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Research has attested the existence of differpestgf cohabitation in Latin America. It is

well documented that, along with a historic cohatatn, driven by poverty, modern

consensual unions are booming in the region. Timgdern types can be explained by the
framework of the Second Demographic Transition,ctvhielates new forms of romantic

relationships to socioeconomic development and gbarnn the ideational domain towards

post materialistic values such as egalitarianismatdfrom the DHS (N=65,765) of fifty Latin

American regions from six countries are used taxplain different types of cohabitation in

Latin America and (ii) to distinguish them from mage in terms of gender symmetry and
environmental influences. Multilevel linear problilyi regression is applied to describe

previously identified types of cohabitation: tradiital, innovative and blended (Covre-Sussai
et al., 2014a). Following, these types of cohalitatare compared to marriage in a

multilevel multinomial logistic analysis. The trédnal cohabitation is related to female

subordination and socioeconomic deprivation. Theiowrative and blended types of
cohabitation show higher levels of gender symmethen compared to the traditional type
and to marriage. In addition, these unions happemplaces where cohabitation was never
common before, such as among whites and Catholics.

! Paper presented at the VI Congress of the Latieran Population Association, held in Lima, Pérom 12
to 15 August 2014.



1. Introduction

The study of nuptiality in Latin America is histoally challenged by the incidence of

cohabitation in the region. Traditionally, cohaba is related to social exclusion, rooted in
the lower social classes, among less educated wamdndisadvantaged ethnic groups
(Arriagada, 2002), such as indigenous populatiotsthose of African descent. Conversely,
the incidence of cohabitation is booming in thigio@, and in countries and among social
groups in which it was never predominant. Receatiss have shown that this increase
reflects the coexistence of traditional and modgpes of cohabitation in the region, which is
associated with the advent of the Second Demograptainsition (SDT, e.g. Castro-Martin

2002; Covre-Sussai & Matthijs 2010; Esteve et2dl1,2a; Parrado & Tienda 1997). However,
an empirical differentiation of Latin American typef cohabitation remained unclear until

recently.

A recent study by Covre-Sussai and colleagues @Od#ferentiated the types of
cohabitation in Latin America based on the relalop context at the beginning of
cohabitation (age at start of cohabitation andterie of pre-cohabitation pregnancy or
childbearing) and its outcomes in terms of childb&p(age [of the mother] at first child and
number of children). The choice of the indicatoraswgrounded on the argument that the
timing and circumstances of union formation anddtig@aring as well as the number of
children raised, have different meanings for tiadal and modern types of cohabitations in
Latin America. Multiple group latent class analysias applied and three different types of
Latin American cohabitations were found, the triad&l and two modern types which were
labeled as innovative and blended cohabitationsileAthe traditional type is practiced by
women who started to cohabit at very young ageshaveé high fertility, the modern types
group women who move in together with their padnduring adulthood and have less

children, later in life (Covre-Sussai et al., 2014a

In this study we explored gender symmetry (in tewhscouples’ education and
decision making power) of the three previously idfed types of cohabitation in Latin
America and compared them to marriage. Considdahegheterogeneity found within the
region (Guzméan et al., 2006), the cultural envirentnand contextual socioeconomic
development where these relationships occur acedasionstrated.

Current socioeconomic indicators show increasinglgebalance in Latin American

countries, although with noteworthy dissimilarityen the region. Women’s gross school



enrolment at the tertiary level rose from 22 topg9cent between 1999 and 2007 and their
participation in the labor force increased fromragpnately 20 percent in the 1950s to over
55 percent in 2008 (World Bank, 2011). The regidotl fertility rate for 2010 is 2.1, but it
ranges from 1.5 in Cuba to 3.7 in Guatemala (ECLAQ12). Esteve and colleagues even
found that, since the 1990s, women are higher @dddaan men in several Latin American
countries (i.e. Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colomb@uba, Ecuador, Panama and Venezuela),
but not in all of them, such as Bolivia, Peru anckxMo (Esteve et al., 2012b).
Simultaneously, studies indicate that working woraem still the main person responsible for
household labor in their families and childcarer{@gada, 2002; Soares, 2008; Sorj et al.,
2007). This ambiguity drives the main research goe®f this studyto what extent do Latin
American relationships (cohabitations and marriagdiffer with regards to gender

symmetry?

Meanwhile, economic development has not yet reachedmajority of the Latin
American population and social inequality is anottieminant feature of the region. Recent
data shows that while the proportion of poor ongedt people decreased from 44 percent in
2002 to 29.4 percent in 2012 (ECLAC, 2012), theargs still one of the most unequal in the
world (Cavenaghi, 2009). With the exception of Haite Human Development IndegHDI)
has increased in all Latin American countries. 01@ while HDI of the majority of the
countries was classified as high (i.e. 0.69 in @dd@ to 0.78 in Chile and Argentina), some
of them improved from a low to a medium level (D&6 in Guatemala to 0.66 in Dominican
Republic). At the same time, inequality is stilleoaf the main features of the region where
the GINE coefficients range from a minimum of 0.43 in Guaaéa to more than 0.59 in Haiti
(World Bank, 2011). Accordingly, it is asketth what extent does the probability of a couple
living in one of the three types of cohabitation loeing married vary according to

environmental socioeconomic development in Latiedaa?

Comparable to the aforementioned socioeconomic rdggeeity, the cultural
environment of Latin American countries also présesignificant variations between and

within countries, which can be illustrated in terra religious orientation and ethnic

* HDI is calculated by the mean of three sub-indexes relating to longevity, education and income
(UNDP, 2010).

> GINI index measures the extent to which the distribution of income among individuals or households
within an economy deviates from a perfectly equal distribution. Thus, a Gini index of o represents
perfect equality, while an index of 1 implies perfect inequality (World Bank, 20m1).



composition. Brazil is a typical example of thigiety, where the ethnic composition largely
differs from one region to another. For instanbe, pproportion of self-declared whites ranges
from 78 percent in the South to 23.45 percent e North of the country (IBGE, 2013). A
strong relationship between ethnic composition emaisensual unions has been reported in
the literature. Besides the socioeconomic influerdiferences in nuptiality patterns are
found to be related to the prevalence of indigenouiged and afro-descendent populations
(Covre-Sussai & Matthijs, 2010), as well as to toeurrence of interethnic marriage (De
Vos, 2000). Differences in miscegenation proces$sad to significant variation of family
composition not only between countries, but alsthiwithem (Covre-Sussai & Matthijs,
2010; Heaton et al., 2002). Therefore, it is askedvhat degree does the probability of a
couple living in different types of cohabitationlmeing married vary according to contextual

ethnic composition and religious denomination itih&merica?

