoption then they are usually considered members of the same family, but most censuses are not directly concerned with the family.  Rather, as was commonly the case, the 1964 census used the word familia to actually discuss the hogar.
   Subsequent censuses have been clearer that they are enumerating hogares rather than familias.  There is a problem however, because people may be related and live together but have separate budgets, forming subfamilies within the same housing unit.  Are these separate households?  At present throughout Latin America there is no way to tell if different enumerators identify subfamilies differently.

In addition, the 1985 census was confusing because it did not list anything by household, instead limiting itself to the vivienda only.  But it used a curious definition of the vivienda.
   As a result, a post-enumeration survey found the standard 1985 ratio of hogar to vivienda to be about 1.03 while that of the standard hogar to standard vivienda ratio was 1.37 (Patiño and Alzate, 1986 pp. 72).  That subsequently the 1993 and 2000 censuses enumerated residential buildings separate from households again suggests that the 1985 experiment proved unsatisfying, but we are in the awkward position of having to continue using the somewhat anomalous data. 

Perhaps the most confusing feature of the housing part of the census is that, although data refer separately to characteristics of the vivienda and the hogar, the census record only corresponds to the hogar.  This is to our advantage however, as it becomes reasonable to compare hogar data in 1964, 1973, 1993, and 2000 with the vivienda data in 1985.  

De jure or de facto?

Although Colombia’s 2001 census will enumerate people in their usual place of residence, what is often referred to as de jure, its 1973 and 1963 censuses enumerated people in location or de facto.  The switch was made to de jure in 1985 and appears to be in accord with current UN recommendations (1998:51):

With the growing interest in information on households and families ... it is becoming increasingly desirable to prepare tabulations on the basis of usual residence rather than on place where present....  

What implication might this have?  An article that carefully discussed a variety of aspects of the population and housing census was limited to merely saying that in general there did not seem to be much difference either nationally or locally when one or another definition was used (Vélez, 1986: 30).  It seems valid that in most cases it should not matter since dwelling material will be the same, but there could be a difference in density or the number of people per room on the microlevel, and/or a difference  in ‘relationship to household head’ and thus household composition.  UN recommendations do seem to consider this possibility (1998: 52):

If it is also desired to obtain information on both the usually resident population and the present-in-area population, then ... A clear distinction must ... be made ... among (a) persons usually resident and present on the day of the census, (b) persons usually resident but temporarily absent on the day of the census and (c) persons not usually resident but temporarily present on the day of the census.

Unfortunately, the censuses do not contain information on ‘usual,’ ‘temporarily present’ or ‘temporarily absent’ household members.  Thus it is not possible to assess how the definition change might have affected results.
  For instance, we will see that the proportion of the household population listed as unrelated to the household head declined from 1973 to 1985 to 1993, but it is unclear how much of that decline was simply an artifact of enumeration differences.

Housing Items in the Census

Although there is no standard set of items to be included in a housing census, 1998 U.N. recommendations were as follows (pp. 97-98; revised from 1980):

Table 1.  U.N. Statistical Division Recommendations for Housing Items in Censuses

	Unit of enumeration:
	building

	1
	Building  type of (para. 2.296)   ^^

	2
	Construction material of outer walls (para. 2.304)

	3
	Year or period of construction (para. 2.307) &&

	Unit of enumeration:
	living quarters (vivienda)

	4
	Location of living quarters (para. 2.312)

	5
	Living quarters - type of (para. 2.320)

	6
	Occupancy status (para. 2.366)

	7
	Ownership - type of (para. 2.370)

	8
	Rooms - number of (para. 2.375)

	9
	Floor space - useful and/or living (para. 2.378) **

	10
	Water supply system (para. 2.381)

	11
	Toilet and sewerage facilities (para. 2.384)

	12
	Bathing facilities (para. 2.390)   ^^

	13
	Cooking facilities (para. 2.392)

	14
	Lighting - type of and/or electricity (para. 2.400)

	15
	Solid waste disposal - type of (para. 2.402) **      ^^

	16
	Occupancy by one or more households (para. 2.402) **

	17
	Occupants - number of (para 2.407)   ^^

	Unit of enumeration
	Households/occupants of living quarters

	18
	Demographic and economic characteristics of the head of household (para. 2.67)

	19
	        Age (para. 2.87)

        Sex (para. 2.86)

        Activity status (para. 2.168)

        Occupation (para. 2.212)

	20
	Tenure (para. 2.410) ??

	21
	Rental and owner-occupied housing costs (para. 2.413)   **


The little hats (^) denote items that were enumerated in some censuses but not in others.  The ampersands (&) denote an item that was not included in any census. The questioned item (?) refers to a household-level item listed as number 7; number 19 was not enumerated.  The asterisked items were added to the 1980 list in the 1998 revision.  The updated list also excluded information on a conjugal family nucleus for occupants of households/living quarters.

In general, the Colombian censuses did not differentiate between items in the manner suggested by the United Nations because they reported all housing information in a household record, even when they considered certain items to be characteristics of the vivienda or living quarters, and other items to be characteristics of the hogar or household in a manner outlined below:

Table 2.  Housing Variables in Colombian Censuses, 1964-2003

	
	1964
	1973
	1985
	1993
	2003
	US-IPUMS

	Vivienda
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wall [2]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Roof [*]
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	Floor [*]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Type [5]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Occ [6]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	VACANT

	Water [10a]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	?WATERSRC

	Bath [12]
	x
	
	
	
	
	SHOWER

	Electricity [14]
	x@
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	# of rooms in v [8a]
	
	x
	x
	
	
	ROOMS~

	# of households [16]
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	NUMHH UNITSADD

	Phone [*]
	
	
	
	x
	x
	PHONE

	Solid Waste [15]
	
	
	
	x
	x
	

	Natural Gas [*]
	
	
	
	
	x
	COSTGAS

	Hogar 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ownership [7]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	OWNERSHIP

	Water
[10b]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	?WATERSRC

	Sewage connection [11a]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	SEWAGE

	Sewage/toilet [11b]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	TOILET

	Sewage/own toilet [11c]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Kitchen [13a]
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	KITCHEN

	Cooking fuel [13b]
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	FUELCOOK

	# rooms in h [8b]
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	ROOMS~

	# bdrms in h [*]
	x
	
	
	
	
	BEDROOMS

	# people in h [17]
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Share food [*]
	
	x
	
	
	
	

	Household industry [*]
	x
	
	
	
	
	COMMUSE

	Destination of industry product
	
	x
	x
	
	
	FARMPROD+

	H industry product
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	# Employees in hhld ind
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	@ The 1964 census reported on electricity for lighting "Si tiene instalación de alumbrado eléctrico...."

