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Domestic migration and family formation and dissolution trajectories in Latin America
and the Caribbean, 1950-2000

Abstract

Due to the importance of urbanization for the 20t"-century demographic changes in Latin America
and the Caribbean (LACar), scholarly research on domestic migration and family has overly focused on
fertility differentials by migration status in urban areas. According to this literature, there exists a robust
negative correlation between internal migration and fertility. However, this research has overlooked how
this relationship varies across migration flows other than rural-to-urban, and according to women’s age at
migration and social class. Additionally, previous research has not paid enough attention to the family
formation and dissolution trajectories underlying the lower fertility of rural migrants. | use a life-course
inductive approach to examine these overlooked aspects among women from 10 LACar countries. Using
retrospective information on their childoearing and marital histories collected by the Demographic and
Health Surveys, | build an eight-category typology of family paths and look at the conditional distribution
of this typology by to women’s age at migration, educational attainment, and origin/destination area. This
examination demonstrates that social class is the primary differentiation axis of family formation and
dissolution trajectories, and that low-class young rural migrants played a crucial role on the demographic

transformations that occurred in the region from 1950 to 2000.



Introduction

There is a mismatch between the potential role of internal migration on family formation
dynamics and the scholarly attention that has been devoted, especially in recent years, to the
examination of union formation, fertility, and marriage patterns among domestic migrants
(Portes, 2010). Besides being more prevalent than international migration, internal migration is
less selective, and it tends to last longer than international, meaning that internal migrants are
more likely to stay at the destination. Therefore internal migration is a crucial factor for
understanding family change (Montgomery et al., 2003; Dyson, 2011). The movement of a large
proportion of socioeconomic and demographically diverse people can significantly shape the
demographic traits of family formation processes in societies, i.e., the types of unions, their

timing, their stability and duration, and the resulting family size.

This was the case of Latin America and Caribbean (LACar) societies during the second half of
the 20t century, where internal migration was more prevalent and less selective than
international. Distances for domestic moves were shorter, migration costs were lower, and
constraints were lesser than for international migration (e.g., no visa requirements or work
permissions). These lower migration costs made internal migration flows much more diverse
than international emigration flows in terms of the socioeconomic characteristics of the migrants,
the multiplicity of mowves, and the reasons to migrate. Also, due to its tendency to be permanent,
internal migration was a significant contributor to sustained processes of societal change,
including urbanization, fertility decline, and family change (Davis and Casis, 1946; Ebank, 1993;

Guzmén et al., 2006).



Despite the extensive documentation of family and fertility outcomes by internal migration status
in LACar countries for this period (1950-2000), there is a dearth of research on how internal

migration relates to the family formation and dissolution paths that produced these outcomes.

The switch in focus from the study of outcomes/events (e.g., births, unions, divorces) to the
study of processes (i.e., family formation and dissolution trajectories) is beneficial for revising
the relationship between migration and family for two reasons. First, individuals’ life courses are
a more comprehensive unit of analysis than separated events; individuals live full life histories of
interconnected transitions, including the potential absence of some of them (Billari, 2001;
Macmillan and Copher, 2005). Second, trajectory-based studies are well-suited to describe
heterogeneity as they rely on statistical methods tailored to describing the variability across units

of analysis that comprise life-course processes (Cornwell, 2015).

In this study, | show that a trajectory-based approach complements single-event studies by
adding explicit empirical content to the relationship between migration and family formation and
dissolution. 1 do this by examining the family formation and dissolution trajectories (family
trajectories herein) of LACar women interviewed by the Demographic and Health Surveys
(DHS) in Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Haiti, Mexico, Nicaragua,

Paraguay, and Peru from 1986 to 2012.

Using cluster analysis techniques, | build an eight-category typology for women’s family
trajectories. | compare the distribution of the typology according to women’s childhood place of
residence (urban vs. rural), current area of residence (large cities, urban areas, and rural areas),
educational attainment (as a proxy for social class), and age at migration. These examinations

show that social class is the primary axis of differentiation of family trajectories and that



migration is associated with more substantial disruptions for the family paths of low-class young

migrant women compared to high-class and adult migrants.
Explanations for non-migrant/migrant differences in fertility

Most of the literature regarding differences in family outcomes by migration status concentrates
on fertility differentials. Since the classic work of Goldberg (1959) on the ‘Two-generations
Urbanites,” and until the mid-1980s, the study of the relationship between domestic migration
and fertility flourished. The perspectives of urban growth in low- and middle-income countries
(LMIC) encouraged researchers to measure the contribution of internal migrants to urban
growth, and therefore to examine the relationship between migration and reproductive behavior
(Macisco and Myers, 1975; Zarate and Unger De Zarate, 1975; Preston, 1979). These studies
pointed out the critical aspects of the negative relationship between fertility and internal
migration including the selectivity of migrants, the processes of disruption and adaptation that
migration entails, and how the relative importance of these processes differ according to
countries’ level of urbanization (Goldstein, 1973; Martine, 1975; Goldstein and Goldstein, 1981;

Hervitz, 1985).

The period between the mids-1990 and the 2000s witnessed a revival of scholarly interest on
internal migration and fertility in LMICs. These studies include the Philippines, Turkey,
Guatemala, Brazil, Thailand, Cameroon, and other Sub-Saharan African nations (Lee, 1992;
Brockerhoff and Yang, 1994; Lindstrom, 2003; Jensen and Ahlburg, 2004; Lindstrom and

Hernandez, 2006; Eryurt and KOC, 2012).

Migrant-non-migrant differences in fertility outcomes—in particular, the lower fertility of rural-

to-urban migrants compared to non-migrants in rural areas—have been explained in terms of



four hypotheses, often presented as competing explanations: selection, socialization, disruption,
and adaptation. The first two explanations focus on conditions before migration, such as family
norms and values learned during childhood (socialization) and the less family-oriented attitudes
or anticipatory behavior of migrants (selection). The other two explanations (disruption, and
adaptation) emphasize how changing circumstances caused by migration could lead to a
disruption in migrants’ family trajectories, or how these circumstances lead them to adapt their
behaviors to socioeconomic conditions at destination (e.g., higher childrearing cost at

destination).

The reconciliation of these results is difficult due to differences across data sources and
methodologies (Zarate and Unger De Zarate, 1975). However, an overarching conclusion is that

the validity of each of these four hypotheses and the extent to which they produce significant

differences in fertility by migration status are context-dependent (Kulu, 2005).

Context of study

In LACar, urbanization was paralleled by rapid family change after 1950 (Ducoff et al., 1965;
Elizaga, Lee and Arias, 1965; Dufour and Piperata, 2004; Rodriguez Vignoli and Busso, 2009).
Between 1950 and 1990, fertility declined from abowve six children per woman to 3.5, and
cohabitation and marital instability increased (Brea, 2003; Arriagada, 2007; Esteve and
Lesthaeghe, 2016). Only the mean ages at first birth and first marriage remained relatively stable;
while low-class women were accelerating the transition to childbearing, high-class women
continued to postpone this transition (Pantelides, 2004; Rodriguez Vignoli, 2010; Esteve and

Florez-Paredes, 2014).



Internal migration—voluntary and forced—boosted urbanization all over the region with
different rapidity across countries (Bernard et al., 2017). Government-led initiatives towards
industrialization actively promoted rural-to-urban migration, especially during the 1950-1970
period (Bethell, 1998; Arnaut, 2010). Despite cross-national differences in the relative success of
these initiatives, a common trend of decline in the proportion of people living in rural areas is
common to all LACar countries. By the end of the century, the share of the population living in

rural areas was, for the most part of them, below 30% (United Nations, 2018).

Internal migration flows were not unidirectional. A considerable part of the population moved
from urban to rural areas, between cities, and between rural areas. These latter flows were
especially prevalent after 1970, when national economies abandoned the import substitutions
models, and structural economic reforms imposed significant restrictions on social expenditures
(Baer, 1972). Rural areas and small cities were negatively affected by these changes as
incentives to invest in disperse and low-density areas have always been low (Sassen-Koob, 1984;
Babb, 2005). These reforms fueled migration flows in multiple directions as some regions, and
economic sectors benefited more than others creating the need and opportunities for people to
migrate in search of better economic prospects. Additionally, in countries with long-lasting
armed conflicts (Mexico, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Colombia, and Peru), internally displaced
populations moved across different places to escape violence, primarily concentrated in rural

areas (Alvarado and Massey, 2010).

This context offers three advantages to extend our understanding of the relationship between
internal migration and family formation and dissolution trajectories. First, birth cohorts that
transitioned to adulthood during this period have already exited (or are close to exit) reproductive

ages, which allows studying completed family trajectories. Second, taking family trajectories as



objects of study contributes to qualifying our accounts of demographic change by extending
previous research on fertility to interconnected family events. Third, the patterns that emerge

from a variegated sample of countries and cohorts would reflect the overarching mechanisms

behind the interaction between the migration experience and family formation dynamics.
Data, measures, and methods

Analytical sample from the Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS)

| use data from 27 waves of the DHS in 10 LACar countries; DHS are nationally representative
of women of reproductive ages (15 to 49). | select surveys that maximize geographical and
temporal coverage, and according to the availability of information regarding childhood place of
residence and the years of residence in the place of the interview. | focus on women age 39 to 49,
i.e., women who were born between 1937 and 1973 and whose family trajectories unfolded

throughout the second half of the twentieth century.t

Table 1 displays the sample size by country and current place of residence. This latter variable is
coded into three categories: large cities, urban areas, and rural areas. | use the DHS-country-
specific definition of rural and urban areas, and | code the capital city of each country plus cities
of more than 500 thousand inhabitants as large cities. | separate these cities because they differ
from other urban areas in aspects that could affect family trajectories. These include the
prevalence of a service economy, higher costs of living, better access to basic services, and fewer

opportunities to reconcile childrearing and work (Montgomery et al., 2003).