The research questions will be answered by meatiseoDemographic and Health
Surveys (DHS) data for fifty Latin American regiofrem six countries (Brazil, Bolivia,
Colombia, Dominican Republic, Honduras and Perd)e Tmpact of gender symmetry
indicators, as well as the cultural and socioecanosmvironment on the conditional
probabilities of living in the traditional, innova¢ and blended types of cohabitation is
investigated through multilevel linear probabilitgnalysis. Following, the types of
cohabitation are categorized and the same indiVidnd contextual indicators are used to

compare them to marriage by means of multilevetimarial logistic regression analy&is

This article is structured as follows: Section twontextualizes the study of
consensual unions in Latin America and gives mataits about the typology of traditional
and modern types of cohabitation in the region.tiSecthree discusses the theoretical
background and hypotheses, while section four ptesthe data and methods used. The

results are described in section five and discussedction six.

2. Cohabitation in Latin America

* Considering the cross-sectional nature of our data, it is not possible to infer about causation. The
results of our analyses are, instead, a rich description of different types of cohabitation at the moment of
survey collection.



A distinguishing attribute of Latin American familformation pattern is the historical
incidence of cohabitation as a socially acceptednfaf conjugal union. During the
colonization period, Spanish and Portuguese codosinsed to cohabiahancebamienjoas

a way to sanction sexual relationships with ind@enwomen (Castro-Martin, 2002) and as a
strategy to explore the land with the help of regi(Ribeiro, 1997). With the advent of
slavery (from the middle of the T6to the end of the dcentury), African slaves were
massively introduced into the region coming frorffedent parts of the African continent,
some of them from polytheist societies. Slave mmastsed to restrict the legal marriage

among slaves due to the impossibility of sellingmed slaves separately (Holt, 2005).

While consensual unions were common among the losasial strata and
disadvantaged ethnic groups, such as the mestpolgi®mn, the institution of marriage was
highly valorized by the upper classes in Latin Aicean societies (Castro-Martin, 2002; De
Vos, 2000; Samara & Costa, 1997). This traditidoah of cohabitation, common among the
lower social classes, used to be practiced byddssated couples who have more children
earlier in life (Parrado and Tienda, 1997). It wagblished as a strategy to overcome poverty
and single or adolescent motherhood and they cordynemal up in separation or in marriage
(Castro-Martin, 2002).

Contemporary evidence has shown that although daltialn persists as a common
form of union among lower social classes, from skeeond half of the Z0century on its
popularity has increased among higher educatedlsgi@ups and in countries where it was
never common practice (Vignoli-Rodriguez, 2005)e Titerature on family formation and
changes shows that these consensual unions diffiesiderably among Latin American
countries and social classes. For the lower sai@ta cohabitation is traditionally an
alternative to marriage, driven by economic comstsaethnic and gender inequality (Parrado
and Tienda, 1997; Arriagada, 2002). Meanwhile, tfeg upper social classes, cohabitation
represents possible outcomes of the improved sowmnmnic status of women (Vignoli-
Rodriguez, 2005; Covre-Sussai and Matthijs, 20liistBck and Cabella, 2011), related to

ideational changes towards post-materialistic \allsteve et al., 2012a).

Parrado and Tienda (1997) showed the role playesidmgen’s increasing education
and labor force participation on the spread of aleno type of cohabitation in Venezuela,
among younger and higher educated women. Theiltseflustrate the coexistence of both
the traditional and the modern types of cohabitatid/hile traditional cohabitants were

common in rural areas, among unskilled or domestickers and with high fertility, the



modern type of cohabitation was practiced by wonvéh higher education, who worked in
skilled jobs and had fewer or no children at afl.addition, Esteve and colleagues found
similar patterns of educational homogamy when camgaLatin American cohabiting and
married couples. They associated this result tcei#igtence of a modern cohabitation in the

region, similar to the one observed in fully dey&ld countries (Esteve et al., 2009).

Following a similar reasoning, Covre-Sussai and tMjgt (2010) analyzed the
socioeconomic and cultural correlates of livingcwhabitation instead of being married in
different Brazilian states. They pointed to sigrafit social-class differences and noteworthy
variance within country. The authors show that eassial unions are more likely to occur
among the lower social classes. However, theyfalsod evidence that this type of union is
present in the upper social strata. For this sagialp, though, unmarried cohabitation is

characterized as a childless union (Covre-Susdda&hijs, 2010).

As stated beforehand, a typology by Covre-Sussdicatieagues (2014a) identified
the traditional and two modern types of cohabitatio the region through multiple group
latent class analysis. These unions differ in teofeelationship context at the beginning of
cohabitation (age at the beginning of cohabitatemd existence of pre-cohabitation
pregnancy and childbearing) and outcomes in terhwhitdbearing (age [of the mother] at
first child and number of children). The traditibrm@habitation groups women who start to
cohabit during adolescence and have more childtegoanger ages. The first modern
cohabitation was labeled ‘innovative’ and refertedohabitation by women with fewer or no
children born at a higher age and never as a swgiean. The second modern cohabitation
was called ‘blended’. This type of cohabitationuywse women who started to cohabit later in
their life course, after being pregnant or havihgdren. Women in the blended type started
to cohabit at older ages and have more children thase in the innovative type, but fewer

children than women in the traditional type of doitetion (Covre-Sussai et al., 2014a).

The inclusion of education as a covariate in thentaclass analysis shows that the
types of cohabitation group women according tortdeisimilar socioeconomic backgrounds.
The traditional type groups lower educated womeiieathe two modern types group higher
educated ones. The educational profile of blendsthloiters indicates that this group of
cohabiters could negotiate a marriage if they wiant,they keep living in a consensual union
(Covre-Sussai et al., 2014a).



3. Theoretical background and hypotheses

Norms and attitudes on family life have changedesitne 1960s, both in Western developed
countries and Latin America. According to the SecBemographic Transition (SDT) theory
these changes are related to socioeconomic devetdpmnd transformations in the ideational
domain (Lesthaeghe, 2010). Since the first studyhenSDT (Lesthaeghe and van de Kaa,
1986), the spread of innovative forms of livingaargements are considered an expression not
only of changing socioeconomic circumstances oaagmng female employment, but also as
outcomes of egalitarian sentiments of younger aigthen educated cohorts (Surkyn and
Lesthaeghe, 2004, pp. 51-52).