~ Does it matter that there are number of rooms in a Vivienda and number of rooms in the hogar?

+ This is the most relevant variable, but it is not the same


The number in parenthesis refers to the list recommended by the United Nations.  Items that were not included in the U.N. list have an asterisk.

Although it may not be appropriate for UN recommendations, enumerating household amenities such as ownership of a washing machine, a phonograph/tape/CD player, an automobile, a refrigerator or some other item that has particular significance could be very indicative of relative well-being and is usually reported for the household rather than an individual.  Such information may be particularly valuable if it is near-impossible to gather reasonable information on income or wealth in simple monetized fashion.   The 1964 Colombian census enumerated whether households had a radio or television.  Those or related questions were not included in the 1973 census, perhaps because the answers were poor but neither was much of anything else tried.  The 1993 (and 2001) census had a question on a telephone connection that may prove to be very useful but in general, we have next to no income information nor amenity information aside from the limited items discussed further below.  The 1992 census for Chile provides an excellent example of the kind of items that might be included.
 

The third set of items, referring to occupants of households, is puzzling because all items in a population census refer to people who live in households or group quarters.  Being able to juxtapose the wealth of information contained in the population part of the census with a potentially rich array of items in a housing part of a census is one of the major benefits of conducting housing and population censuses simultaneously.  Actually, the major household-related variable in the population part of a census is “relationship to reference person” (here listed as “relation to jefe”), not age, sex, activity status and occupation although they are very important.   Although there are a variety of comparative household composition schemes, the one recommended by the United Nations requires information on age, marital status and relationship to household head or reference person.  Information on activity status or occupation is a level below that, as such information can be used to help stratify the households once the type of household is determined.  A relationship variable, along with others used to develop standardized household composition schemes, is discussed at greater length later.

Listing items in terms of household occupants instead of a household head was a giant improvement of the 1998 revision over its 1980 predecessor.  The 1980 version itemized characteristics of a household head and the 2001 census will still enumerate individuals in terms of their relation to a head instead of to a reference person.  One works under the assumption that the “head” is whoever is designated as such by whoever answers the census questionnaire.
  As societal attitudes toward gender and/or age change however, we can expect the “head” designation to change too, perhaps subtly, causing pause in straightforward comparison over time and/or location of presumably factual data. 

In the following discussion, we try to address each of the items in turn.  Since building type was only enumerated in 1964, (although item #5 addresses type of residential building) we start with item #2, to the material of the exterior walls and related variables.

Material of Exterior (#2).  One of the first items to enumerate about a building is the material used in its construction.  The U.N. recommends that censuses report on the material of the outside walls.  Colombian censuses additionally asked about floor material and other Latin American censuses also typically ask about the roof.  While those variables tend to be highly associated, each provides information often not contained in the other and a scale constructed from all three variables can be valuable (Arias and De Vos, 1996).  Colombia too asked about roof material in 1964 and 1973 but not in 1985 or later.  Is it an understatement to suggest that people do not yet seem to know what to do, what the net benefit or loss might be of including or omitting items on floor material or roof material?

Even when it is decided that a census enumerate certain types of housing material, the disconcerting fact remains that there is no standard way to categorize possible answers.  The Colombian censuses are no exception, and coding differs every year.  One way to attempt standardization is by durability (Arias and De Vos, 1996: 62).  The following are percentile distributions:

Table 3.  Housing materials Questions, 1973-1993

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	Material of Exterior Walls

	
	
	

	1. Tile, brick, cement blocks, adobe
	57.3
	76.2
	74.5      

	2. Pressed dirt, wood
	14.8
	 6.8
	 7.6

	3. Bark, cane, vegetable matter
	24.9
	16.2
	17.4

	4. Prefabricated, throwaways, Other
	 2.0
	 0.7
	 0.6

	Material of Floor

	
	
	

	1.  Cement, vinyl, rug, hardwood, tile  
	49.9
	67.6
	39.1

	2.  Cane or vegetable matter
	24.8
	15.8
	47.7

	3.  Dirt
	24.2
	16.6
	13.2

	4.  Other
	 1.1
	0
	0


But that is not particularly satisfying.  Especially problematic to me is how to classify “madera” since it could indicate nice flooring or be rather impermanent.  For instance, the 1973 census lists “madera” but later censuses only list “madera burda”.

After listing material of the exterior walls, the U.N. suggests that censuses list year or period of construction (item #3).  To my knowledge however, the Colombian censuses do not collect that information.  A fourth item, location, is dealt with elsewhere since it reflects geographic coding.  Thus we next turn our attention to the issue of housing type.

Housing type (#5).  There is no standard for categorizing the type of housing, and the factors have been enumerated differently in different Colombian censuses.   Conceptually, there are three or maybe four different housing types, with a fifth type of ‘other’:  independent house, apartment, room and shack.  The 1993 census (and probably 2001 census as well) only considers three types, apparently including the ‘shack’ category in the ‘apartment’ category.  Although the 1985 census ostensibly considered 8 housing types including shacks and rooms, the microfile sample from the long form actually only considered two types, independent houses and apartments.  Could “shack” or “room” have actually been considered either independent houses or apartments depending on the facilities available?  That could help us understand the following (in percents):

Table 4.  Housing Type

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	1.  House
	80.5
	90.1
	79.2

	2.  Apartment
	05.1
	09.4
	14.0

	3.  Room
	04.8
	00.1
	06.4

	4.  Shack etc.
	08.1
	
	

	5.  Other
	01.6
	00.5
	00.4


Unfortunately, I do not see a reasonable way to compare the 1985 and 1993 data with this variable.  One might need to make a combination of variables for the “housing type” variable to be useful.