1 The survey years for each country are Bolivia (1989,2003,2008), Brazil (1986,1991,1996), Colombia (1986,
1990, 1995, 2005), Dominican Republic (1986,1991,1996,1999, 2002), Guatemala (1987), Haiti (1994), Mexico
(1987),Nicaragua (1998,2001), Paraguay(1991),and Peru (1991, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2009-12)
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Table 1: Analytical sample by country and current place of residence, and number of waves per

country

Place of residence Number

Country Large cities Urban Rural Total of waves
Bolivia 2,622 2,385 3,562 9,069 3
Brazil 2,910 913 1,179 5,002 3
Colombia 4,040 7,062 1210 12312 4
Dominican Republic 1,368 4,416 3,796 9,580 4
Guatemala 103 132 392 627 1
Haiti 454 641 1,998 3,093 2
Mexico 441 611 643 1,695 1
Nicaragua 638 2,288 2,077 5,003 2
Paraguay 293 262 593 1,148 1
Peru 7,179 25,305 18,032 50,516 6
Total 20,048 44515 33482 98,045 27

Note: the analytical sample includes women age 39 to 49 who were interviewed by the
Demographic and Health Surveys from 1986 to 2012, i.e., the 1937 to 1973 birth cohorts.

Countries are not equally represented in all birth cohorts due to differences in the survey years
and the number of waves. This unbalanced composition of the sample may affect the
generalizability of the results. To partially counter this effect, | use standardize sampling weights
dividing the original sampling weights by the mean sampling weight of each DHS wave, and by
the number of waves per country. This weighting strategy reduces the influence of countries with

several DHS (e.g., Peru).

In addition, results are consistent when the analysis includes only women from the 1945-1965
birth cohorts. This subsample comprises women from all countries (refer to Table Al for the
sample composition by country and cohort, and Figures A2, A3, and A4 for the summary
results). This consistency suggests that results are not driven by one country or by the specific

composition of the analytical sample.



A typology of family formation and dissolution trajectories

To create the outcome variable: a typology for family formation and dissolution trajectories, |
combine factorial and cluster analysis techniques (Pardo and Del Campo, 2007). First, | conduct
a multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) on six variables that measure women’s family
trajectories(Greenacre and Blasius, 2006). These variables are the age at first marriage or union,
age at first and last birth, number of children ever born, current marital status, and whether the
woman had been in multiple unions or marriages. To make these variables suitable for an MCA,
| recoded them into a similar number of categories (Lebart, Morineau and Piron, 1997). Table 2
displays these six variables, their categories, and the cutoff points that | use to categorize the four

numerical variables.

Table 2: Variables related to family formation and dissolution trajectories, cutoff points for
numerical variables, and categories

Variable Nr. OT Categories and cutoff points
categories
Age at first 5 Never married, Non-adult (<18), Adult-early (18 to 25),

marriage or union Adult-mid (26 to 32), Adult-late (>32)
Childless, Non-adult (<18), Adult-early (18 to 25),

A fi irth .

ge atfirst birt > Adult-mid (26 to 32), Adult-late (>32)

. Childless, Adult-early (<25), Adult-mid (26 to 32),

A I h

ge at last birt > Adult-late (33 to 39), Adult-latest (>40)
Children ever born 5 Childless, One, Two, Three to Four, Five to Six,

Seven or more

Current marital 5 Never married or in union, In union, Married,
status Divorced/Separated, Widow
Number of 3 Never married or in union, Once married or in union,
marriages or unions More than once

Note: The percentage distribution of women across all these variables by country is displayed
in Table A2.



| assess the distribution of the variance across the MCA-dimensions and use those with above-
average contributions in a two-step cluster analysis (CA). The two steps of the CA are the Ward
method and the K-mean algorithm (Pardo and Del Campo, 2007). This CA approach groups
women according to their family trajectories as measured by the variables in Table 2, and
summarized by the MCA factorial dimensions. | called this grouping family trajectories typology

or family typology for short.

The construction of this typology deserves some conceptual clarifications. The primary purpose
of this typology is to examine family formation and dissolution as a process, ie., as the
cumulative occurrence of events over the life course. In that sense, the categories of this
typology do not represent the individual experience of any woman or the average woman; these
categories represent ideal types, i.e., they are constructs reflecting the connection among family

events over the life course. That is the main strength of a typology approach.

However, this typology has some limitations. First, there is some individual-level variability that
is left unexplained. Second, the generalizability of this typology is not granted because the
grouping is entirely dependent on the variables selected for the MCA. This selection is
parsimonious rather than exhaustive as it includes family formation traits that are more likely to
be affected by migration (e.g., age at first birth and marital status), and excludes others that may
be of lesser importance (e.g., age at first sexual intercourse and birth intervals). Thus, when
interpreting the results, it is necessary to keep in mind the proportion of unexplained variability
(measured via R?), and the fact that the representativeness of the typology is limited to the six

variables included in the MCAJ/CA.

Measures of migration status, age at migration, and social class
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To measure migration status and women’s age at migration, | use the information on the current
place of residence (large city, urban area, rural area), childhood place of residence (urban area,
rural area), and the number of years women have lived in the place they were interviewed (years
since last migration). These three variables allow me to distinguish nine groups of women. Non-
migrant women are those who have lived their entire life in the place they were interviewed
(reference group). Migrant women are separated according to their childhood place of residence
as women of urban and rural origin, and based on their age at migration in four categories, for a
total of eight migrant groups. The four categories for the age at migration are before age 18, 19
to 24, 25 to 30, and after age 30. These age groups reflect crucial stages in women’s transition to
adulthood and their autonomy gaining trajectories. Age 18 is the legal age of majority in all these
countries for which women who migrated before this age could be considered as dependent
migrants. At the other end of the age at migration categories (after age 30), migration occurs
after most of the critical transitions to adulthood had taken place, i.e., finishing school, leaving
the parental home, entering the job market, to mention a few. These women migrate as
autonomous adults. The middle age-at-migration groups are suited to study the connection
between migration and family formation, and the potential disruptions that internal mobility

entails.

Although this information is not perfect for measuring domestic migration experiences, it is the
best available source one can use (Montgomery et al., 2003). The omission of migration moves
before the last one, and the potential upward bias in the age at migration could affect the results
by diminishing/omitting the significance of the wvery first migration experience. This omission
will be more consequential for women whose most recent migration occurred at adult-late ages

compared to women who migrated as young adults because early migration moves are likely to
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be the first. Consequently, the observed patterns in the present analysis should be considered as a
conservative estimate of the actual patterns that would emerge if all migration moves were

included in the data.

To measure women’s social class, | categorize the total years of schooling as lowest (0 to 4), low
(5 to 8), medium (9 to 12), and high (13 and more). The first category comprises the very
bottom-end of LACar social stratification systems. Women with less than five years of schooling
are a very negatively selected group. The persistence of this group across cohorts reflects the
enduring unequal opportunity structure of LACar countries. Women with 5 to 8 years of
schooling have only basic literacy and numeracy skills. No training for the labor market is
involved during these school years. Women in the 9 to 12 years of schooling group have a
considerable advantage because they finished educational cycles that involve title granting:
secondary education diploma (typically after 9t grade) and high school degree (typically after
11t or 12t grade). Formally, a secondary education diploma gives access to the formal labor
market and a high school degree to the higher education system. Finally, women with 13 years
of schooling or more are the most privileged ones for two reasons. First, they grew up in families
and contexts that allowed them to be students (partially dependent) for a very long time. Second,
they have the Dbest socioeconomic prospects when entering the labor market, given the rising
returns to education in LACar. This interpretation of educational attainment categories in terms
of social class is consistent with research on the role of educational systems in LACar societies

(Hoffman and Centeno, 2003; Torche, 2014).

Combined, age at migration groups and educational attainment categories define 9 x 4 = 36
groups, observed across three different areas of residence (large cities, urban areas, and rural

areas) for a total of 36 x 3 = 108 groups of women. The conditional distribution of the family
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typology in each of these groups is termed family profile. If the family profiles of migrants and
non-migrants do not differ, we will conclude that family trajectories and internal migration are
independent. On the contrary, if migration and family trajectories are not independent, migrant
women should be overrepresented (positive association) or underrepresented (negative

association) in certain categories of the family typology.

To show these under- and over-representation of groups across family categories, | apply a
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to a table that appends all the 108 family profiles. The
scatterplot of the first two principal components of the columns (family formation categories),
and the rows (groups of women) displays the main similarities and discrepancies across family
profiles. The proximity between categories of the typology and groups signal positive
association, i.e., a higher propensity among women to follow a given family trajectory. The
proximity between two groups of women implies resemblance, meaning that groups that are
close to one another are likely to follow the same family paths. Finally, the proximity between
two categories of the family typology implies that the same groups of women are likely to follow

these two categories.

Results

Descriptive statistics of women s socioeconomic conditions

According to Table 3, at least 40% of women in the three areas of residence are domestic
migrants; this percentage surpasses 50% in urban contexts meaning that more than half of the

women had domestic migration experience in both urban areas and large cities.
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Table 3: Migration prevalence, educational profiles, and wealth profiles by area of residence,
residence during childhood, and age at migration