The main changes in values and beliefs relatedh¢oSDT are: (i) secularization,
characterized by the decline in religiosity andgieus practice and the refusal of traditional
religious beliefs; (ii) egalitarianism, with indias of gender equality and denial of social
class distinctions; (iii) enhanced importance givenndividuality and self-fulfillment; and
(iv) companionship and unconventional marital eth&tressing the quality of a relationship,
such as communication, tolerance and understantiagpy sexual relationship, over the
conventional and institutional foundations of mage and parenthood (Surkyn & Lesthaeghe
2002, pp.51-52).

As stated before, recent socioeconomic indicatbosvsthat gender roles in Latin
America are changing toward some form of egalitasia between women and men.
Women’s education is increasing and, in some LAfmerican countries women are even
higher educated than men (Esteve et al., 2012). &oane also participating in public life
and in the job market in skilled activities. The@portion of seats held by women in National
Parliament has increased in Latin America from d23 percent between 2000 and 2012,
even though it ranges from 4 percent in Haiti tqpébcent in Cuba. Also, the share of women
in wage employment in the non-agricultural sectas lalso increased over the years, but
varies from 35.5 percent in Chile to 46.6 percent Colombia (ECLAC, 2012).
Simultaneously, studies indicate that working woraem still the main person responsible for
household labor and childcare (Soares, 2008; $alj,e2007; Arriagada, 2002).

This ambiguity can be explained by the idea of dmplete revolution’, which
distinguishes gender equity in terms of individuakd family-level institutions (Esping-
Andersen, 2009; McDonald, 2000). According to McBlon(2000), the first part of the

gender revolution is almost complete and has cldavgemen’s roles in individual-level



institutions, such as education, job market andiplibke. Conversely, the second part of this
revolution is happening in family-level instituti®rbut at a much slower pace, especially
among lower educated groups. Family organizatiahdetision making based on the single-
breadwinner model still persists, even for two-meofamilies (McDonald, 2000; Esping-
Andersen, 2009).

Combining the SDT framework with the idea of incdete revolution we state our
hypotheses. The traditional type of cohabitatioknswn to be related to social exclusion and
female subordination to man (Arriagada, 200R). comparison to the other types of
cohabitation and to marriage, women in this typeaiabitation are expected to have lower
educated partners and to be even lower educatet ttheir partners. They are also expected
to have lower decision-making power than their pars In Latin America, the traditional
type of cohabitation is historically practiced bgople from the lower social classes and
disadvantaged ethnic groups, such as indigenouslgtams and those of African descent
(e.g. Castro-Martin, 2002; De Vos, 2000). Thiiss type of cohabitation is expected to be
found in regions with lower proportions of Europed@scent (whites) and higher proportion
of people evaluating their socioeconomic status'tesl’. Previous research has already
revealed that the traditional type of cohabitati®mot related to secularization (e.g. Covre-
Sussai & Matthijs, 2010; Parrado & Tienda, 19979n€equently, we wouldxpect to find
traditional cohabiters in places with smaller ineltce of secularized values, in comparison

to the other types of cohabitation and to marriage

The two modern types of cohabitation are assumdxta signal of the SDT in the
region, marked by secularization, individualizatié@male economic independence and the
rising symmetry in gender roles. Earlier work bytedve and colleagues analyzed several
census rounds from the time period of 1970 to 28D did not find significant differences in
educational homogamy between Latin American cobhabiand married couples (Esteve et
al., 2009). Keeping their results in mingle expect to find differences in terms of education
among modern cohabitants and married couples, oot of these differences are expected
to be found in terms of effect sizes and not irdtrextion of the effeciAccording to the SDT
theory, cohabitation by higher educated women sggaal of more symmetric relationships.

Consequently, compared to the traditional type aifabitation and to marriageie expect

> Differences in terms of age and education are related to couples’ power relations. Couples in which the
woman is much younger or lower educated than the man are expected to have a similar imbalance in
other aspects of life (Di Giulio and Pinnelli, 2007).



that couples in the modern types of cohabitatiom more egalitarian in terms of decision-
making, as well as to find some degree of womenisgerment in these relationships

Both modern types of cohabitation are expected dorddated to secularization.
Therefore, they arexpected to be found in regions with lower promorsi of religious people
and less emphasis on religious valu&ocioeconomic development is another possible
driving force for these types of cohabitation, thwes expect to find them in places with a

lower proportion of people who evaluate their secionomic status as ‘bad’

4. Research Method

4.1 Data: Demographic and Heath Surveys

The individual-level research questions are adeécesy means of the most recent data from
the Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) collected fifty regions from six Latin
American countries: Bolivia (2008, n = 9,247), Bfa¢2006, n = 8,117), Colombia (2010, n
= 20,973), Dominican Republic (2007, n =9,585), Hamas (2005/6, n =9,428) and Peru
(2008, n =8,415) DHS are nationally representative surveys whialect comparable data
on demographic and health issues in developingtdesn(Rutstein and Rojas, 2003). The
surveys focus on women in their reproductive agfesy 15 to 49 years old. Consistent data
on timing and type of first unions are available, veell as detailed information about the
current union at the moment of the survey. Howethare is no information on the transitions
to second or higher order relationships. Considetims limitation, and that the inclusion of
second or higher order relationships would increasecomplexity of our results enormously
(Brown, 2000), we kept the focus on first uniong W@men), the same method adopted by
Covre-Sussai and colleagues (Covre-Sussai etl4&). Consequently, we selected women
who had only one relationship, who were living witte same husband or partner at the

moment of the survey.

® The Brazilian DHS is called ‘Pesquisa Nacional de Demografia e Satide (PNDS) and can be found here:
http://bvsms.saude.gov.br/bvs/pnds/index.php

7 Additional information about the regional sample is provided in the Appendix 1.



The questions regarding contextual influences weraputed based on information
provided by Latinobarémetro, round 2007. Latinolbaefro is an annual public opinion
survey conducted by Latinobarometro Corporatiomoa-profit NGO based in Santiago,
Chile. Each survey uses representative sampldsedadult population of each country. In all
countries adulthood begins at 18 except in BraZiemg it is 16. In total, it consists of
approximately 19,000 interviews and represents aM@ inhabitants covering all Latin

American countries (Giusto, 2009).

4.2 Variables

As stated previously, the information about typesahabitation used as dependent variables
in this study is extracted from a typology thafeliéntiates the types of cohabitation in Latin
America. These types of cohabitation were idertifleough multi-group latent class analysis
(MGLCA), based on the relationship context at tlegibning of cohabitation (age at which
the woman started to cohabit and the existenceestphabitation pregnancy or childbearing)
and its outputs in terms of childbearing (age aictvithe woman had her first child and the
number of children she had up to the moment okthreey). The comparability of these types

of cohabitation over the countries was attested.