A sixth item recommended by the U.N. and enumerated by Colombia was the occupancy status of the residential unit.  Unfortunately, the data I can report with here are sometimes limited to occupied units only.  The seventh recommended item is ownership.  

Ownership (items #7 and #19).  The U.N. recommends collecting two types of information about ownership, whether a unit is publicly owned or privately owned, and how it is occupied (rented, owned etc.).  It considers the public/private feature to be a characteristic of the living quarters and how it is occupied to be a characteristic of the household reference person.  As far as I can tell however, the Colombian censuses do not ask about public/private ownership and ask about tenancy in terms of the whole household.  There appear to be three basic types of reportable tenancy, 1) owning (whether still in the process of paying or not), 2) renting (or subletting), and 3) other (such as usufruct). This is similar to the U.S. iPUMS variable OWNERSHIP that was recorded since 1900.  Below are the percentile distributions we find in our 1973, 1985 and 1993 samples: 

Table 5. Housing Ownership

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	1.  Own
	53.4
	67.7
	63.5

	2.  Rent
	30.0
	23.5
	27.7

	3.  Other
	15.6
	08.8
	08.7


This can be confusing when combined with the tenuous nature of assigning subfamilies as being either separate households or not.  For instance, if taken on face value, the figures suggest that ownership increased for a while during the 1970s but decreased again in the 1980s and early 1990s.  Conversely, renting rather than owning decreased and then increased?  Rather, one might suppose that the existence of subfamilies could explain the figures.  And what should one make of the fact that some other form of tenancy beside ownership or renting declined dramatically after 1973?

Number of rooms (item #8).  The U.N. recommends that censuses report a household’s number of rooms excluding any kitchen or bathroom (or garage) and even the U.S. iPUMS has a variable for this since 1850 (ROOMS).  This can be confusing if enumerators are not careful because some households may allocate a room (or more) as a work room rather than a living room.   Although most households contain between one and five rooms, some households may have as many as 15 or more. 

Table 6.  Number of Rooms

	
	N
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1973
	130895
	3.02
	2.05
	1
	71

	1985
	513335
	3.39
	1.90
	1
	30

	1993
	714927
	3.41
	1.84
	1 
	20


The latest U.N. recommendations include an item (#9) for the measurement of the amount of living space, not just number of rooms, but Colombian censuses do not seem to have that yet.

Water (items #10a & 10b).  Although the U.N. recommends one item concerning water supply, the Colombian housing censuses have had two items, one referring to connection with an aqueduct, the other regarding the source of water used in cooking.  The U.N. recommends something akin to the first because “The most significant information from a health point of view is whether the living quarters have piped water within the premises. ...” (1998 p. 107) The U.S. census has had something akin to the second, drinking water variable (WATERSRC) since the 1960 census however.  In percentage terms, we have the following:

Table 7.  Source of Drinking Water

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	Connection with Aqueduct

	
	
	

	1.  Yes
	61.3
	70.4
	81.9

	2.  No
	38.7
	29.6
	18.1

	Source of Drinking Water

	
	
	

	1.  Aqueduct 
	66.7 
	71.1
	78.7

	2.  Well or fountain
	13.9
	10.6
	09.6

	3.  Other
	18.4
	18.1
	11.8


The question on access to basic water service is only augmented somewhat by the more detailed description of from what source the water comes because almost 70 percent in 1973 and 80 percent in 1993 of the households obtained its water from a pipe or aqueduct.  Still, it is useful to note that this increase was due to a shared decline in obtaining water from a well or a river/stream/spring, water sources that continued to serve a substantial proportion of the households in 1993.

Toilet and sewerage facilities (#11).  As in the case of water, the U.N. recommends that housing censuses include at least one variable assessing the existence of toilet/sewerage facilities but the Colombian censuses have three, one concerning the existence and type of toilet, one concerning the exclusive nature of the toilet, and one concerning the sewage connection.
  Each census is somewhat different because sometimes there is mention of a septic tank while at other times there is only mention of a public connection.  Furthermore, the 1964 census seemed to concentrate on toilet facilities to the exclusion of considering a sewage system.  Below is my attempt to compare the censuses (in percents):

Table 8. Toilet and sewage facilities

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	Type of Toilet
	
	
	

	1.  Yes
	56.4
	70.3
	75.6

	2.  No toilet but latrine
	10.5
	 7.5 
	07.5

	3.  No
	33.1
	22.2
	16.9

	Own Toilet
	
	
	

	1.  Yes
	54.0
	70.5
	70.7

	2.  No
	14.8
	7.3
	14.2

	3.  Not applicable
	31.2
	22.2
	15.1

	Type of Sewage Service
	
	
	

	1. Connected to public pipe (alcantarilla)
	50.3
	59.9
	66.0

	2. Septic tank
	
	06.1
	10.4

	3. None
	40.6
	29.7
	34.0*

	* Includes connections to septic tank because there was no separate category.


It would appear that having access to a toilet with running water was much more common in 1993 than in 1973 and that it was also more common that the toilet not be shared.  Again, this was much more the case in urban than in rural areas.  In 1993 in fact, still almost half of all rural households had no toilet at all, even when such facilities as a latrine are counted.

Cooking Facilities (#13).  The U.N. recommends that censuses enumerate whether a household has a kitchen or “some other space ... set aside for cooking...”.  Colombian censuses have enumerated this in several ways.  1964, 1973 and 1985 censuses had questions on whether the household had a room for cooking and whether that place was shared with others.  The 1985 and 1993 censuses had questions on where the location of cooking was.  Since 1985 (including the 2003 census) the censuses have had questions on what fuel is used for cooking.  Accurate comparison may involve reducing these variables down to a common yes/no ‘cooking takes place’ variable but it is worth noting that the U.S. IPUMS has two related variables, KITCHEN and FUELCOOK.