Ch. place of Origin and age

Years of schooling

Weatlh quintile

residence at migration Percent 0-4 5-8 9-12 13+ Total 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th  Total
(€N] (@) (€) @ () (6) 7 (€)] 9) (10)
Panel A
Large cities Non migrant 42.2 19.3 25.2 311 245 100 1.7 6.3 134 264 522 100
(2.1) (4.1) (4.0) (2.6) (4.9) (0.6) (1.6) (1.3) (1.1) (2.9)
Urban origin <18 13.6 26.8 28.8 27.0 17.4 100 13 6.9 16.2 26.4  49.3 100
(40.9%) (0.9) (3.8) (2.5) (2.5) (3.0) (0.4) (1.3) (1.8) (1.6) (1.9)
19-24 8.7 24.9 27.9 28.9 18.3 100 17 6.3 16.2 283 475 100
(0.4) (3.6) (2.5) (2.6) (2.6) (0.4) (1.1) (1.6) (1.2) (2.1)
25-30 6.7 26.5 285 25.9 19.1 100 12 9.6 18.1 32.9 38.2 100
(0.4) (4.3) (3.4) (22) (3.3) (0.6) (1.8) (1.0) (1.9) (2.8)
>30 11.9 30.1 26.8 24.2 18.9 100 2.9 10.3 18.0 24.8 440 100
(1.0) (4.0) (2.5) (7) (2.8) (0.6) (2.1) (1.3) (1.3) (3.3)
Rural origin <18 4.8 46.2 28.8 18.2 6.8 100 2.4 10.8 21.2 33.2 32.4 100
(16.9%) (0.6) (5.4) (2.4) (3.3) (1.8) (1.0) (2.0) (1.8) (2.3) (3.2)
19-24 4.2 51.3 26.7 15.7 6.3 100 3.0 105 245 312 30.8 100
(0.5) (5.9) (L.7) (3.8) (1.6) (0.6) (1.8) (3.4) (3.6) (3.3)
25-30 2.8 62.5 24.1 9.4 4.1 100 5.4 17.3 23.7 32.7 20.8 100
(0.4) (6.1) (3.7) (2.3) (1.5) (1.9) (3.2) (3.2) (2.1) (3.1)
>30 5.2 62.5 211 12.0 4.4 100 9.0 22.6 23.7 26.7 18.0 100
(0.8) (5.1) (2.6) (2.2) (0.9) (2.0) (3.1) (2.1) (3.4) (3.0)
Panel B
Urban areas Non migrant 42.7 267 274 275 184 100 43 119 207 300 331 100
(1.8) (4.6) (2.2) (2.6) (3.6) (0.8) (1.2) (0.8) 0.9) (1.3)
Urban origin <18 9.4 24.3 28.6 28.2 18.9 100 2.7 10.0 20.6 29.0 37.6 100
(34.1%) (0.8) (3.1) (2.0) (1.9) (2.9) (0.6) (1.3) (0.9) (1.6) (2.2)
19-24 7.1 24.6 27.2 27.1 21.1 100 2.2 8.6 21.4 28.3 39.5 100
(0.6) (3.1) (2.0) (2.2) (2.3) (0.6) (1.1) (1.1) (1.2) (1.7)
25-30 6.2 217 27.9 25.9 245 100 29 10.9 20.2 28.6 37.3 100
(0.4) (2.8) (2.6) (1.7) (3.9) (0.7) (1.3) (1.3) (1.2) (1.5)
>30 11.3 25.1 27.8 26.8 20.3 100 4.2 14.7 21.2 27.6 322 100
(0.6) (2.9) (2.2) (1.4) (3.2) (0.6) (1.1) (1.7) (1.0) (1.7)
Rural origin <18 5.5 46.0 30.0 16.3 7.6 100 4.7 15.0 26.0 30.0 24.3 100
(23.2%) (0.4) (5.5) (2.1) (3.2) (1.3) (1.1) (1.2) (1.2) (1.8) (2.5)
19-24 4.9 52.0 27.6 13.8 6.6 100 5.3 18.3 27.3 29.4 19.7 100
(0.4) (5.4) (2.0) (2.8) (1.1) (1.0) (1.2) (1.4) (1.7) (2.3)
25-30 4.3 50.9 28.9 14.5 58 100 6.3 2.4 276 25.6 18.2 100
(0.4) (4.3) (1.3) (2.5) (1.2) (0.9) (1.6) (2.5) (1.8) (2.4)
>30 8.5 59.4 26.0 9.4 52 100 11.8 26.9 27.2 21.2 12.9 100
(0.6) (5.6) (2.8) (2.0) (1.0) (1.1) (1.6) (2.4) (1.2) (1.9)
Panel C
Rural areas Non migrant 56.8 768 17.3 4.5 1.3 100 449 327 142 55 2.7 100
(2.3) (4.0) (2.7) (1.1) (0.3) (3.7) (2.3) (1.1) (1.0) (0.9)
Urban origin <18 2.7 64.2 24.2 8.6 3.0 100 28.4 35.7 184 9.3 8.2 100
(14.4%) (0.3) (5.4) (2.5) 2.7 (1.0) 2.7) (3.1) (2.5) (1.1) 2.7)
19-24 35 54.6 27.8 13.7 3.8 100 28.1 32.0 23.9 9.9 6.2 100
(0.3) (5.1) (2.6) (2.8) (1.1) (2.9) (3.1) (2.0) (2.0) (2.0)
25-30 2.8 55.8 26.8 111 6.4 100 317 30.6 18.7 11.7 7.3 100
(0.2) (4.9) (2.6) (2.3) (2.0) (4.2) (2.2) (2.5) (1.8) (3.3)
>30 5.4 57.2 21.9 11.3 9.6 100 34.4 29.7 17.6 10.2 8.0 100
(0.4) (4.9) (1.5) (2.0) (2.2) 2.7) (233) (1.3) (1.1) (3.5)
Rural origin <18 5.3 80.2 16.2 2.9 0.7 100 44.8 317 14.3 6.2 3.0 100
(28.9%) (0.5) (3.6) (2.6) (0.9) (0.3) (3.3) (2.5) (1.1) (0.8) @.7)
19-24 7.1 78.2 17.0 3.8 1.0 100 47.4 316 13.8 4.7 25 100
(0.6) (4.8) (3.4) (1.1) (0.4) (3.7) (2.4) (1.2) (0.9) (1.0)
25-30 5.7 71.2 17.5 3.9 1.4 100 47.2 30.0 14.3 7.0 1.6 100
(0.4) (4.5) (3.1) (1.0) (0.5) (4.0) (2.3) (1.1) (1.9) (0.6)
>30 10.7 79.0 15.8 4.0 1.3 100 46.7 30.6 14.4 5.7 2.7 100
(0.6) (3.5) (2.2) (1.1) (0.4) (2.8) (2.2) (1.2) (1.1) (1.3)

Note: standard errors, in parentheses, account for the sample design.
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Migrant women of urban origin are the most mobile representing 41%, 34%, and 14% of women
in large cities, urban and rural areas, respectively. Women of rural origin are less mobile than
urban, except in rural-to-rural migration. These latter group of women represents 17%, 23%, and
29% of the women across the three areas of residence. In addition, the distribution of women
across age at migration generally follows a U-shaped pattern with the highest proportion of
women migrating before adulthood and after age 30, potentially mothers and daughters (refer to

column 1 in Table 3).

Differences across areas of residence in educational attainment and wealth profiles reveal
structural disparities in access to formal education and basic services (refer to columns 2 to 10 in
Table 3). Institutions granting medium and high-level degrees are concentrated in cities, and the
provision of basic services is precarious in rural areas. For example, the proportion of women
with more than 13 years of schooling is 25% in large cities, 18% in urban areas, and only 1% in
rural. In terms of wealth, the percent of women in the 5t quintile is 52%, 33%, and 3% among

women living in these three places, respectively.

Educational and wealth profiles of migrants vary substantially across origin, destination, and age
at migration. These variations reflect how domestic migration involves processes of selection
and limited improvement of socioeconomic conditions among migrants. By limited improvement
I mean that despite migrants’ positive selection, those moving from deprived rural to urban areas
display worse educational and wealth profiles than non-migrant women at the destination. This

pattern accentuates among women who migrate after age 25.

This heterogeneity across destination, origin, and age at migration in migrants’ socioeconomic

conditions is likely to play a role in the way migration relates to family trajectories. It also casts
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doubt on the possibility to reconcile patterns by testing separate hypotheses on the role of

selection, socialization, disruption, and adaptation mechanisms.

Family formation and dissolution trajectories

Figure 1 presents the 98 thousand individual family trajectories and the eight-category family
typology separate by are of residence. The detailed results of the MCA and CA are reported in

the appendix section “Identification and characteristics of the family typology”.

Figure 1: Individual family trajectories, family typology and women’s distribution by current
area of residence
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Individual trajectories start at the age of 15 in the horizontal axis and are colored after the age at
first marriage/union according to women’s current and previous marital statuses. The trajectories
of women who declared having only one partner are colored with a green (if currently Married)
and yellow (if currently In union). These are women in life-long stable marriages and consensual
unions. Because the timing of second and high-order marriages and unions cannot be identified
in the DHS, women who reported more than one marriage or union are colored in red regardless
of their current marital status. Similarly, women who were separated, divorced, or widow at the
time of the survey are colored in grey (Unknown) because it is not possible to know when did the
separation, divorce, or death of the partner occurred. Purple dots of varying shade represent the

first, second, and last births.

To emphasize the distinctiveness of each category, | label them according to their most salient
characteristic. These labels are arbitrary and incomplete because one word cannot fully account
for all the characteristics of each category. Table A2 in the appendix complements Figure 2,

presenting a detailed examination of the typology.

| start by describing the “Normative” category. The characteristics of this group, in particular, its
relative size, reflect tacit societal norms regarding marriage and the timing of family formation in
LACar (Fussell and Palloni, 2004; Quilodran, 2008). The “Normative” category is the most
prevalent, with 22% of the total women. On average, women in this category have 3.9 children,
with 88% having at least three children. These births occur between ages 22 (first) and 31 (last).
The “Normative” group also displays the highest prevalence of unique marriages. Virtually all
women (99.8%) reported having only one partner over their life course. There are no women in a

consensual union in this group.
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This group is not majoritarian in rural areas; however, the group with the largest share of women
in this area (“Early-norm”) also displays a high prevalence of stable marriages (97% women
reported only one partner). This suggests that marital stability is also normative in rural areas.
The use of the word ‘normative’ does not imply that this particular family path is more desirable
than others in a moral sense. By using this word, | mean that these family trajectories are
followed by a vast majority of women, thus reflecting an implicit societal norm. This societal
norm is attached to the prevalence and influence of the catholic church (and other Christian

institutions) in these countries, and the family values and beliefs associated with this religious

affiliation (De Vos, 1995).

From bottom to top, the first family category comprises mainly women who did not have a child
and did not enter marital/consensual unions, or only experienced one of these two transitions
(“One transition”).2 Among the women who married (30%) and gave birth (27%) in this group,
the mean ages at first marriage/union (29 years old) and birth (26 years old) are seven and three
years higher than the overall average, respectively. The second category (“Latest™) is the only
group where, on average, the transition to childbearing and union formation co-occur, at about
age 33; that is, ten years higher than the overall mean for both transitions. The average
completed fertility in this group is relatively low, with 2.2 children per woman. Union stability is

high, with 90% of the women reporting only one partner over their life course.