Besides identifying different classes of cohabgafdtent class analysis allows for
the calculation of the conditional probabilitiesaofvoman to live in one type of cohabitation
instead of another (for detailed information seevr€eéSussai et al. 2014a). In order to
improve our understanding about the three typesabfabitation in Latin America, we
compared these cohabitations using these probebiliis dependent variables. Next, for the
purpose of comparing the types of cohabitation tsriage we categorized this information
based on the higher probability of living in onetloé three types of cohabitation and included

married couples as the reference category in thlysis.

The individual-level explanatory variable ‘decisioraking’ was also extracted from
a MGLCA (Covre-Sussai et al. 2014b). The DHS qoestiused to compute this latent
variable were: Who usually makes decisions abgutdalth care for yourself; (ii) making
major household purchases; (iii) making purchasesdéily household needs; (iv) visits to
your family or relatives; and (v) who usually dezsdhow the money you earn will be used.
The possible answers are: mainly you (the womaminiy your husband/partner; you and



your husband/partner jointly; or someone else. Womiko were not working at the moment
of the survey are coded by DHS as missing in thebk ‘who usually decides how the
money you earn will be used’. In order to keep thertne analysis we created a new category

by coding them as ‘Responded not working'.

Three types of decision-making are found: (i) ie fiirst type women make the
household decisions alone; (ii) in the second ggeasions are mostly made jointly — women
with their husbands or partners; and (iii) the dhiype groups together women who affirm
that the decisions in their household are made Iynbgttheir husbands or partners (Covre-
Sussai et al.,, 2014b). The probability of beingeach type of decision-making couple is
included in our analysis, as a proxy for decisioaking power. As the probabilities of having
one type of decision making instead of another sgnone, the category ‘decisions mostly

made by husband/partner’ is used as reference.

The educational gap between woman and man is used proxy for gender
symmetry. In this sense, information on years ofication for men and women were
contrasted in order to compute the variable ‘edanagap’. This variable categorizes (1)
couples with similar level of education (differenfeup to one year); (2) couples in which the
woman is higher educated than man; and (3) coupleghich man is higher educated than

woman.

In order to have more information about couple’saadional profile the educational
attainment of the man was also included in the yamal ‘Husband/partner’'s education’
categorizes their educational attainment in (1gdocation, (2) primary, (3) secondary or (4)
higher levels of education.

In addition, the ‘age difference’ between the wonaa her husband or partner is
included as a control variable: The first categdryspecifies couples with less than two years
difference in the ages of women and men; the se{@nuohdicates couples in which women
were two or more years older than their husbangsdners; the third (3) categorizes couples
in which the man was up to three years older thamvtie or partner; the fourth (4) designates
couples in which men were between three and eigatsyolder than their wives or partners;
and finally the fifth (5) groups couples in whidmethusband or partner is more than eight

years older than his wife or partner.

The contextual variables used in this study wergaeted from Latinobarometro

collected in 2007 (Giusto, 2009). The measurestittiural environment were secularization



and ethnic composition. Although Protestantisnflasirishing in Latin America, recent

evidence has shown that Catholic mass attendaradeasising by high proportions, attesting
that Latin America is still a predominantly Romaatkblic region (Stark and Smith, 2012).
Consequently, the proportion of self-declared Clatkowas computed as proxy for
secularization, as well as the proportion of peogt® affirm that abortion can be justifiable.
The proportion of self-declared whites was computsda measure of contextual ethnic
composition. The contextual socioeconomic situatiees measured by the proportion of

people who consider their socioeconomic statudad’ ‘or ‘very bad'.

Listwise deletion was the method used for handlmgssing data. In our
understanding the sample size of our data is langeigh to not generate biased results due to
the deletion of missing data. Descriptive statstt all variables are included in appendix 2

and support this assumption.

The variables, categories and hypotheses of thd/sire summarized in Table 1. In
Table 1 our hypotheses are presented in the form’ @ind ‘-’ which represent the direction
of expected effect of each explanatory variablevdcates) on the outcome variables

(traditional, innovative and blended cohabitatiaswell as marriage).

Table 1 Variables and Hypotheses

Covariates: Individual level Traditional  Innovative Blended Marriage
Husband/partner's education

No education + - - -

Primary + - - -

Secondary| - + + +

Higher - + + +

Education gap
Similar level of educatior] - + + +

Woman higher educated than man - + + +

Man higher educated than woman + - - -

Decision-making
Decisions mostly made jointl - + + +

Decisions mostly made by woman herself - + + +

Decisions mostly made by husbands/partrjers + - - -

Covariates: Contextual level

Whites in the region - + +

Catholics in the region - - -
Abortion justifiable - + + -

Socioeconomic status: bad + - - -




4.3 Method

We use multilevel regressions to examine the diffees of consensual unions in Latin

America and to distinguish them from marriage. t-itee three types of cohabitation are

analyzed independently. As stated earlier, theamnéc variables for these analyses are the
probabilities of living in each type of Latin Amean cohabitation; consequently multilevel

linear probability analysis is applied. Linear pabbity model is a type of generalized linear

model with binomial random component and identibk Ifunction (Agresti, 2002, p. 120).

For one explanatory variablg) (it can be written as
P(coh) = a + Bx (1)
where P(coh) are the probabilities of living in arféhe three types of cohabitation.

Next, we apply multilevel multinomial logistic reggsion analysis to differentiate the
three types of cohabitation from marriage. In thislysis marriage is used as reference
category and a set of three simultaneous equasoestimated. These equations contrast the
response categories (traditional, innovative, béefdf each type of cohabitation with those
of married couples, using the logit link functiamhich for one explanatory variablg) can

be written as
V14
|Og[ﬁj =By + B (2)

whereTv(1-1) is the odds of living in one of the three typésohabitation instead of being

married.

In multilevel modeling, the residual variance i®dwvided into between-regions and
within-regions variance. There is an individualdevnicro-model which represents the
within-region equation, and an environmental, manaxel in which the parameters of the
within region model are the responses in the olefatween-regions model. This
simultaneous specification accounts for the quatntg division of the individual from the

contextual, the micro-model, from the macro-modair{can et al., 1998).

Our empirical question regarding the Latin Americaontextual influences on
couples’ nuptial behavior is whether the regionatiation will be significant when other

contextual variables are included in the overaltgioFor instance, if the regional variance is



related to cultural differences, it will disappdar decrease significantly) when we include
the proportion of self-declared whites or Cathoircghe model.

5. Results

All models were fit stepwise. We started with thdl model with the response variables and
only a constant term in the model. Subsequentlytase models with increasing complexity
until reaching the model with better goodness-bffinally, models are selected based on
their goodness-of-fit (deviance for the multilevebression analyses and Wald-test for the
multilevel multinomial analysis) as well as the ambof contextual variance explained by

contextual level variables.