It would seem that having an exclusive cooking space may have become more common between 1973 and 1993 but that where cooking took place was just too complicated to code adequately.  Pertinent percentile distributions are:

Table 9.  Cooking Facilities and fuel

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	Room for Cooking
	
	
	

	1.  Yes, not shared 
	76.6
	94.4
	

	2.  Yes, shared 
	08.8
	03.9
	

	2.  No
	11.3
	
	

	3.  Unknown
	03.3
	01.7
	

	Kitchen Location
	
	
	

	1.  In room for cooking only
	
	83.2
	80.5

	2   Some place else*
	
	15.1
	15.6

	3.  No cooking
	
	01.7
	01.3

	    UK
	
	
	02.6

	* Bedroom with sink, bedroom without sink, in a patio, hallway or ....

	Cooking Fuel
	
	
	

	1.  Electricity
	
	30.0
	29.4

	2.  Gas
	
	38.5
	44.9

	3.  Firewood, charcoal
	
	31.5
	22.0

	4.  Other
	
	00.05
	00.005

	5.  Unknown/missing
	
	11.1
	03.7


There appears to be too much change in cooking variables to make a time series sensical.  Also, the question about a kitchen kept changing and was eventually dropped by the 2003 census..
  The 1985 census used two questions, one of which was somewhat similar to the question asked in 1973 (about sharing the facility) and the other of which was similar to the question asked in 1993 (about where cooking was done).  It seems that in the end neither was found helpful although the revised question used in 1985 and 1993 did seem discerning enough in abbreviated form. 

Electricity (#14).  The U.N. recommends that censuses enumerate a living quarter’s lighting type, whether it is with electricity, gas, oil lamp etc. (1998).  And actually, the 1964 did ask about lighting.  However, subsequent censuses have asked more specifically about electricity, whether the living quarters has a connection.  Percentage distributions are:

Table 10.  Electricity

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	Electricity
	
	
	

	   Yes
	62.1
	78.8
	87.0

	   No
	37.9
	21.2
	13.0


Garbage disposal (#15).  In 1993 the Colombian census started asking how people disposed of their garbage (or solid waste).  It is impossible to compare the situation with times before 1993 but it is still important to note that the item is present since it is one of the items recommended for inclusion by the United Nations (1998).  As of 1993, 64 percent of the households had garbage collection service.  Most of the others either left garbage in a pile/dumpster somewhere or buried it.

Number of households in living quarters (#16).  As observed earlier, there has been no standard definition of a household in Colombia, and the 1985 census eschewed the term altogether.  The 1973 census was the clearest on this while the 1993 census seemed to count the number of independent accesses within a residential building.  Despite the possible differences, I list the percentile distributions of hogares as enumerated because Occupancy by more than one household is a useful topic for assessing the current housing situation and measuring the need for housing (U.N., 1998 p.110).

Table 11.  Number of Households in Living Quarters

	
	1973
	1993

	Households
	
	

	1
	73.5
	97.6

	2 
	08.7
	01.1

	3 
	04.1
	00.2

	4 
	02.1
	00.1

	5 
	01.2
	00.1

	6+
	10.4
	00.9


Number of Occupants (#17).  As with number of rooms, the Colombian censuses seemed to be designed with the idea that a fundamental aspect of any household is the number of people within it.  In combination with the number of rooms we can calculate density simply as the average number of people per room.  Here, we consider vivienda for 1985 and hogar for 1973 and 1993.

Table 12. Number of occupants and persons per room

	
	N
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	NUMBER OF PEOPLE
	
	
	
	
	

	1973
	130895
	5.71
	3.04
	1
	36

	1985
	513335
	5.03 
	2.70 
	1
	45

	1993
	714927
	4.49 
	2.30
	1
	49

	DENSITY (Npers/Nrms)
	
	
	
	
	

	1973
	210279
	2.54
	1.91
	0.02
	22

	1985
	513335
	1.88
	1.43
	0.04
	33

	1993
	714927
	1.70
	1.32
	0.05
	21


The average number of people per household declined significantly from 1973 to 1993, by over one person.  This is probably related to the large drop in fertility from a TFR of about 6.8 children per women in the early 1960's to about 2.9 in the late 1980s (U.N., 1995).  Should it come as a surprise therefore that density too declined significantly from an average of more than 2.5 to about 1.7. To some, that may still seem unacceptably high.

Telephone.  The U.N. recommendations do not include items that may not be considered bare necessity, but many censuses include household items that can be used to assess relative well-being.  The Colombian censuses in general have not included extra items but beginning in 1993 have included a question about a telephone connection.  We cannot assess a time-series of this item, but it is still noteworthy that in 1993 almost 36 percent of the households had a telephone.

Relationship to Household Head.  Although the U.N. recommendations discuss such characteristics of the household occupants as age and sex, an item that they curiously omit from the aforementioned list is ‘relationship to head’.  Such a variable is fundamental for household demography, even if the only other population information is age, because one needs to be able to make characteristics specific to the household head or household reference person.  Fortunately, U.N. recommendations do mention household and family factors, but as part of the population census, not the housing census, and the Colombian population censuses contain such a variable.

In a somewhat different section from the household census recommendations, earlier UN recommendations listed the following “relationships to household head”: 1) reference person or head, 2) spouse (or companion), 3) child (in-law), 4) grandchild or great-grandchild, 5) parent (in-law), 6) other relative, 7) domestic employee and 8) other person not related to the head or reference person (e.g., Shyrock and Siegel, 1973: 300).  However, subsequent recommendations state (U.N., 1998:66): Enumerators should be encouraged to probe for a clear relationship (such as child, niece, aunt and so forth).  The recording of non-specific responses such as “relative” should be avoided.  Colombian censuses have tended to include the shorter early list although the 1964 census had separate categories for boarder or lodger (inquilino)and child(ren) of servants; the 1973 census also had a separate category for pensioner (but not for boarder).   The 1985, 1993 and 2001 censuses separate out children-in-law from other children, perhaps in an attempt to help identify subfamilies. In general terms however, the proportion in the ‘child-in-law’ category is rather small whereas the proportion in the “other relative” category is rather large (in percents): 
Table 13. Relationship to household head

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	Head
	17.7
	19.9
	22.3

	Spouse/companion
	11.1
	13.6
	14.5

	Child
	49.8
	47.0
	44.7

	Child in-law 
	
	01.2
	01.1

	Grandchild
	04.2
	06.0
	05.6

	Parent (in-law) 
	01.5
	01.3
	01.1

	Other relative
	09.0
	06.2
	07.0

	Boarder
	00.2*
	
	

	Domestic
	01.7
	01.4
	00.9

	Other unrelated
	04.1
	03.5
	02.8

	Percent head, spouse/mate, 
	
	
	

	child(ren)
	78.6
	80.5
	81.5

	* In 1973 the category is called ‘pensioner’.