Women in the following group (“Early-stop”) are very particular as they transition to family
formation relatively early, on average, at ages 19 (marriage/union) and 20 (first birth) and have
low complete fertility: 2.2 children. This configuration of features occurs because these women

stop childbearing before age 24. Marital and union dissolution is very prevalent in this group of

2 See appendix for a detailed definition of this group.
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women, with 41% being divorced or separated at the time of the survey, and 26% reporting more

than one partner over their life course.

Women in the following group (“Delay-norm”) transition to union formation and first birth
relatively late, at about ages 27 and 28, respectively. Women in this group have, on average, 2.8
children. Marital and union stability is high in this group, with 94% of the women reporting only
one partner, and only 13% of them being divorced or separated by the time of the survey.
Generally speaking, the four categories below the “Normative” category comprise family
trajectories of low intensity, delayed transitions (except for “Early-stop”) and, compressed
family schedules, meaning that women in these groups form unions (through marriage or

consensually) at late ages and have few children in a relatively brief period of their lives.

Early transitions to union formation and childbearing characterize the “Unstable” group. This
group has the second largest percentage of divorced and separated women (19%), and the largest
percentage of women who had been in more than one marriage or union (59%), meaning that
77% of these women experienced couple dissolution at some point in their lives. Interestingly,
the average completed fertility of the “Unstable” group is higher than that of the “Normative”

by almost one child (3.9 vs. 4.7).

The following group includes mostly women who entered unions, on average, two to three years
before the legal age of majority (“Earliest””). The transition to first birth occurs one year after
union/marriage. This group displays the second highest complete fertility and intermediate levels
of marriage prevalence, union stability, and re-partnering. The average completed fertility of this
group is 7.3 children, the percentage married 43%, the percentage separated or divorced 16%,
and the percentage reporting multiple partners 40%. Finally, women in the last group (“Early-

norm”) display early ages of transition to family formation, high prevalence of marriages (90%
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of women are married), and low marital instability; only 2.6% reported to be divorced or
separated, and less than 4% reported more than one partner. One distinctive characteristic of this
last group is its extended period of childbearing. On average, women give birth to their last child

at age 39.

To summarize, the categories of the typology vary in two interrelated ways. First, they range
from a category that groups mostly never married and childless women (“One transition”) to a
category that comprises mostly women who transitioned to union formation at an early age, had
multiple partners, and high fertility (“Earliest”). 1 termed these two opposing family trajectories
as low-intensity and high-intensity family paths, respectively. Second, family categories also vary
in the prevalence of marriage, cohabitation, divorce, and separation. This variation allows for
separating normative family paths: universal, unique, and stable marriages, from less normative
ones: a dual regime of marriage and cohabitation, unstable unions, and multiple partners over the

life course.

Some heterogeneity is not accounted for by this typology. Measured as the ratio of the within-
clusters variance over the total variance, this proportion is 0.35 (refer to Figure Al, R2sq,
continuous line). This result is analogous to an R? of 0.65 in a regression framework, meaning
that the grouping in Figure 2 accounts for a significant portion of the variability of the family
trajectories. Beyond this technical criterion, these eight groups describe distinct fertility and
partnership trajectories and their distribution across areas of residence and, over time (not
shown), are consistent with the literature on family dynamics in LACar countries presented in
the previous section. Together, the high percentage of explained variance and the historical
consistency of the typology, suggest that the distribution of women in this typology is a valid

object of study; | term this distribution family profile.
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How does this family profile look across migration streams (origin-destination), educational
attainment levels (i.e., social class), and age at migration groups? Answering this question
requires the comparison of 108 family profiles, i.e., comparing family profiles across three areas
of residence, two origin areas, five age at migration groups, and four groups of educational
attainment. Figures 2, 3, and 4 present the relational plots that allow us to compare these family

profiles in large cities, urban areas, and rural areas, respectively.

| focus on the first two PCA-axes as they comprised 84% of the total variance across family
profiles; the percentages of the variance in the third to seventh axes are very low: 6%, 4%, 3%,

2%, and 2%, respectively, thus unimportant.

Figures 2 to 4 can be interpreted jointly (i.e., superposed); however, | separate them by
destination (figures) and origin (panels) to ease interpretation. In all three figures, the left panels
include the family profiles of migrants of urban origin and the right panel those of migrants of
rural origin. Family categories are displayed as “+” grey markers. Groups of women by age at
migration and educational attainment are differentiated with four markers and five colors,
respectively. The sizes of the markers are proportional to the percentage of women in the
educational attainment group within the age at migration (as displayed in Table 3). Lines connect
educational attainment groups to highlight patterns by social class in each age at migration
group. The center of the plot represents the overall family profile, ie., the marginal distribution
of the family typology. In consequence, all the associations displayed in Figures 2 to 4 are

relative to the overall distribution of the typology.

3 Family profiles arereported inTable A4 forlarge cities, Table A5 for urban areas,and Table A6 for rural areas.
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Figure 2: Family profiles by origin, age at migration, and educational attainment in Large cities

Urban origin Rural origin

(] .. (]
P =
5 € ©
§ / . § /
2 || 2 v/
5 4 ) O
& 2 A :
s o8 5 Q A
P RN P .
X X A
5 N - A
g T ] g
- - O—ix
8 A 8
(5] (5]
w w

First factorial axis - 60% of the variance First factorial axis - 60% of the variance

Years of schooling Relative size
7y I
004 A58 m 912 e 13+ 25% 50% [/} 75%
Age at migration
—— Non-migrant at origin -—- 25-30
— 19-24 = = After age 30

Notes: The percentages of variance of the axes refer to the total variance across the 108 family
profiles, ie., to the total sum of squared Euclidean distances of the PCA-coordinates. There were
no significance patterns along the third axis (6% of the total variance).

| start with Large cities (Figure 2). The family profiles of non-migrant women in large cities are
plotted in both panels using light-grey markers according to women’s years of schooling. These
markers are similar in size because women in large cities are almost uniformly distributed across
the four categories of educational attainment, with a slight concentration in the group of 9 to 12
years of schooling (31.1% of women, according to Table 3). A solid line connects these four
markers, forming a U-shaped pattern that reflects the associations between educational
attainment and family categories. Highly educated women are overrepresented in three family

categories: “One transition,” “Latest,” and “Delay-norm,” whereas the low-educated women
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are close, therefore overrepresented in the “Earliest” and “Earliest-norm” family paths. For
example, the percentages of women in the “Latest” category from the lowest to the highest
educational attainment group are 3.2%, 3.3%, 5.2%, and 11.7% (overall percentage, 4.7%).
Likewise, the proportion of women in the “Earliest” category varies from 21.6% among the
bottom educational attainment group to almost zero (1.8%) among women at the top of the

educational attainment categories (refer to Table A4).

In the left panel of Figure 2, the black markers and line, representing the family profiles of non-
migrant women in urban areas, overlap with those of non-migrant women in large cities. This
overlap means that the relationship between educational attainment and the family categories
holds for both groups (non-migrant women at origin and destination) and that the family profiles
of women resemble each other in all educational attainment categories. There is virtually no
difference in the distribution of women across family paths between stayers in large cities and
urban areas. This result is likely to be driven by the fact that women of urban origin include both

urban areas and large cities.

As for migrants of urban origin, the left panel shows that their family profiles replicate the
educational disparities observed among non-migrant (U-shape). These repeated U-shape patterns
mean that urban-to-large-cities migration is not associated with substantial disruptions in family
profiles. The only slight exception concerns women of low educational attainment who migrated
between ages 19 and 24. Among these group of young-adult migrants, the percentage of women
in the “Unstable” (18.7%) and “Normative” (30%) categories are higher than among their non-
migrant counterparts of the same educational attainment (16.2% and 23.7%, respectively).

Indeed, low educated young-adult migrants of urban origin in large cities display the second
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largest proportion in the “Normative” category, only surpassed by highly educated women of

rural origin, where 48.3% of women followed the “Normative” path.

In contrast to the overlapping pattern in the left panel, the right panel displays a non-concurrent
distribution of family profiles for migrant women of rural origin, signaling the multiplicity of
adaptations of rural family profiles to large cities’ context. This lack of overlapping patterns is
especially visible for women in the lowest and low educational attainment categories, the two
largest groups as reflected by the markers’ sizes. Women in these two groups who migrated from
rural areas to large cities are less likely to be in the “Earliest” and “Early-norm” categories
compared to those who stayed in rural areas. Therefore, migrant women of rural origin are more
likely to be in the “Unstable,” “FEarly-stop,” and “Normative” categories than non-migrant,
meaning that rural-to-large-cities migration is associated, simultaneously, with lower fertility,
higher marriage/union instability, and early stopping of childbearing. This association is
especially strong for young (0 to 18) and young-adult (19 to 24) migrant women with 0 to 4 and

5 to 8 years of schooling.

Notably, educational differences remain across all age at migration groups, meaning that
domestic migration does not erase the role of educational attamment in differentiating women’s
family profiles. For example, women who migrated after age 30 and completed 13 years of
schooling (top-right most point in the right panel) display a wvery different family profile
compared to lowest and low educated women who migrated at the same age (second quadrant).
These latter two groups of women display family profiles that resemble the family profile of
uneducated women at destination (refer to Table A4). It is important to recall that the patterns

observed for lowest and low educated women are more critical than those observed among
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highly educated migrants given the differences in the size of these three groups (62.5% lowest,

21.1% low, 12.0% high, and 4.4% highest, as per Table 3).