The models’ goodness of fit and contextual varianfe the linear probability

regression analysis is presented in Table 2.

Table 2 Models predicting the chances living in dferent types of Cohabitation in Latin America -
goodness of fit

Traditional Innovative Blended
Contextual . Contextual . Contextual .
. Deviance . Deviance . Deviance
variance variance variance
MO: Null model 0.014 (0.003 44416.46 0.003 (0.00132087.11| 0.012 (0.002 31688.96

M1: Individual-level
variables

M2: Self-declared whites
in the region

M3: Catholics in the
region

M4: Socioeconomic
status: bad

0.006 (0.001)| 31446.10 0.003 (0.001) 32585|75 0.0q8.002)| 24253.87
0.005 (0.001)| 30956.62 0.003 (0.001) 32108|46 0.048.002)| 24076.08
0.004 (0.001)| 30945.74 0.002 (0.001) 32104/58 0.0q6.001)| 24059.73
0.004 (0.001)| 30944.44 0.002 (0.001) 32101/76 0.0q6.001)| 24059.70

M5: Abortion justifiable | 0.004 (0.001) 30944.42 @2 (0.001)| 32098.30 0.006 (0.00]) 24061.82

Note: Standard error between brackets

The question addressed in the null model (MO) ihéfre is a between regions difference in
the probability to cohabit in one of the Latin Anoan types of cohabitation. The intercepts
for the null models (not shown) of the traditionahnovative and blended types of
cohabitation are 0.5, 0.3 and 0.2, respectivelyes€hare the probabilities of living in these
types of cohabitation throughout Latin America,far every couple, everywhere. However,
Table 2 presents significant evidence that thesdbalilities vary over the region. The

contextual variance between regions is estimated.@&4 for the traditional, 0.003 for the



innovative and 0.012 for the blended types of cahibn. Subsequently, the fitted line for a
given region will differ from the Latin American arage line in its intercept, by an amount of

0.014, 0.003 and 0.012 for the different typesatfabitation under analysis.

By analyzing the residuals, it is possible to wetife latent variable at the contextual

level, or the regional effect as shown in Figure 1.



Figure 1 Regional effect of the chances of living in differa types of cohabitation against the Latir
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The X axis characterizes the contextual level meglioelative probability of living in one of
the three types of cohabitation. The zero pointaggnts the mean probability of that type of
cohabitation across Latin America. For the regisitsated at point zero in Figure 1, the
probability of cohabiting in one of the three typ#scohabitation is very similar to the Latin
American averages. On the left side are the regionghich a couple has a lesser chance to
live in the referred type of cohabitation, while ¢time right, couples present the higher

probability.

The first interesting result which emerges fromufeg 1 is the overall negative
correlation between the traditional and innovatyges of cohabitation. Besides, comparing
the graphs shown in Figure 1 we found South-Amarregions (from Brazil, Peru, Colombia
and Bolivia) with lower incidence of the traditidrigpe of cohabitation and higher incidence
of the blended type of consensual union. This exddas especially clear for the Metropolitan
region of Lima in Peru (PELM). Couples in Lima habe highest chances of living in the
blended type of cohabitation and the lowest to livéhe traditional type. Central-American
regions from the Dominican Republic and Hondurasfaund to have the opposite outcome:
below the average for the blended type of cohabitaind above it for the traditional type.
The Honduran province of Colon (HNColon) is a gadmple of this, being among the
regions with lower incidence of blended cohabitatiand among regions with higher

incidence of the traditional type.

Countries are less homogeneous with regard toniin@vative cohabitation. Couples
from all Brazilian regions have higher chances iging in this type, but the remaining
countries present significant regional varianceaprom Brazil, Latin American countries
present some regions with high and some with lowidence of the innovative type of
consensual union. A good example of this is the Daran Republic: While Distrito
Nacional (DRDistrito Nacional) presents one of kiighest chances of having couples living
in the innovative type of cohabitation, El ValleREIValle) and Enriquillo (DREnriquillo)

are among the regions with lowest incidence oftypge of cohabitation.

Turning back to Table 2, the deviance statistic dugdexplained contextual variance
show that model 4 (M4) best fits the data. In additthe inclusion of the variable ‘abortion
justifiable’ (M5) is not significant, does not eapl the remaining contextual-level variance,
nor does it improve the models’ goodness-of-fitsites for model 4 are presented in Table 3.



Our expectations about the traditional type of tdfaéion were confirmed. In
comparison to the other types of cohabitation, tsipving in this traditional type achieved
lower levels of education. Men have a 0.37 lowaancie to have higher education rather than
no education. They often have even lower educadethgrs. As expected, in the traditional
cohabitation men tend to make decisions about Ihamldeorganization by themselves.
Looking at the control variable we see that men &#sd to be much older than their partners.
Couples in the traditional consensual union liveplaces with lower frequency of self-
declared whites as well as Catholics. The effectboth measures of socioeconomic
environment (proportion of people who evaluatertsecioeconomic status as bad and their

future personal economic situation as worse) issigstificant.

Most hypotheses regarding the modern types of étatem are not rejected. Men
are more likely to have attained higher educatiather than no education and, for the
innovative cohabitation women are (slightly) higleelucated than their partners. There is no
significant difference in the probability of coupleith similar or different levels of education
to live in the blended type of cohabitation. Demis about household organization are more
likely to be made jointly or by women than by thegartners alone in the blended
cohabitation, but we do not find differences imtsrof decision-making for the innovative
type of cohabitation. Couples in these types obmsiare likely to pertain to similar age

groups or have women who are older than their pestn

With regard to environmental influences, the contekvariance of the probabilities
of living in the innovative type of cohabitationvery low, although significant (see Table 2).
This suggests that this type of cohabitation iwvedriby individual motivations instead of
contextual ones. Yet, couples in the innovativeatiation tend to live in places with higher
proportions of self-declared whites. Surprisingllye existence of Catholics in the region

increases the chances of a couple to live in teedad cohabitation.