If we consider the three main categories to be head, spouse/companion and child (in-law), we can see clearly that the proportion of the household population comprised of ‘children’ of the household head has declined between 1973 and 1993 and the proportion of actual heads or spouse/companions of the head has increased.  This is consistent with what we know about Colombia’s fertility decline.  The proportion who are grandchildren cannot be so easily interpreted however as it seems lower in 1993 than in 1985 but higher in 1993 than in 1973.  

In comparison to the small proportion of ‘child-in-law,’ omitting such categories such as sibling or aunt/uncle may ultimately prove to be unfortunate when examining the situation of special segments of the population such as single mothers, elders or never-married individuals.  For instance in a recent study I found that in 1982 14.6 percent of unmarried elderly women (60+) in Chile were ‘other relatives’ (De Vos, 2000: 272-273).  There was no separate category for ‘sibling of the head’ then.  In 1992 when there was a category for sibling in the Chilean census, 6.2 percent of the unmarried elderly women were ‘other relative’ and an additional 5.2 percent were ‘sibling.’  In Mexico in 1990, 4.5 percent of the unmarried elderly women were siblings; 2.2 percent were aunts; 3.7 percent were grandmothers; and 0.9 percent were other relatives.  In Colombia, all of these people, 11.3 percent, would be categorized as ‘other relative!’

The 1990 Mexican census had a reasonable approach toward listing ‘relationship to head’ potentially worth emulating: It enumerated a short list of relationship codes in a first column of what could be a fairly simple or fairly detailed, one-column or three-column, variable.  A researcher can thus either use the short list or the more detailed one.  For instance, the short list has one category for “other relative” (6).  In more detailed form, the “other relative” can be a father, mother, father-in-law, mother-in-law, sibling, half-sibling, sibling-in-law, grandparent, niece/nephew, aunt/uncle, cousin, and so on. 


Household Industry.  Although the censuses no longer try to enumerate household industries, the Colombian censuses of 1964 and 1973 did attempt to do so.  Our discussion would not be complete therefore if we did not mention the existence in these censuses of relevant items although it is probably difficult for a self-employed person to say definitively whether s/he engages in activity that might qualify as home industry.  The 1973 census may have been somewhat more complete in this regard, but both the 1964 and 1973 censuses included questions about what the household produced and whether the product was meant for household consumption only or whether, in addition, its product could be sold.  Since we do not have data for 1964 here, I can only report that in 1973 only about 4 percent of the households made goods that were sold.

Poverty

A major use of information obtained from a housing census is to track the well-being of the population.  An important study that examined poverty in Colombia in the mid 1980s with census data used three indicators constructed from housing data (DANE, 1989: 15-16): 1) households in inadequate living quarters,
 2) households in living quarters without basic services,
 and 3) crowding.
  It furthermore made a distinction between municipal heads and the rest of the country.  Finally, it considered people with two or more indicators to be in misery, not just poverty.

The large study examined different geographic areas and reported its findings in two volumes (DANE, 1989).  Here, I merely show the percentage of households in poverty according to each housing indicator, and the percentage of households having two or more characteristics of poverty (said to be in misery) for 1973, 1985 and 1993:

Table 14.  Households with two or more characteristics of poverty
	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	% households in inadequate living quarters (p1)
	19.3
	12.0
	10.5

	% households without basic services (p2)
	45.5
	35.5
	27.5

	% households that are overcrowded (p3)
	25.0
	12.6
	10.1

	% households with at least 1 p
	56.4
	42.7
	34.9

	% households with 2 or more p’s
	26.1
	14.6
	11.0


These overall figures suggest that there has been a slow but steady decline in the basic poverty of Colombian household although basic poverty still afflicted over a third of the country’s households in 1993.  The percentage of households reported to be in misery was cut by more than two thirds.  Most dramatic was the decline in overcrowding (when 3 or more people to a room is used as the main definition). 

What was particularly impressive was the difference between urban and rural poverty, rural poverty being so prevalent, even in 1993:

Table 15.  Urban and rural poverty as derived from Colombian census microdata 

	
	1973
	1985
	1993

	
	Urban
	Rural
	Urban
	Rural
	Urban
	Rural

	% households in inadequate living quarters (p1)
	11.4
	32.8
	  7.4
	22.2
	  6.5
	22.7

	% households without basic services (p2)
	25.7
	79.6
	20.6
	68.5
	17.7
	56.7

	% households that are overcrowded (p3)
	19.7
	34.2
	12.6
	16.3
	  8.1
	16.1

	% households with at least 1 p
	39.2
	86.1
	42.7
	28.3
	24.7
	65.4

	% households with 2 or more p’s
	14.0
	47.1
	14.6
	  8.6
	  6.3
	25.0


Much more could be done with this information.  For instance, one immediately wonders what the situation has been in various parts of the country and/or among people of different household types (single-parent households etc.).  The 1985 study did some of this but one wonders about later circumstances. 

In using housing information to form a ‘poverty index,’ the major ‘problem’ has been that different countries appear to construct different indices for a particular place and time without recognizing the potential value of comparing that index either over time or across countries.  This first type of index or scale is essential because it can make maximal use of what information is available.  However, it is also valuable to place an entity in a larger perspective.  A colleague and I tried to make some comparison within Latin America using census data from 1970- and 1980- round censuses because we noted that many countries were gathering very similar housing information (Arias and De Vos, 1996). One of the scales we constructed was based on information on electricity, sewerage and water, similar to what the 1985 study called ‘basic services’.
  We found the following (from table iv p.72) and also show the infant mortality rate at that time (which correlated at a Pearson’s r of -.076). 