In the left panel of Figure 3, family profiles’ distribution of urban-to-urban migrant women
overlaps with the family profile of non-migrant, meaning that this type of migration is not
associated with substantial disruptions in family profiles. Non-migrant and migrant women (with
urban residential background) in urban areas have very similar family profiles at all educational
attainment levels. As in large cities, the only exception concerns women who migrated as young
adults (19 to 24). Educational differences are diminished in this group, and women are more
likely to be in the “Unstable” category if they are low educated, and in the “Early-stop” and
“Normative” categories if they completed more than nine years of schooling. For example, the
proportion of women in the “Unstable” category is 23.7% among uneducated (0 to 4 years of
schooling) young-adult migrants, and 17.7% among their non-migrant counterparts. At the other
end of the educational categories, the proportion of women in the “Normative” category is
36.4% among young adult migrants with more than 13 years of schooling; this figure is 22.3%
among their non-migrant educational counterparts (refer to Table A5). These patterns confirm
the higher propensity of young-adult urban migrants to follow family trajectories of intermediate
fertility levels (not necessarily low fertility), intermediate timing of the transition to union

formation and childbearing, and unique and stable marriages.

For women of rural origin, migration to urban areas is associated with a reduction in the
proportion of women in the “Farliest” and “Early-norm” categories. The family profiles of rural
migrants appear closer to the family profiles of urban non-migrant than the family profiles of
rural stayers, which signal adaptation. This adaptation to more urban-like family profiles

concerns mainly the groups of low educational attainment, and it is less significant than the one
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observed in Figure 3 for large cities, meaning that both the context of reception and migrants’
background matter for how migration associates with family formation paths. As for large cities,

the age group that displays the most significant disruptions is that of young-adult migrants (19 to

24) for whom family profiles are significantly displaced towards the bottom area of the plot.

Figure 3: Family profiles by origin, age at migration, and educational attainment in Urban areas
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Notes: The percentages of variance of the axes refer to the total variance across the 108 family
profiles, i.e., to the total sum of squared Euclidean distances of the PCA-coordinates. There were
no significance patterns along the third axis (6% of the total variance).

Educational differences in family profiles remain as all the lines representing migrant women are
U-shaped, having low-educated and highly educated women in the two extremes. Together, these

’

patterns mean that migration from rural to urban areas is associated with the “Unstable,’
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“Early-stop,” and “Normative” family pathways, while weakly attached to the degree of
intensity of family trajectories. This latter aspect (intensity) maps on more tightly to women’s

educational attainment.

Figure 4 focuses on rural areas as a destination. The majority of migrants in rural areas are low
educated women, and their family profiles resemble those of non-educated rural stayers; most
women follow the “Early-norm” and “Earliest” categories. Also, migration to rural areas
displays two main patterns related to early and late migration. For women who migrated before
age 25, family profiles move sharply towards the left of the panels (partially disrupting the U-
shaped pattern), meaning that early migration to rural areas and high educational attainment are
not associated with the family categories of delayed transitions to family formation and low
fertility. This result should not be overemphasized because it refers to a tiny proportion of

women.

As for migration after age 25, family profiles’ distribution replicates the educational
discrepancies of urban non-migrants (left panel), and rural non-migrants (right panel), meaning
that women who migrated as adults to rural areas have similar family profiles compared to rural
non-migrants. The similarity is apparent between rural migrants and rural stayers. These patterns
are consistent with the idea that late migration between similar contexts should be associated
with less family disruption; the extent to which this may be driven by return migration is
unknown. In other words, when migration takes place later in life (or as a return) and across

similar contexts (rural to rural), family paths are not expected to be disturbed.
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Figure 4: Family profiles by origin, age at migration, and educational attainment in Rural areas
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Notes: The percentages of variance of the axes refer to the total variance across the 108 family
profiles, ie., to the total sum of squared Euclidean distances of the PCA-coordinates. There were
no significance patterns along the third axis (6% of the total variance).

Conclusions and discussion

This paper analyzes how internal migration and family trajectories relate to one another using a
life course processual approach. A data-driven eight-category typology describes the distinct
family paths followed by women born between 1937 and 1973 in 10 LACar countries. Two
hierarchically related constructs separate the eight family categories of this typology. The first
construct separates family paths according to the number and concentration of family events over
the life course. There is a group of family categories of low-intensity and delayed (or
compressed) family formation trajectories. And, there is a group of family categories of high-
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intensity and early-transition paths. The second construct relates to the prevalence of formal
marriage and marriage stability. This construct separates normative and non-normative family
trajectory categories. Women’s socioeconomic status is strongly correlated with the first
construct (intensity), whereas the second (normative) one relates more to women’s migration

status in ways that vary according to their age at migration, origin, and destination.

| study these associations through family profiles, ie., the conditional distribution of women
across the eight family categories of the family typology by age at migration and educational
attainment. Differences across these family profiles reflect the structural and socially stratified
nature of family paths as well as their associations with migration. These results underline the
fact that it is among wulnerable individuals that family profiles are more disrupted by migration
compared to individuals in socially privileged positions. Vulnerability is understood here in
terms of low socioeconomic status and the conflicting conflience of migration and other
transition to adulthood processes (school termination, job market insertion, leaving the parental
home, among others). To the extent that both, family formation and migration, require resources
(time, money, social support, to mention a few), their temporal coincidence may be more
demanding for low-educated women than highly educated. Indeed, high socioeconomic status

and late migration are both associated with minimal disruption in family profiles.

Moreover, these results suggest that the so-called disruptions associated with the migration
experience, do not necessarily mean deviations from the norm. Indeed, migrant women are more
likely to follow normative family paths, as well as family paths of unstable marriage and unions,
and early stop of childbearing, compared to non-migrant. In other words, internal migration is
such a constituent part of LACar’s demographic history that the family trajectories of migrants

contribute  significantly to the tacit societal norms underlying family trajectories in the region.
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This result is in sharp contrast with the prevailing conception of migrants as having very distinct
and non-normative (unusual) preferences/behaviors. The fact that this conclusion concerns low-
class women primarily suggests that further attention should be devoted to understanding the
drivers of family and fertility change among less privileged groups (e.g., low-educated young
migrant women in cities), who tend to be underrepresented in mainstream theories of
demographic change (van de Kaa, 1996; Mason, 1997). This particular attention to
disadvantaged groups is essential for understanding demographic and social change in LACar
societies and potentially other low- and middle-income countries in Africa and Asia, given the

high and sustained levels of social and economic inequality.

Differences in the social and economic opportunity structures across large cities, urban areas,
and rural areas allow me to speculate about the potential mechanisms driving the heterogeneity
in family profiles. Because living in large cities imposes material restrictions to family expansion
and stability, the similarity in family outcomes between migrant and non-migrant groups can be
interpreted as a structural adaptation. This structural assimilation stems from the material
constraints that a large city imposes on migrant women. These include higher childbearing and
childrearing costs, separation from support networks of family members left behind, and low
income in a predominantly monetary economy. This latter aspect likely undermines the
economic prospects of the low-educated who come into cities from rural areas. Hence, stopping
childbearing shortly after the first birth, limiting fertility, being part of a stable formal marriage,
or having multiple partners over the life course, become features of the family paths among
migrants in large cities. That this association is stronger among more wulnerable groups, i.e.,
low-educated women of rural origin who migrated as young adults makes the constraint-oriented

interpretation plausible.
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The prevalence of live-in arrangements among female domestic workers in LACar cities, along
with the overrepresentation of rural-to-urban migrants in this occupation, underline the
importance of material and financial constraints for family formation paths (Jelin, 1977; Moya,
2007). Further research on the family formation trajectories of domestic workers would further

illuminate the contribution of this group to family change and fertility decline in LACar.

Other urban areas represent an intermediate context between the economic and financial
demands of large cities and the more flexible conditions, economically speaking, that
characterize rural settings. For that reason, only women who migrated to urban areas between
ages 19 to 24 display disruptions in their family profiles, compared to those who did not migrate.
These disruptions depend on their socioeconomic status. Among this age-at-migration group, the
association between migration and family means relatively delayed-unstable family paths for
lower-educated women and relatively stable-normative family trajectories for the highly
educated. Among women of rural origin, the displacement of family profiles towards the
“Unstable” and “Normative” family categories is apparent and it is more robust for those who
migrated before age 24. Despite the lower prevalence of domestic work in urban areas compared

to cities, these latter results may also concern domestic workers in live-in or live-out

arrangements.

In rural areas, it is among women who migrated before and during crucial ages for family
formation that family profiles depict the most considerable deviations compared to family
profiles of women at the origin. The fact that these deviations are more significant among the
highly educated than the less educated highlights the importance of the context of reception for
family trajectories. Despite the fact of being highly educated, young-adult-migrant women in

rural areas are underrepresented in low-intensity, delayed transition, and no-transition family
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categories. On the contrary, for women who migrated after age 25 and 30, family profiles tend to
replicate the educational differences of women at the destination. This result could be interpreted

in terms of selection, and the extent to which it is driven by return migration remains

unanswered.

Internal migration in LACar countries involved the mobilty of many women with diverse
educational and wealth profiles across very distinct contexts and, possibly, for a very diverse set
of reasons from voluntary to forced displacement. This diversity produces heterogeneous
patterns in the relationship between family and migration that have not been jointly studied
before. Hypothesis-based approaches have been incapable of accounting for this heterogeneity as
most of these patterns become invisible when analyses focus on measuring the degree of
selection, assimilation, adaptation, or socialization, separately, without accounting for the
socially stratified nature of family dynamics. For all these patterns exist within concrete
stratification systems, the interpretation of these separate explanations as complementary is

doubtful.

What seems to be at a higher level of generality is that all these mechanisms contributed to
fertility and family change in the region while always remaining subordinate to the socially
stratified nature of the family. Results in this paper show that migration and family formation
processes are embedded in the social structure in several ways. First, because migration and
family formation require resources, the relationship between two processes depends on the social
and economic background of women; low class and high-class women experience this
confluence differently. Second, only when socioeconomic opportunities at origin and destination
are similar for a given group of migrants, migration is non-disruptive for family trajectories.

Third, both socialization and assimilation/adaptation mechanisms seem to be at play; the latter
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mechanisms are especially notable among low-class women, which makes this group of women

a significant contributor to family change during this period.
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Appendix
Sample composition by birth cohort

Table Al displays the number of women by birth cohort groups. The results reported in the paper
correspond to the full sample. As a robustness check, I replicate the analysis for women who
were born between 1945 and 1965. According to Table A2, this subsample offers a more
homogeneous group of women that includes all countries. Figures A2, A3, and A4 displays the

summary results for large cities, urban areas, and rural areas, respectively.