Table 3 Models predicting the chances living in dferent types of Cohabitation in Latin America

o ) Traditional Innovative Blended
Individual level variables - - -
p Sig p Sig p Sig
Husband/partner's education: None (ref.)
_ -0.037 ™™ | 0.020 0.017
Primary
(0.014) (0.015) (0.013)
-0.140 ™ | 0.106 " | 0.031
Secondary (0.015) (0.015) (0.013)
Hich -0.359 Y | 0261 Y | 0.094
igher
9 (0.017) (0.017) (0.015)
Education Gap: Similar level of education (ref.)
_ -0.017 ™ | o014 * 0.003
Woman higher educated than man
(0.006) (0.006) (0.005)
_ 0.032 ™ | -0.030 * | -0.001
Man higher educated than woman
(0.009) (0.009) (0.008)
Decision making: Decisions mostly made by husbaartiier (ref.)
. o -0.140 ™ | -0.140 -0.140  ***
Decisions mostly made jointly
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007)
o -0.052 ™ | 0.001 0.049  *x
Decisions mostly made by women
(0.009) (0.009) (0.008)
Age difference ¢ontrol): About the same age (ref.)
0201 ™ | 0.073 M | 0.128
Woman two years older than man or more
(0.011) (0.011) (0.01)
0172 ™ | -0.096 ™ | -0.075
Man up to three years older than woman (0.009) (0.009) (0.008)
_ 0.256 ™ | -0.142 " | -0.112 e
Man between three and eight years older than woman (0.008) (0.008) 0.007)
_ 0.219 ™ | -0.128 ™ | -0.089 ***
Man more than eight years older than woman
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007)
Contextual variables
o , , 0200 ™ | 0.154 ™ | 0.034
Self-declared whites in the region (proportion)
(0.066) (0.053) (0.08)
. : : -0.241 ™™ | -0.088 0.333  ***
Catholics in the region (proportion)
(0.067) (0.054) (0.08)
Socioeconomic status: bad (proportion) 0.096 0.000 0.000
' prop (0.085) (0.068) (0.103)
Random Part
Intercent 0.666 *** 0.384 *** -0.047
P (0.048) (0.04) (0.056)
Contextual variance 0.004 = 0.002 ™ 0.006 =
(0.002) (0.002) (0.001)

Note: Standard error between brackets; *** coeffitti significant at p<0.001, ** coefficient signifint at
p<0.05.



Comparing now the different types of cohabitatiomtarriage, we present the results of the
multilevel multinomial logistic regression. Firgie results of the model’s selection procedure
are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 Models predicting the chances living in dferent types of Cohabitation in Latin America instead
of being married - Goodness of fit

Contextual variance

Wald
Traditional Innovative Blended
MO: Null model 0.315 (0.066)| 0.143 (0.031) 0.358 .0[®) 62.300
M1: Individual-level variables 0.246 (0.052 0.152(0.033) 0.335 (0.072) 6108.376

M2: Self-declared whites in the region 0.223 (0.047)| 0.154 (0.033) 0.316 (0.068p176.364

M3: Catholics in the region 0.222  (0.047) 0.151(0.033) | 0.208  (0.046) | 6643.752
M4: Socioeconomic status: bad 0.222  (0.047) 0.1500.03Q) | 0.208 (0.046)| 6721.524
M5: Abortion justifiable 0.219 (0.044)) 0.150 (0.029 o0.21 (0.045) | 6615.357

Note: Standard error between brackets

The null model (MO) shows between-regions variangdbe likelihood of cohabiting instead
of being married of 0.31, 0.14 and 0.35 for theditranal, innovative and blended
cohabitations, respectively. The intercepts (nawsf) are -0.673, -1.038 and -1.749. This
means, in terms of odds ratios (€), the odds of living in cohabitation instead @irig
married in Latin America are 0.51, 0.35 and 0.17e8 smaller for traditional, innovative and
blended cohabitants, respectively. However, comsigehe significant contextual variation,
these chances differ from the Latin American avertge in its intercept by 0.31, 0.14 and

0.35 for the traditional, innovative and blendepey of cohabitation.

A significant part of this variance is explaineg the inclusion of individual-level
variables (M1) and the contextual-level variabledicating the proportion of whites (M2),
Catholics (M3) and proportion of people who evatuthieir socioeconomic situation as ‘bad’
in the region (M4). However, this is only true ftre traditional and blended types of
cohabitation. Again, the contextual variance oinlivin the innovative type of cohabitation
was not explained by the inclusion of individualdé variables, or the contextual-level

variables.

Again, the contextual variable ‘abortion justifiahlincluded in model five (M5), is
not significant (not shown), does not explain aagtextual variance, nor does it improve the
model’'s goodness-of-fit. Consequently, it was maiuded in the final model. The random



intercept model that better fits the data (M4) own in Table 5. The results of this

multinomial logistic regression are interpretedamms of odds ratios obtained by eXp(

Our expectations about the traditional type of @itaéion were all confirmed.
Traditional cohabitations are formed by people \ah® lower educated than married couples.
From the odds ratios we can see that the probabilitiving in this traditional cohabitation
decreases sharply as the husbands/partners’ leeducation increases. In addition, men in
traditional cohabitation are 1.42 times more likiybe higher educated than their partners.
Decision-making about household organization is a®re probable to be made by men in
the traditional cohabitation than in marriages. king at the control variable we see that
women in the traditional cohabitation are much ygrmthan men. For example, couples in
which the man is more than eight years older thampartner have 2.18 times higher chances

of living in the traditional cohabitation than bgimarried.

The hypothesis regarding husbands/partners edacatid education gap between
the spouses or partners were only partially corddnirhe results shown in Table 5 illustrate
that, in comparison to couples with similar levelsducation, cohabitants tend to have either
women who are higher educated than their husbapadhers, or men who are higher
educated than their wives or partners. There iglifierence in the probabilities of living in
the innovative or blended types of cohabitatiomeathan in marriage for couples in which
the husband/partner has attained secondary educatidower. However, contrary to our
expectations, the chances of living in both typésahabitation instead of being married

decrease as husbands’/partners’ education charagasécondary to higher education.

The results for the decision making hypothesisedifvhen we compare the
likelihood of living in the innovative and in théeimded cohabitations instead of in marriage.
In agreement with our hypothesis, decisions abouséhold organization are more likely to
be made by women in the blended cohabitation thamarriage. However, contrary to our
assumption, decision making is more likely to belenby men in the innovative cohabitation

than in marriages.



Table 5 Models predicting the chances of living inlifferent types of Cohabitation in Latin America
instead of being married

Traditional Innovative Blended
B Sig __expp) B Sig__expp) B Sig _ expf)

Individual level variables

Husband/partner's education: None (ref.)