Table 16. Poverty Index and Infant Mortality Rate for Selected Countries and Years: Latin America

	Country
	Scale (0 to 6)
	Infant Mortality Rate

	Argentina 1981
	5.0
	37

	Bolivia 1976
	1.9
	131

	Brazil 1970
	2.5
	95

	Brazil 1980
	3.3
	74

	Chile 1970
	4.4
	82

	Chile 1982
	4.9
	24

	Colombia 1973
	3.9
	70

	Colombia 1985
	4.6
	40

	Costa Rica 1973
	4.3
	45

	Costa Rica 1984
	5.0
	19

	Dominican Rep. 1981
	3.9
	51.5

	Ecuador 1974
	2.2
	87

	Ecuador 1982
	2.5
	65

	Panama 1980
	4.1
	28

	Paraguay 1972
	2.9
	55

	Paraguay 1982
	3.4
	53


From this perspective it appears that Colombia is located in the better half of the countries but is in no way the best off.  Countries of the Southern Cone and part of Central America (e.g. Argentina, Chile, Costa Rica and even Panama) tend to be more affluent while countries in the Andes such as Bolivia and Ecuador tend to have low scores.  The score for the Dominican Republic in 1981 is the same as what Colombia had in 1973.

A First Look at Colombia’s Household Composition

Household demography involves using information on relation to head or reference person, and various population characteristics such as age, sex and/or marital status.  This section briefly discusses some indicators used in household demography, beginning with aggregate measures and then turning to individual-level measures.  These latter require the availability of microsamples such as those discussed here.

Aggregate Household Measures

Mean Household Size (MHS) and Adult per Household Ratio (AH).  Under circumstances in which researchers have little or no information about even the household head or reference person, demographers have taken to calculating mean household size (MHS) or simply the average number of people in a household.  Since MHS is often unduly influenced by the number of children in a household, actual household structure is better indicated by a measure such as the average number of adults per household (AH; Burch, 1970).  The advantage of a measure such as AH is that it can be based on ‘routine census data’(Burch et al., 1987).  All that is required is knowledge of the number of households, identification of a household head or reference person, and information on the age of that household head or reference person: 

Table 17.  Average household size and adult per household ratio

	
	1964 
	1973
	1985
	1993

	Mean Household Size (MHS)
	5.8
	5.9
	5.0
	4.5

	Adult Per Household Ratio (AH)
	3.3
	3.1
	3.2
	2.9

	Sources: Various UN Demographic Yearbooks; UN 1981 “Estimates and Projections of the Number of Households by Country, 1975-2000" ESA/P/WP.73; Palloni et al., 1984; in-house calculations.


On the surface anyway, it would appear that households are not only becoming smaller, but that they also may be coming less complex.  The former could be due principally to the drop in fertility but the latter is more indicative of a simpler household structure.  Still, an AH of 2.9 indicates an intermediary level of complexity compared to a low of perhaps 2.3 in the United States in 1970 or a high of 3.4 in Ireland in 1971 (De Vos, 1987).

As a summary measure of central tendency AH is quite informative, but age specific headship rates, utilizing information on sex as well as more detailed age, are at once both summary measures and more indicative of a distribution.  They are the proportion of any age and sex group heading a household, and are usually reported as percents.  The following are age-specific rates for males and females in 1973, 1985 and 1993 (see also Figure 1).

Table 18.  Age headship rates, 1973-1993

	Year
	15-24
	25-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	65+

	1973
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Male
	10.2
	56.5
	77.0
	81.7
	81.2
	72.2

	 Female
	04.6
	14.7 
	23.1
	29.3
	33.3
	31.6

	1985
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Male 
	08.4
	53.4
	78.1
	85.0
	85.9
	78.8

	 Female
	02.1
	09.2
	18.1
	26.7
	34.1
	36.3

	1993
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Male
	11.0
	54.8
	77.1
	84.3
	85.9
	78.9

	 Female
	03.1
	10.6
	20.1
	28.5
	35.8
	38.6


Colombian ASHRs are to be expected: Male rates are low at young ages, peek during late middle age and decline slightly in old age.  Female rates are very low at age 15-24 but climb steadily to about a third for those aged 65 and above.  They are consistent with the existence of many simple families but some complex family households as well.  They are consistent with some older people heading their own, perhaps solitary households, but also with many older people residing with others.  

Headship rates from 1973 to 1993 appear amazingly similar.  Those for middle aged men hover around 80 at all three census times.  Those for middle aged women climb from about a fifth to a third.  The most significant change between 1973 and 1993 appears to be a somewhat increased tendency to head among older men and women, perhaps signifying increased solitary living (see Arias and Palloni, 1999).  Among men aged 65 and older, headship increased from 72 to 79 percent.  Among women aged 65 and over, headship increased from 32 to 39 percent.  But most important of all perhaps is the observation that the headship rates observed for 1993 are not all that different from the ones calculated for 1985 or 1973.  What the situation might be over a longer period of time is unclear.

Household Composition.  Although household composition is a household-level characteristic, it is constructed from individual-level information in the population census on the age, sex, marital status and relation to the household head of the various household members.  The UN recommends a comparative composition variable that has four basic categories and many subcategories (UN, 1998:67-68):

Table 19. UN Statistical Division recommendations on household composition

	(a) One-person household;

	(b) Nuclear household, defined as a household consisting entirely of a single family nucleus.  It may be classified into:

	     (i) Married-couple family:

	           a. With child(ren);

	           b. Without child(ren);

	     (ii)  Father with child(ren);

	     (iii) Mother with child(ren);

	(c) Extended household, defined as a household consisting of any of the following:

	     (i)   A single family nucleus and other persons related to the nucleus, for example, a father with child(ren) and other relative(s) or a married couple with other relative(s) only;

	     (ii)  Two or more family nuclei related to each other without any other persons, for example, two or more married couples with child(ren) only;

	     (iii) Two or more family nuclei related to each other plus other persons related to at least one of the nuclei, for example, two or more married couples with other relative(s) only;

	     (iv)  Two or more persons related to each other, none of whom constitute a family nucleus;

	(d) Composite household, defined as a household consisting of any of the following:

	     (i)   A single family nucleus plus other persons, some of whom are related to the nucleus and some of whom are not, for example, mother with child(ren) and other relatives and non-relatives;

	     (ii)  A single family nucleus plus other persons, none of whom is related to the nucleus, for example, family with child(ren) and nonrelatives;