Table Al. Sample size by country and birth cohort group

Country Birth cohort Total
[1935,1945)  [1945,1966)  [1966,1975]
Bolivia 660 6,936 1473 9,069
Brazil 604 4,398 - 5,002
Colombia 1,049 10,655 608 12,312
Dominican Republic 1,084 8,496 - 9,580
Guatemala 117 510 - 627
Haiti - 3,093 - 3,093
Mexico 997 698 - 1,695
Nicaragua - 5,003 - 5,003
Paraguay 324 824 - 1,148
Peru 1,133 31,192 18,191 50,516
Total 5,968 71,805 20,272 98,045

Note: The analytical sample includes women age 39 to 49 who were interviewed by the Demographic and
Health Surveys from 1986 to 2012, i.e., the 1937 to 1973 birth cohorts.

38



Identification and characteristics of the family typology

| use a two-step approach to develop the family typology in Figure 2. First, 1 conduct a Multiple
Correspondence Analysis (MCA) on six categorical variables that measure women’s family
formation and dissolution trajectories. | kept all factorial dimensions with above-average
contributions to the total explained variance (relative contribution > 5.8%). Table A2 displays

the percentage distribution of women across the six variables related to their family formation
and dissolution trajectories.

Second, | use the retained factorial dimensions (six in these case, see left panel in Figure Al) to
compute a pair-wise dissimilarity matrix. 1 use this matrix to cluster women into family
trajectory categories according to their similarity. | implement the Ward method, followed by the
K-mean algorithm to identify the clusters.

Figure Al summarizes the results of the MCA and CA. The left panel displays the 17
eigenvalues of the MCA and the proportion of the total variance that is accounted for by the first
six (sum = 54%). The corrected proportion of explained variance using Greenacre and Blasius’
(2006) correction formulae for MCA is 70%, meaning that the first six factorial dimensions
account for 70% of the total variation across the six active variables of the MCA. This high
percentage of explained variance and the flat pattern in the contribution to the variance of the
higher order eigen values, suggest that the first six factorial axes provide a good summary of the

data, ie., a good summary of women’s family formation trajectories.

The right panel of Figure Al displays the assessment of cluster solutions from 2 to 15 clusters,
based on six standardized goodness of fit indicators. The peak in a solution of seven clusters
across all positive non-monotonic indicators suggest that a seven-cluster solution is adequate.
This decision is consistent with the relatively flat trend in all the monotonic indicators in clusters
solutions with more than seven groups. These relatively flat trends indicate that the inclusion of

an additional group, does not improve significantly the goodness of fit of the clustering.
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Table A2. Percentage distribution related to family trajectories by country

Variables and Country
categories BOL BRA COL DOM GTM HTI MEX NIC PYR PER
Percentage distribution

Age at first marriage or union

Never married 4 6 9 2 3 2 5 3 6 7
Non-adult 25 23 23 44 41 24 35 48 23 24
Adult-early 55 55 49 44 47 56 47 43 53 50
Adult-mid 12 12 13 9 8 14 11 5 14 14
Adult-late 4 4 5 2 1 3 3 1 4 4

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Age at first birth

Childless 4 8 8 4 4 5 7 3 6 6
Non-adult 14 9 12 21 22 13 19 27 11 13
Adult-early 63 60 58 59 59 59 58 58 61 59
Adult-mid 15 18 17 13 13 19 14 10 17 17
Adult-late 4 5 5 3 1 4 2 2 5 5

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Age at last birth

Childless 4 8 8 4 4 5 7 3 6 6
Adult-early 7 11 16 19 7 8 6 11 9 10
Adult-mid 25 35 37 41 21 19 27 36 20 32
Adult-late 44 36 32 29 52 43 46 37 41 40
Adult-latest 20 9 7 6 16 25 15 12 25 13

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Children ever born

Childless 4 8 8 4 4 5 7 3 6 6
One 6 7 11 7 3 7 5 5 8 9
Two 10 16 22 13 7 9 8 10 13 18
Three to four 28 32 36 38 21 21 20 27 24 33
Five to six 21 15 13 20 27 21 20 22 17 18
Seven or more 31 21 10 18 39 38 41 33 32 16

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Current marital status

Never married 4 6 9 2 3 2 5 3 6 7
Married 68 69 43 33 53 64 72 40 71 53
In union 12 10 22 40 28 15 9 29 13 24
Widowed 4 5 5 3 7 6 7 3 3 2
Divorced/Separated 11 11 21 22 9 13 8 25 7 14

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of marriages or unions

Never married 4 6 9 2 3 2 5 3 6 7
Once 83 81 73 57 80 52 84 61 84 80
More than once 13 14 18 42 17 46 12 37 10 13

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Note: Country-codes are Bolivia (BOL), Brazil (BRA), Colombia (COL), Dominican Republic (DOM),
Guatemala (GTM), Haiti (HTI), Mexico (MEX), Nicaragua (NIC), Paraguay (PYR),and Peru (PER)
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Table A3. Comparison of family trajectory types

Family typology

Chracteristic . One Latest  CoY- Delay-\oative Unstable Earliest  Cov- ol
transition stop norm norm

CEB 0.5 2.2 2.2 2.8 3.9 4.7 7.3 8.1 4
(0.1) 0.1) (0.0) (0.1) (0.1) 0.2) 0.2) (0.2)

Current marital status

Never married 69.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7
(3.0) - - - - - - -

Married 15.3 51.8 37.1 71.2 83.7 14.7 42.8 896 52
2.2) (4.0) 27 (3.0) (1.2) (3.5) (3.5) (1.0)

In union 7.1 27.2 17.6 133 0.0 64.0 35.4 51 21
(0.6) (3.0) (1.9) (2.1) - (4.4) (3.3) (1.0)

Widowed 0.9 2.2 4.4 2.4 6.2 2.0 6.3 2.6 4
(0.2) (0.4) (0.7) (0.4) (0.8) (0.5) (0.8) (0.3)

Divorce/Sep. 7.3 18.8 41.0 13.0 10.1 19.2 155 26 16
(1.0) (2.1) (1.8) (1.4) (1.0) (1.3) (1.3) (0.2)

In union or married

Once 25.7 90.4 73.9 93.8 99.8 414 60.1 9%.6 74
(2.1) (1.6) (3.1) (L.1) (0.0) (4.7) (3.6) (1.6)

At least twice 4.8 9.6 26.1 6.2 0.2 58.6 39.9 34 19
(1.2) (1.6) (3.1) (1.1 (0.0) (4.7) (3.6) (1.6)

Mean age at:

First marriage 28.7 32.7 18.8 26.6 20.4 19.8 15.1 192 22
(0.7) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1) (0.0) (0.2) (0.2) (0.1)

First birth 26.3 32.8 204 28.1 21.8 214 16.4 20.7 23
(0.3) (0.3) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) (0.1)

Last birth 30.3 36.9 23.6 34.3 314 34.1 335 388 AR
(0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) 0.2)

Parity level

Zero 73.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7
(2.6) - - - - - - -

One 16.3 40.7 26.0 13.3 0.2 1.0 0.1 00 10
(2.0) (2.0) (1.3) (1.0) (0.1) (0.1) (0.0) -

Two 5.0 33.8 39.0 39.2 12.3 7.4 13 03 18
(0.7) (L.5) (2.0) (3.2) (1.4) (1.0) (0.2) 0.1)

3to4 3.8 18.2 334 34.2 57.7 42.6 16.0 76 33
(0.4) (1.5) (2.1) (1.6) (1.5) (2.9) (2.2) (1.8)

5t06 1.0 39 15 10.8 29.6 35.9 22.5 115 18
(0.3) (0.7) (0.2) (2.0) (2.6) (1.9) (1.5) (1.1)

7+ 0.7 34 0.0 25 0.3 13.1 60.2 806 15
(0.4) (0.9) (0.0) 0.7) (0.1) (2.2) (3.8) @.7)

Percent 9.6 5.7 12.9 15.4 22.2 15.5 11.5 7.1 100

Note: CEB stands for children ever born. Standard errors, in parentheses, account for the sample
design.
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Figure A2. Family profiles by origin, age at migration and educational attainment in Large cities
— Birth cohorts: 1945-1965

Urban origin Rural origin

Second factarial axis - 21% of the variance
O
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— 19-24 = = After age 30

Notes: The percentages of variance of the axes refer to the total variance across the 108 family
profiles, ie., to the total sum of squared Euclidean distances of the PCA-coordinates. There were
no significance patterns along the third axis (6% of the total variance).
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Figure A3. Family profiles by origin, age at migration, and educational attainment in Urban
areas — Birth cohorts: 1945-1965
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Notes: The percentages of variance of the axes refer to the total variance across the 108 family
profiles, ie., to the total sum of squared Euclidean distances of the PCA-coordinates. There were
no significance patterns along the third axis (6% of the total variance).
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Figure A4. Family profiles by origin, age at migration, and educational attainment in Rural areas
— Birth cohorts: 1945-1965

Urban origin Rural origin

il

Second factarial axis - 21% of the variance
y
|
Second factarial axis - 21% of the variance
B>
[

First factorial axis - 60% of the variance First factorial axis - 60% of the variance
Years of schooling Relative size
c 04 4 58 m912 e 13+ 25% 50% Z‘S 75%
Age at migration
—— Non-migrant at origin -—- 25-30
— 19-24 — — After age 30

Notes: The percentages of variance of the axes refer to the total variance across the 108 family
profiles, ie., to the total sum of squared Euclidean distances of the PCA-coordinates. There were
no significance patterns along the third axis (6% of the total variance).
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Table A4: Family profiles for women in large cities by migration status, origin, age at migration, and years of schooling