; -0.201 ™* 0.818 | -0.050 0.951 | -0.023 0.977
Primary
(0.057) (0.074) (0.101)
0595 ** 0.552 | 0.056 1.058 | -0.088 0.916
Secondary
(0.06) (0.076) (0.103)
Higher 2134 ** 0.118 | -0.409 *=* 0.664 | -0.619 ** 0.538
(0.073) (0.081) (0.11)
Education Gap: Similar education (ref.)
1.001 i 1.076 1.037
Woman higher educated than man 0.001 0.073 0.036
(0.025) (0.028) (0.036)
ko 1.416 0.280 **k 1,323 i 1.363
Man higher educated than woman 0.348 0310
(0.038) (0.036) (0.048)
Making decision: Decisions mostly made
by husband/partner (ref.)
- . 0379 ™ 0685 | 0234 ** 0791 | 0095 0.909
Decisions mostly made jointly
(0.031) (0.036) (0.049)
- -0.254 ** 0776 | 0153 ** 0858 | p174 ** 1190
Decisions mostly made by women
(0.037) (0.041) (0.055)

Age difference ¢ontrol): Same age (ref.)

1216 ™ 0296 | g195 ** 1215 0472 ** 1.603
Woman two years older than man or morg

(0.079) (0.042) (0.049)
0424 ** 1528 | .0247 *+ 0.781| -0380 ** 0684
Man up to three years older than woman
(0.037) (0.036) (0.048)
Man between three and eight years olderf 0.663 ** 1.941 | .0.316 ** 0.729 | .0546 *=* 0.579
than woman (0.033) (0.032) (0.043)
Man more than eight years older than 0.780 ™ 2181 | -0.056 0.946 | -0.138 ** 0.871
woman (0.035) (0.035) (0.046)
Contextual variables
Self-declared whites in the region -1.198 ** 0.302 | -0.312 0.732 | 0.156 1.169
(proportion) (0.476) (0.407) (0.485)
Catholics in th ion ( fion) -0.011 0.989 | 0.219 1245 | 2230 *=+ 9.300
atholics in the region (proportion
gion {prop (0.472) (0.409) (0.505)
Socioeconomic status: bad (proportion) 1535 77 4641 ) 0771 2162 1 1452 = 4.272
' prop (0.614) (0.53) (0.639)
Random Part
Intercent -0.508 0.602 | -0.972 ** 0.378 | -3.382 = 0.034
P (0.33) (0.291) (0.365)
. 0.207 *** 0.150  *** 0.210  ***
Contextual variance
(0.044) (0.033) (0.047)

Note: Standard error between brackets; *** coeffiti significant at p<0.001, ** coefficient signifint at
p<0.05.

Couples in both modern types of cohabitation areentikely to be similar in age or have
women who are older than their partners than ndheaiples. The chances of living in the
innovative and blended cohabitations instead ofmarriage decrease substantially as men

become older than women. Also, the odds ratioswedman, who is older than her partner, to



live in the innovative or blended type of cohabaatinstead of being married, are 1.21 and
1.60 times higher, respectively.

With regard to environmental influences, traditibo@habitations are less likely than
marriage to occur in places with higher proportiohsvhites, but the presence of whites does
not interfere with the probabilities of a couple ¢bhoose the innovative or the blended
cohabitations rather than marriage. Socioeconomnmstcaints increase the chances of living
in the traditional and blended cohabitations irndted being married by 2.16 and 4.27,
respectively. Again, the most striking result toeege from the data is the influence of the
proportion of Catholics on the probability of lignin the blended cohabitation. Couples
living in places with higher proportions of Catloslihave 9.3 times higher chances of living

in this type of consensual union instead of in mage.

6. Conclusion

This study set out to improve our understandingualioe different types of cohabitation in
Latin America with regard to gender symmetry andiremmental influences. For this
purpose, Demographic and Heath Survey data was tsatifferentiate these types of
cohabitation and to compare them to marriage vatgard to couples’ homogamy in terms of
education and decision-making. Taking into accotimt socioeconomic and cultural
heterogeneity existent in Latin America, the socoy®mic and cultural environments where

these relationships happen were also investigated.

Our hypotheses (and earlier evidence) of the poatisubordination of women in the
traditional cohabitation is confirmed. In compango the other types of cohabitation and to
marriage, women in the traditional type of cohamtaare much younger and lower educated
than their partners. The absence of women’s empowr is also observed in terms of
decision-making: in the traditional cohabitatiomcions about household organization are

mostly made by men.

We expected the modern cohabitations to be exgdaby the Second Demographic
Transition (SDT) theory, by showing higher gendgmmietry than traditional consensual
union or even marriages. In several aspects, thesendeed more egalitarian relationships.
Couples living in the innovative and blended cotatlins are more likely than traditional

cohabiters and married couples to have similar agés have a woman who is older than her



partner. In comparison to married couples with Eimievels of education, women in the

innovative type of cohabitation are also highercaded than their partners.

Women in the so-called modern cohabitations alsesgmt higher levels of
empowerment than their traditional counterpartsweheer, contrary to our expectations, only
the women in the blended cohabitation showed higleeision-making power than married
women. The innovative cohabitation is practicedybynger women with higher levels of
education, possibly students (Covre-Sussai e2@L4a). It can explain the fact that women in
this cohabitation present lower decision-making @othan their partners in comparison to

married women, older women and those with more resipee.

Blended cohabitations are found to be very commamorey Catholics. This
evidence, combined to increased gender symmetryearmmbwerment of women in this type
of cohabitation, reinforces the argument that tleesgoles do not get married because they do
not want to or do not see marriage as an imporiastitution. Yet, while traditional
cohabitations have lower chances of occurring immanities with high proportion self-
declared whites, modern ones are more likely tibhed among this ethnic group. The South
of Brazil, with 78 percent of whites - mostly Gemmand Italian descent, is a good example
of this. This is the Latin American region with thgghest probability of having innovative
cohabiters (see Figure 1 — innovative graph). Cibdiadin practiced by higher educated and
egalitarian couples, and among Catholics or Eumomksscendants, is certainly evidence of

changes in the ideational domain and an indicaifdhe SDT in Latin America.

A number of important limitations need to be coesadl. First, the use of a cross-
sectional design limits the type of research qoastihat can be addressed. In this case, the
most important drawback is the impossibility tceattcause-effect relations: we cannot attest
if the subordination of women leads them to thditi@anal type of cohabitation or if living in
traditional cohabitation reduces the opportuniGeempowerment for these women. Second,
DHS samples are focused on women in their reproguetges, from 15 to 49 years old,
which does not allow for the verification of cohattange. Finally, what is perhaps the most
important constraint is the absence of informatbonthe meaning, quality and stability of
these unions. We do not know if couples in onéherdther types of cohabitation are happy or

if they want to get married or separate in the feare.

Future research should therefore concentrate omttastigation of the meaning of

the different types cohabitations in Latin Ameriaa,well as in the transitions related to them.