	     (iii) Two or more family nuclei related to each other plus other persons, some of whom are related to at least one of the nuclei and some of whom are not related to any of the nuclei, for example, two or more couples with other relatives and non-relatives only;

	     (iv)  Two or more family nuclei related to each other plus other persons, none of whom is related to any of the nuclei, for example, two or more married couples one or more of which with child(ren) and non-relatives;

	     (v)   Two or more family nuclei not related to each other, with or without any other persons;

	     (vi)  Two or more persons related to each other but none of whom constitute a family nucleus, plus other unrelated persons;

	     (vii) None-related persons only;

	(e) Other/Unknown


Many frequency distributions that have ostensibly used this composition standard only use the four broad categories of one-person, nuclear, extended and composite household (e.g., UN Demographic Yearbook of 1984).  This separates out any household with an unrelated member from the rest of the household and, indeed, makes the unrelated membership more important than the nature of the family core.  That is, a household with an extended family is categorized as ‘composite’ if it also has a boarder; similarly a nuclear family is categorized as ‘composite’ if it also has a boarder.  In the simplified version no distinction is made between basically nuclear and basically extended family households as both are simply considered composite.

Alternately, an anthropologist and historian together devised another scheme that did focus on a household’s family core (Hammel and Laslett, 1974).  Motivated by studies of the household in historical Europe, their scheme has five basic categories: 1) solitaries (or one-person), 2) no family, 3) simple family, 4) extended family, and 5) multiple family.  The fifth category might be included by many into the fourth category because it involves the co-residence of more than one nuclear unit.  It was designed particularly with the frérèche of Yugoslavia (when two married brothers coreside) in mind.  The second ‘no family’ category includes coresident siblings, coresident relations of other kinds or persons not evidently related.  The simple family household includes a) a married couple living alone, b) a married couple living with child(ren), c) a widower with child(ren), or a d) widow with child(ren).  (Marriage does not have to be formal as the marital unit in actuality is the ‘conjugal’ unit which includes a consensual union.)  Unrelated household members are not a major part of this scheme, perhaps because of the common residence of boarders and lodgers in historical European households.  Thus extended family households with an unrelated household member would still be categorized as ‘extended’ while simple family households with an unrelated household member would still be categorized as ‘simple’ in a version with only five (or four) categories.  Only a more detailed version would differentiate between households with or without unrelated members.

No Colombian census has manufactured a household composition variable modeled after either of the comparative schemes, unlike the 1990 Mexican census.
.  Such a variable could be a valuable addition.  Fortunately, the University of Wisconsin-Madison’s Changing Household in Latin America project did manufacture those variables in sample microfiles for 1973 and 1985 with the following result:

Table 20.  Household composition according to UN and 
Hammel/Laslett Typologies:  Colombia, 1973, 1985

UN Typology

	
	One-person
	Nuclear
	Extended 
	Composite

	1973
	6.2
	43.7
	30.1
	20.0

	1985
	6.1
	48.6
	31.2
	14.1


Hammel/Laslett Typology

	
	Solitary 
	No Family
	Simple
	Complex

	1973
	6.2
	1.8
	53.3
	38.3

	1985
	6.1
	1.3
	56.1
	36.5

	Source: Table 7 of Palloni et al., 1984


Comparing the two sets of figures, it appears that the proportions of households comprised of only one person, simple families or complex families were roughly the same at both times.  The proportion with unrelated individuals dropped however.  In both 1973 and 1985 it seems, a little more than half the composite households had a ‘simple’ family core, and that rather than being less than half of all households simple family households actually constituted a majority of the households.  One cannot help but wonder whether simple family households were even more common in 1993.

CONCLUSION

The housing component of Colombia’s national censuses since 1964 have the commendable quality of having followed U.N. recommendations for censuses and surveys.  This has made them largely comparable with each other and fortunately with many other Latin American censuses as well.  In addition to covering most recommended items they have distinguished between household and family and between living quarter and household, and have used fairly common definitions.  The major anomaly in this regard was in 1985 when the census tried using a novel and now-abandoned definition of the vivienda which in many ways was more similar to most definitions of the hogar than regular definitions of living quarters.  Colombian censuses also switched from being de facto to de jure after 1973 to better catalogue migration and usual household arrangements.  They appear to have ironed out many wrinkles in coding as the 2000 census will be very similar to the one conducted in 1993.  One can easily see an evolution in categorization and wording since 1964, sometimes making precise interpretation of a time series difficult.

There is always room for improvement of course.  Three fairly simple ways in which the Colombian census could be improved regarding its dealing with the household would be to 1) to add amenities to household items that could be used in a ‘poverty index’ such as the existence of a washing machine or refrigerator, 2) develop a more detailed list of ‘other relatives’ to include such categories as ‘sibling,’ ‘aunt/uncle’ or  ‘grandparent’ of the head, and 3) develop a simple household composition variable such as the one recommended by the U.N or better yet, by Eugene Hammel and Peter Laslett.  Chile’s 1992 census provides an excellent example of the first point while Mexico’s 1990 census provides excellent examples for the last two points. 

The usefulness of a housing component to a national census is now well established and the 2001 census will contain Colombia’s sixth housing component.  Even for demographers trained to use the population part of the census, housing information can be very useful.  This is especially so in situations in which there is no or only a speculative variable on household income.  Then, housing variables can be used to assess poverty or basic housing quality.  Even a bare list of items can divulge important information: this paper followed past studies to develop three possible indicators of poverty and found the proportion of households with at least one strikingly high.  The list was rather stark however, and one could easily suggest that it be augmented to include more amenities.
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� "'Hogar censal' es el constituído por el grupo de personas que el día del censo compartían el alojamiento y la alimentación, y por lo mismo incluye a quien se consideró como jefe, su cónyuge, hijos, parientes, huéspedes y sirvientes.  La persona que no compartia los alimentos con el resto del grupo, se considera como una familia separada.” (DANE, 1967)


� “Es un lugar estructuralmente separado e independiente, ocupado o destinado a ser ocupado por una familia o grupo de personas que viven juntas, o por una persona que vive sola.  La unidad de vivienda puede ser una casa, un cuarto o un grupo de cuartos, una choza, una cueva o cualquier refugio ocupado o disponible para ser utilizado como lugar de alojamiento. .. Las unidades de vivienda se caracterizan por: a) Deben estar separadas de las otras viviendas, por paredes del piso al techo, y cubiertas por un techo.  b) Tener acceso a la calle o a un pasaje o escalera, de tal manera que sus ocupantes puedan entrar o salir sin pasar por los cuartos de habitación o ????ás de uso exclusivo de otras viviendas. (Patiño and Alzate, 1986: Cuadro 1 p.44)


� I tried to do this in a small way with World Fertility Survey data and did not find anything significant; see also Ekouevi et al., 1991 re. DHS[spellout] data.