Non-migrants

Years of Family typology
schooling One Latest DA Dely- o ative Unstable Earliest 27
transition stop norm norm
Oto4 7.9 32 12.4 5.7 18.4 17.4 21.6 133
(4.8) (0.5) (0.3) (0.6) (0.4) (0.7) (0.8) (0.6)
5t08 7.7 33 15.7 10.9 237 16.2 15.4 7.1
(38) (0.4) (03) (0.6) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) 0.4)
9to 12 11.7 5.2 14.9 17.8 255 14.5 6.4 4.0
(3.4) (0.5) (0.3) (0.5) (0.6) (0.5) (0.4) (0.3)
13+ 20.5 11.7 10.3 26.4 19.5 7.8 18 2.0
(4.2) 0.7) (0.5) (0.5) 0.7) (0.4) (0.2) (0.2)
Age at Migrants of urban origin Migrants of rural origin
migration Family typology Family typology
and years of One Latest ~ Cary-  Delay- _ Unstable Earliest =oTY- One Latest ~ Cary-  Delay- _ Unstable Earliest  =oTY-
schooling transition stop norm  Normative norm _transition stop norm  Normative norm
<18 0to4 6.3 2.8 13.4 9.2 17.5 17.2 255 8.0 9.1 2.7 10.6 7.0 19.4 20.2 16.1 15.0
(73) 07 (05) (0.9) (0.8) (1.0) 12 (08) (9.0) (10) (06) @y (09 (1.4) (13) 13)
5t08 6.3 4.0 14.7 121 21.6 21.6 14.3 5.4 4.3 31 15.1 9.2 25.2 23.8 131 6.1
(6.5) (0.6) (0.5) (0.9) (0.9) (1.1) (0.9) (0.6) (10.4) (0.9) (0.8) (1.6) (1.3) (1.9) (1.5) (1.1)
9to 12 9.5 6.5 16.5 14.5 26.6 16.7 6.2 35 6.8 2.1 17.9 16.2 28.6 20.1 31 5.2
(6.3) (0.8) 0.7) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) (0.7) (0.5) (12.5) (1.4) (0.8) (2.2) (2.1) (2.3) (1.0) (1.3)
13+ 19.1 9.8 13.8 283 16.5 9.2 0.9 24 14.6 10.3 18.2 26.5 20.7 9.6 0.1 0.1
(9.3) (1.4) (1.0) (1.2) (1.6) (1.0) (0.3) (0.5) (22.9) (3.3) (2.8) (3.6) (4.1) 2.7) (0.3) (0.3)
19-24 Oto 4 4.5 3.7 12.8 9.3 19.2 16.1 194 15.1 5.3 25 8.7 6.8 23.6 27.7 14.4 11.0
(9.1) (0.7) (0.7) (1.2) (1.0) (1.3) (1.4) (1.3) (8.5) (0.8) (0.6) (1.0) (0.9) (1.6) (1.3) (1.1)
5t08 3.2 2.7 17.6 10.5 30.0 18.7 111 6.2 6.7 2.3 15.5 12.4 25.1 22.2 10.7 5.0
(7.4) (0.6) (0.6) (1.3) (1.0) (1.3) (1.1) (0.8) (11.6) (1.3) 0.7) (1.8) L7 (2.1) (1.6) (1)
9to 12 8.1 42 16.8 17.3 309 15.8 41 2.8 9.3 34 15.6 214 21.0 20.1 47 4.4
(7.2) (0.9) 0.7 (1.2) (1.3) (1.2) (0.7) (0.6) (16.0) (1.9) (1.2) (2.4) 2.7 (2.6) (1.4) (1.3)
13+ 10.2 135 135 28.9 25.7 6.1 14 0.7 6.8 9.8 8.3 39.7 232 12.0 0.1 0.1
(9.6) (1.3) (1.4) (1.4) (1.9) (1.0) (0.5) (0.3) (24.4) (2.6) (3.1) (2.8) (5.0) (3.3) (0.3) (0.3)
25-30 0to 4 6.8 2.2 6.9 13.2 17.8 19.6 18.9 14.6 5.6 4.0 7.3 19.7 15.1 15.4 20.1 12.7
(10.4) (1.0) (0.6) (1.0) (1.4) (1.6) (1.6) (1.4) (11.2) (0.9) (0.8) (1.0) (1.6) (1.4) (1.6) (1.3)
5t08 3.8 3.9 14.7 16.1 22.0 19.9 12.2 7.4 5.3 6.8 13.1 18.5 15.1 229 9.9 85
(9.3) 0.7) 0.7) (1.4) (1.4) (1.5) (1.3) (1.0) (18.0) (1.4) (1.6) (2.2) (2.5) 2.7 (1.9) (1.8)
9to 12 9.7 9.7 11.7 30.7 16.6 13.9 3.6 4.1 5.6 11.7 4.0 19.3 325 19.4 5.9 17
(10.8) (1.2) (1.2) (1.3) (1.9) (1.4) (0.8) (0.8) (22.1) (2.4) 3.3) (2.0) (4.1) (4.1) (2.4) (1.3)
13+ 11.9 12.5 10.9 36.7 18.6 59 17 17 10.0 8.6 0.2 224 48.3 10.0 0.2 0.2
(12.1) (1.5) (1.6) (1.5) (2.3) (1.1) (0.6) (0.6) (31.4) 4.7 (4.4) 0.7 (6.6) 4.7) (0.8) (0.8)
>30 Oto4 5.7 4.9 8.4 9.5 16.5 17.6 25.3 12.2 5.4 4.7 7.6 7.9 17.4 18.1 20.8 18.1
(7.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.8) (0.8) (1) (1.2) (0.9) (7.8) 0.7) (0.6) (0.8) (0.8) (1.1) (1.2) (1.1)
5t08 6.3 5.5 131 9.7 24.0 15.9 14.8 10.6 5.1 6.1 15.2 9.7 24.7 17.2 11.8 10.1
(6.9) 0.7 0.7 (1.0) (0.9) (1.1) (1.1) (0.9) (11.8) (1.1) (1.2) (1.8) (1.5) (1.9) (1.6) (1.5)
9to 12 8.8 6.5 14.4 15.6 29.6 13.3 6.2 5.4 10.2 11.9 13.2 23.3 21.4 10.4 6.1 34
(6.8) (0.9) (0.8) (1.1) (1.1) (1.1) (0.8) (0.7) (16.5) (2.0) (2.2) (2.3) (2.9) (2.1) (1.6) (1.2)
13+ 16.7 12.5 6.4 26.1 26.7 7.1 2.3 2.2 17.4 14.9 11.1 323 18.5 55 0.1 0.1
(8.0) (1.3) (1.2) (0.9) (1.6) (0.9) (0.5) (0.5) (28.7) (4.2) (4.0) (3.5) (5.2) (2.5) (0.4) (0.4)

Note: Standard errors, in parentheses, account for the sample design.
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Table A5: Family profiles for women in urban areas by migration status, origin, age at migration, and years of schooling

Non-migrants

Years of Family typology
schooling One Latest ~ Car- DY\ ative Unstable Earliest  27Y-
transition stop norm norm
Oto4 71 32 10.0 5.1 14.2 17.7 21.7 15.1
(“8) 0.4 ©03) ©05) (0.4) (0.6) (©0.8) (0.6)
5t08 7.8 3.0 12.8 9.9 24.0 17.9 15.1 9.5
(3.9) (0.4) (0.3) (0.6) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.5)
9to 12 11.6 5.7 14.4 15.0 27.8 15.0 5.7 4.8
(3.7) (0.5) 0.4) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.4) (0.4)
13+ 17.2 11.1 10.4 26.3 223 9.0 1.6 21
(4.9) (0.8) (0.6) (0.6) (0.9) (0.6) (0.3) (0.3)
Age at  Migrants of urban origin Migrants of rural origin
migration Family typology Family typology
and years of One Early- Delay- . Early- One Early- Delay- . Early-
schooling  transition Latest stop norm  Normative Unstable  Earliest norm transition Latest stop norm  Normative Unstable  Earliest orm
<18 Oto4 49 17 8.8 5.0 17.3 17.5 324 12.4 3.2 11 11.6 5.0 13.6 16.6 339 14.9
(10.0) (0.8) (0.5) (1.1) (0.8) (1.4) (1.8) (1.2) (10.4) (0.6) (0.4) (1.1) (0.8) (1.3) (1.7 (1.3)
5t08 6.7 2.3 13.6 6.0 21.8 20.2 20.0 9.3 25 3.2 16.6 55 24.2 22.0 16.7 9.4
(8.4) (0.9) (0.5) (1.2) (0.8) (1.4) (1.4) (1.0) (10.4) (0.7) (0.8) 1.7 (1.0) (1.8) (1.7 (1.3)
9to 12 7.6 3.6 14.2 17.2 29.0 17.0 6.7 4.7 7.4 35 19.2 11.8 31.2 14.6 8.1 43
7.7 (0.9) (0.6) (1.2) (1.3) (1.3) (0.9) 0.7 (13.0) (1.6) (1.1) (2.4) (1.9) (2.1) (1.6) (1.2)
13+ 15.0 12.0 11.3 23.1 26.2 9.1 14 19 11.8 9.6 10.0 22.9 27.1 14.5 1.9 21
9.7 (1.5) (1.4) (1.4) (1.8) (1.2) (0.5) (0.6) (19.8) (2.8) (2.6) (2.6) 3.7 (3.1) (1.2) (1.3)
19-24 Oto 4 3.0 2.6 9.3 3.6 18.6 237 209 18.2 2.7 25 85 49 224 222 231 13.7
(11.1) 0.7) 0.7) (1.3) (0.8) (1.8) (1.8) 1.7) (8.6) (0.6) (0.6) (1.0) (0.8) (1.5) (1.5) (1.2)
5t08 4.8 2.0 12.2 7.4 31.4 18.8 12.8 10.6 3.7 0.8 14.8 9.7 31.3 19.5 12.4 7.8
(8.8) (0.9) (0.6) (1.3) (1.1) (1.6) (1.4) (1.3) (10.6) (0.9) (0.4) 1.7 (1.5) (2.0) (1.6) (1.3)
9to 12 55 3.9 15.6 12.4 34.3 17.5 48 6.0 7.6 3.0 13.9 10.8 314 223 3.9 7.2
(8.6) (0.9) (0.8) (1.5) (L1.4) (L.6) (0.9) (1.0) (15.0) (1.8) (1.2) (2.4) (2.2) (2.9) (1.3) (1.8)
13+ 9.4 6.1 10.9 21.4 36.4 10.0 1.2 4.7 12.7 4.2 6.7 25.1 32.6 10.6 0.5 7.5
9.7 (1.4) (1.1) (1.4) (1.9) (1.4) (0.5) (1.0) (21.4) (3.4) (2.0) (2.5) (4.4) (3.1) (0.7) 2.7
25-30 0to 4 2.7 14 9.2 7.6 15.4 19.4 28.8 15.6 4.5 1.6 7.4 7.4 14.5 21.3 28.2 15.3
(13.6) (0.8) (0.6) (1.4) (1.3) (1.9) (2.2) (1.8) (10.9) (0.8) (0.5) (1.0) (1.0) (1.6) (L7 (1.4)
5t08 4.2 25 12.2 14.4 236 20.5 15.0 7.5 45 3.2 9.0 12.0 234 252 13.4 9.4
(10.2) (0.9) (0.7) (1.4) (1.5) (1.7 (1.5) (1.1) (12.1) (1.1) (0.9) (1.5) (1.7 (2.2) (1.7 (1.5)
9to 12 6.5 34 12.6 229 271.3 18.9 4.2 4.2 9.7 3.7 9.8 22.2 25.5 17.9 6.4 4.8
(10.1) (1.1) (0.8) (1.5) (1.9) (1.8) (0.9) (0.9) (16.6) (2.1) (1.4) (2.1) (3.0) (2.8) (1.8) (1.5)
13+ 12.7 9.2 9.3 359 18.5 11.7 0.9 18 7.5 34 6.6 38.1 229 10.5 7.1 3.9
(11.9) 1.5) 1.3) .3) 2.2) 1.5) (0.4) (0.6) (27.2) (3.0) (2.1) (2.8) (5.6) (3.5) (2.9) 2.2)
>30 Oto4d 4.6 54 79 6.5 14.4 17.8 29.6 13.7 35 3.7 6.3 5.7 12.3 18.8 28.5 21.2
(9.6) 0.7) (0.8) 0.9) 0.8) (1.3) (1.5) (12) (7.7) (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (1.0) (1.1) (1.0)
5t08 6.5 51 13.4 9.8 211 19.1 14.2 10.6 6.2 38 10.9 9.6 214 22.0 16.0 10.1
(7.9) (0.8) (0.7) (1.1) (1.0) (L.3) (1.1) (1.0) (9.3) (0.9) (0.7) (1.2) (1.1) (1.6) (1.4) (1.2)
9to 12 6.4 9.0 13.2 16.6 274 14.6 7.2 5.6 9.5 9.3 9.0 16.3 22.7 20.1 6.7 6.3
(7.4) (0.8) (0.9) (1.1) (1.2) (1.2) (0.8) (0.8) (15.2) (1.9) (1.9) (1.8) (2.4) (2.5) (1.6) (1.6)
13+ 12.7 16.2 7.3 28.3 21.4 10.0 13 2.8 11.7 11.9 11.8 30.2 19.8 11.9 2.7 0.2
(9.2) (1.3) (1.4) (1.0) (L.7) (1.1) (0.4) (0.6) (21.6) (2.8) (2.8) (2.8) (3.9) (2.8) (1.4) (0.4)