� Chile’s 1992 housing census includes questions on the availability (yes/no) to the household of the following: 1) radio or radio cassette, 2) b/w TV, 3) color TV, 4) VCR, 5) HiFi, 6) Electronic washing machine, 7) Manual washing machine, 8) Refrigerator, 9) microwave oven, 10) cell phone, 11) regular telephone.  It also contains questions on the availability of such vehicles as a bicycle, motorcycle, automobile or van.


�“The head of the household is defined as that person in the household who is acknowledged as such by the other members” (UN, 1998: 65).


�In 1973 the categories were 1) Ladrillo o bloque; 2) Adobe; 3) Prefabricado; 4) Tapia pisada; 5) Bahareque; 6) Guadua o caña; 7) Madera; 8) Desechos; 9) Otros.  Of these, #1 and #2 together were put in the first standard category; #4 and #7 together were put in the second standard category; #5 and #6 together were put into the third standard category and #3, #8 and #9 together were put in the fourth standard category.


   In 1985 the categories were 1) Ladrillo, bloque, adobe, prefabricado, tapia pisada, piedra o marmol; 2) Bahareque; 3) Guadua o caña; 4) Madera; 5) Telo o desechos; 6) sin paredes. #1 was put into the first standard category. #4 was put into the second standard category. #2 and #3 were put together in the third standard category. #5 and #6 were put together in the fourth standard category.


  In 1993 the categories were 1) Bloque ladrillo; 2) Tapia pisada; 3) Bahareque; 4) Madera burda; 5) Guadua o caña; 6) zinc tela carton; 7) sin paredes. #1 was put in the first standard category. #2 was put in the second standard category. #3, #4 and #5 were put together in the third standard category. #6 and #7 were put together in the fourth standard category.


�In 1973 the categories were 1) Madera; 2) Baldosin, cemento o  ladrillo; 3) Materiales synteticos; 4) Tierra.  Items #2 and #3 were put together into the first standard category.  Item #4 was put into the second standard category.  Item #5 was put into the third standard category.  In 1985 the categories were 2) Madera; 4) Baldosin, cemento, ladrillo, materiales sinteticos, marmol o similares; 6) Tierra.  The #4 item was put into the first standard category.  The #2 item was put in the second standard category.  The #6 item was put in the third standard category.  In 1993 the categories were 1) Tierra, arena; 2) Cemento; 3) Madera burda, tabla, tablón; 4) Otro material (madera pulida, alfombra, baldosa, vinilo).  Item #2 was put in the first standard category; items #3 and #4 were put in the second standard category; item #1 was put in the third standard category and note, #4 was put in the fourth standard category.


� In 1985 the question was: “¿Su vivienda tiene conexión con el acueducto?” but in 1964 it had to do with whether the building had pipes within, outside or not at all.


� There were variations on the question, “¿De dónde viene el agua que se utiliza en esta vivienda para tomar? Possible answers in different years included 1)aqueduct, 2) Well 3) Fountain 3)Spring 4) Truck 5)Rainwater 6)  Bottled water 7) Other.


� The U.S. IPUMS appears to have two variables for toilet/sewage, one referring to whether the toilet is a flush toilet or not and the other to the sewage system (TOILET and SEWAGE).


� In 1973 the census asked “¿Dispone este hogar de un cuarto dedicado solo para concinar?”  The 1985 census asked “¿Las personas de su vivienda cocinan: 1) En un dormitorio o sala sin lavaplatos? 2) En un dormitorio o sala con lavaplatos? 3) En un cuarto dedicado solo para cocinar? 4) En un patio, corredor o ramada? 5) En ninguna parte?”  The 1993 census asked “En este hogar se cocina 1) en  un dormitorio, 2) en una salacomedor SIN lavaplatos, 3) en un salacomedor CON lavaplatos, 4) en un patio, corredor, ramada al aire libre, 5)en un cuarto exclusivo de cocina, 6) en ninguna parte.”


� “Se clasificaron aquí los hogares que se encontraban en viviendas móviles, refugios naturales o sin paredes.  En las zonas urbanas (cabaceras municipales), se incluyeron todas las viviendas con pisos de tierra y en las rurales (resto), las que tuvieran piso de tierra y materiales precarios en las paredes (bahareque, guadua, caña o madera). [DANE, 1989: 15-16]


� “Aquí se distinguió igualmente la situación de las zonas urbanas y rurales.  Para las primeras, se consideró que se debía contar con una fuente adecuada de agua y sanitario para satisfacer las necesidades básicas; y en la zona rural, con criterio menos exigente, que se tuviera acueducto o sanitario. [DANE, 1989: 16]


� “Se consideraron en esta situación las grupos que habitaban en viviendas con más de tres personas por cuarto (incluyendo sala, comedor, y dormitorios). [DANE, 1989: 16]


�The elements were standardized such that electricity (electrical service to housing unit) was either yes/no (1/0); sewerage (type of sewerage system) had three categories (0=no system, other; 1=black water well, cesspool, latrine, outhouse; 2=piped system (public/private) and water had four categories (0=public fountain, river, canal, water truck, cistern; 1=well, spring [with or without pump] not pumped; 2=piped to outdoor location from [public/private] aqueduct or other similar system; and 3=piped indoor from aqueduct or other similar system).  The scales were simple sums of these elements and could range from 0 to 6.


� The 1990 Mexican census has a variable called “tipo de hogar.”  Its categories are 1) nuclear, 2) ampliado, 3) compuesto, 4) corresidente, 5) unipersonal, 7) no esecificado.
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