Note: Standard errors, in parentheses, account for the sample design.
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Table A6: Family profiles for women in rural areas by migration status, origin, age at migration, and years of schooling

Non-migrants

Years of Family typology
schooling On.e. Latest Early- Delay- Normative Unstable Earliest Early-
transition stop norm norm
Oto4 5.7 3.0 4.6 7.1 11.6 14.4 22.8 30.7
(2.6) (0.2) (0.1) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.4) (0.4)
5t08 9.2 3.0 7.8 7.6 213 15.7 14.5 209
(4.3) (0.5) (0.3) (0.5) (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) (0.7)
9t012 9.2 5.6 12.2 16.0 26.5 16.2 5.8 8.5
(7.9) (1.0) (0.8) (1.1) (1.3) (1.3) (0.8) (1.0)
13+ 17.9 8.4 49 26.4 223 13.6 15 4.9
(15.3) (2.5) (1.8) (1.4) (2.8) (2.2) (0.8) (1.4)
Age at Migrants of urban origin Migrants of rural origin
migration Family typology Family typology
and years of One Latest ~ cary-  Delay-  Unstable Earliest  SoTY- One Latest ~ Cary-  Delay-  Unstable Earliest  SoTY-
schooling  transition stop norm Normative norm transition stop norm  Normative norm
<18 0Oto4 2.8 17 6.0 43 9.3 12.1 394 245 3.0 1.6 46 23 9.7 12.6 39.2 27.0
(14.6) (0.7) (0.5) (1.0) (0.9) (1.4) (2.1) (1.8) (9.2) (0.5) (0.3) (0.6) (0.4) (0.9) (1.3) (1.2)
5t08 5.2 1.0 15.9 3.6 15.9 17.0 19.8 217 4.9 14 9.9 25 20.8 16.9 255 18.1
(18.9) (1.5) 0.7) (2.5) (1.3) (2.6) (2.8) (2.9) (14.8) (1.3) 0.7) (1.8) (0.9) (2.3) (2.6) (2.3)
9to 12 3.8 5.1 7.0 14.4 21.0 232 19.7 5.8 1.9 0.7 21.8 7.2 26.2 17.8 14.7 9.6
(28.5) (2.2) (2.6) (3.0) (4.1) (4.9) (4.6) (2.7) (32.3) (2.0) (1.2) (5.9) (3.7) (5.4) (5.0) (4.2)
13+ 7.7 3.8 2.9 24.2 32.8 25.9 0.2 25 20.5 1.6 6.5 13.0 32.0 21.2 3.2 21
(42.0) (5.3) (3.8) (3.3) (8.4) (8.6) (0.8) (3.1) (62.3) (11.7) (3.7) (7.2) (9.8) (11.9) (5.1) (4.2)
19-24 Oto 4 2.3 1.9 5.6 4.0 15.0 17.0 214 328 29 1.2 45 23 17.7 14.5 15.2 417
(11.4) (0.6) (0.6) (0.9) (0.8) (1.5) (1.7) (1.9) (6.2) (0.4) (0.3) (0.5) (0.4) (0.8) (0.8) (1.2)
5t08 2.0 13 7.8 6.4 232 19.3 10.4 29.7 13 0.2 8.3 5.3 28.6 21.6 11.2 236
(13.5) (0.8) (0.6) (1.5) (1.4) (2.2) (1.7) (2.6) (11.2) (0.6) (0.2) (1.4) (1.1) (2.1) (1.6) (22)
9to 12 3.7 1.9 5.4 12.0 48.7 17.4 4.6 6.2 29 0.7 13.3 3.2 47.1 21.0 3.6 8.2
(16.2) (1.5) (1.1) (1.8) (2.6) (3.1) 1.7) (2.0) (21.4) (1.8) (0.9) (3.6) (1.9) (4.4) (2.0) (2.9)
13+ 2.2 5.9 5.5 10.5 37.0 305 2.3 6.2 2.1 11.6 75 13.7 44.3 20.3 0.2 0.3
(31.8) (2.2) (3.6) (3.5) (4.7) (7.1) (2.3) (3.7) (43.0) (3.1) (6.8) (5.6) (7.3) (8.6) (1.0) (1.1)
25-30 Oto 4 3.3 0.6 33 14.2 11.6 17.2 26.4 234 18 2.2 5.8 12.2 12.2 17.7 211 27.0
(13.9) (0.8) (0.4) (0.8) (1.5) (1.7) (2.0) (1.9) (8.1) (0.4) (0.4) (0.6) (0.9) (1.0) (1.1) (1.2)
5t08 24 2.3 6.2 22.0 17.0 18.0 15.2 16.9 3.0 3.9 6.7 15.5 22.0 20.4 11.9 16.6
(17.0) (1.0) (1.0) (1.5) (2.7) (2.5) (2.3) (2.4) (13.5) (1.0) (1.1) (1.4) (2.0) (22) (1.8) (2.1)
9to 12 5.6 4.4 5.0 19.7 30.8 249 4.7 4.9 9.8 2.8 12.1 21.7 19.0 15.6 8.8 4.2
(21.6) (2.3) (2.0) (2.2) (4.0) (4.3) (2.1) (2.2) (30.1) (3.5) (2.0) (3.8) (5.3) (4.3) (3.3) (2.4)
13+ 13.7 10.1 5.3 39.7 14.7 8.2 5.2 33 8.2 13.3 13.5 326 209 11.2 0.2 0.2
(37.2) (4.5) (4.0) (2.9) (6.4) (3.6) (2.9) (2.3) (48.8) (5.4) (6.7) (6.8) (9.3) (6.2) (0.9) (1.0)
>30 Oto4 3.6 3.4 5.7 5.5 12.3 19.1 30.1 20.3 3.8 43 3.9 8.1 8.3 17.9 21.7 26.0
(9.7) (0.6) (0.6) (0.7) (0.7) (1.3) (1.5) (1.3) (7.0) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.5) (0.7) (0.9) (0.8)
5t08 6.7 5.8 8.3 8.1 15.4 223 17.8 15.6 5.4 6.8 85 12.5 18.3 18.4 15.6 145
(14.3) (1.3) (1.2) (1.4) (1.4) (2.1) (2.0) (1.9) (11.1) (1.0) (1.1) 1.2) (1.4) 1.7) (1.6) (1.5)
9to 12 9.7 10.1 9.5 14.4 18.3 233 5.8 8.9 15.1 8.9 9.3 18.3 227 17.9 4.0 4.0
(18.5) (2.1) (2.2) (2.1) (2.5) (3.0) (1.7) (2.0) (20.5) (3.1) (2.4) (2.5) (3.3) (3.3) (1.7) (1.7)
13+ 15.5 10.7 7.7 29.4 15.4 17.5 2.0 17 10.1 20.8 4.4 27.3 225 13.0 0.2 17
(21.5) (2.8) (2.4) (2.1) (3.5) (3.0) (1.1) (1.0) (35.6) (4.5) (6.0) (3.1) (6.6) (5.0) 0.7) 1.9)

Note: Standard errors, in parentheses, account for the sample design.
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