In this direction, additional work can be done stablish the factors related to the transition
to one type of cohabitation or another. Furtheretlgyments also need more investigation,
such as the transition from different cohabitatitmsnarriage or to separation. Finally, the
meaning of the different types of cohabitation toumgles living in these different

arrangements should be analyzed in depth in fugsearch.
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Appendix 1 Latin American regions

Country Region Abbreviation Sample Whites | Catholics SES: Abortion
size bad
North BR-N 1286 0.24 0.69 0.26 0.08
Northeast BR-NE 1520 0.29 0.70 0.16 0.13
Brazil Southeast BR-SE 1724 0.5( 0.60 0.11 0.08
South BR-S 1903 0.75 0.81 0.08 0.04
Central West BR-CW 1684 0.32 0.74 0.21 0.07
Chuquisaca BOChuquisaca 824 0.04 0.93 016 0.03
La Paz BOLa Paz 1778 0.03 0.74 0.24 0.07
Cochabamba BOCochabamba 1259 0.09 0.80 0.24 0.04
Oruro BOOruro 824 0.00 0.78 0.16 0.07
Bolivia Potosi BOPotosi 1032  0.00 0.81 0.21 0.12
Tarija BOTarija 909 0.00 0.87 0.18 0.13
Santa Cruz BOSanta Cruz 164D 0.06 0.79 018 0.05
Beni BOBeni 581 0.20 0.82 0.32 0.04
Pando BOPando 399 0.14 0.60 0.0 0.30
Atlantica COAtlantica 4635 0.15 0.78 0.10 0.02
Oriental COOriental 3434 0.44] 0.87 0.1y 0.04
Central COCentral 4884 0.3] 0.86 0.11 0.09
Colombia | pagifica COPacifica 2814/  0.28 0.86 0.18 0.01
Bogota COBogota 1415 0.46 0.73 0.05 0.07
Territorios Nacionaleg anc'li'(()err]ralltlce)gos 3791 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00
Cibao Central DRCibao Central 1004 0.18 0.80 0.12 0.02
Distrito Nacional DRDistrito Nacional 826 0.14 0.79| 0.05 0.17
El Valle DREI Valle 869 0.21 0.79 0.46 0.05
- Enriquillo DREnriquillo 1125 0.20 0.75 0.43 0.00
Dominican
Republic Este DREste 1190 0.09 0.74 0.18 0.04
Norcentral DRNorcentral 1111 0.14 0.81 0.17 0.00
Nordeste DRNordeste 1224 0.08 0.67 0.12 0.00
Noroeste DRNoroeste 1001 0.20 0.75 0.10 0.00
Valdesia DRValdesia 1235 0.06 0.75 0.20 0.06
Atlantida HNAtlantida 382 0.03 0.25 0.27 0.00
Colon HNColon 405 0.05 0.60 0.26 0.00
Comayagua HNComayagua 607 0.10 0.52 0.B0 0.00
Copan HNCopan 584 0.13 0.50 0.04 0.08
Cortes HNCortes 918 0.15 0.47 0.1p 0.02
Choluteca HNCholuteca 484 0.2( 0.57 0.28 0.00
Honduras El Paraiso HNEI Paraiso 499 0.03 0.70 0.04 0.00
Francisco Morazan HNFrancisco Morazan 1063 0.11 90.3] 0.08 0.06
Intibuca HNIntibuca 680 0.10 0.40 0.13 0.00
Lempira HNLempira 644 0.05 0.55 0.04 0.10
Ocotepeque HNOcotepeque 52% 0.25 0.7¢ 0409 0.10
Olancho HNOIlancho 578 0.09 0.50 0.04 0.04
Santa Barbara HNSanta Barbara 494 0.17 0.40 0.13 0.18
Yoro HNYoro 510 0.14 0.49 0.19 0.01
Lima Metropolitana PELM 441 0.10 0.73 0.26 0.05
Resto Costa PERC 27472 0.08 0.73 0.31 0.07
Peru Sierra PES 3129 0.07 0.75 0.06 0.08
Selva Alta PESA 227 0.06 0.74 0.40 0.03
Selva Baja PESB 1876 0.05 0.78 0.40 0.15




Appendix 2 Data descriptiorf

Husband/ Partner's Education by Country and Type ofUnion

Husband/ Marriage Traditional Innovative Blended Total
Country Partner's
Education N % N % N % N % N %
No education 49 1.0 16 1.6 7 .6 2 4 74 1.0
Brazil Secondary 1402 28.1 223 21.9 356 3216 133 26.5 21127.8
Higher 506 10.2 15 15 109 10.0 17 3.4 647 8.5
Total 4981 100.0 1025 100.( 1092 10010 501 100.0 9975 100.0
No education 94 1.6 27 1.9 16 1.7 16 1. 153 1.7
Primary 2510 41.9 779 55.1 361 39.1 416 45(6 4066 4.0 4
Bolivia Secondary 1893 31.6 529 374 384 4116 343 37.6 31434.1
Higher 1493 24.9 79 5.6 162 17.6 137 15)0 1871 20.3
Total 5990 100.0| 1414 100.G 923 100]/0 912 100.0 9923100.0
No education 198 2.4 290 5.8 129 3.1 95 2.9 712 3.4
Primary 2797 33.6 2226 44.2 1189 28.4 1117 339 9732 35.2
Colombia Secondary 3438 41.3 2257 44§ 2083 49(8 1556 47.33349 44.8
Higher 1896 22.8 261 5.2 785 18.9 523 15)9 3465 6 16.
Total 8329 100.0| 5034 100.0 4186 100{0 3291 100p.0084@ 100.0
No education 66 2.4 332 9.4 123 5.2 36 6.1 557 6.0
n Primary 1018 36.7 2128 60.1 1097 46.p 302 51.2 454549.0
gggﬂg‘licf” Secondary 859 310/ 88 250 832 350 170 288 274296
Higher 831 30.0 197 5.6 322 13.6 82 13 1432 15.4
Total 2774 100.0 3543 100.( 2374 100}0 590 100.0 8192 100.0
No education 474 10.1 301 11.0 127 8.1 49 11.6 95110.1
Primary 3005 64.0 2097 76.7 1066 67.7 276 65.6 644468.4
Honduras Secondary 876 18.7 311 11.4 329 209 81 19.2 159769 1
Higher 340 7.2 24 9 52 3.3 15 3.6 431 4.6
Total 4695 100.0 2733 100.( 1574 100}0 421 100.0 2394 100.0
No education 54 1.3 15 9 12 .8 20 1.9 101 1.2
Primary 1116 27.7 613 355 320 20.1 232 22|11 2281 7.2 2
Peru Secondary 1568 38.9 924 53.6 784 492 498 475 377449
Higher 1296 32.1 173 10.0 477 29.9 299 28|15 2245 7 26
Total 4034 100.0| 1725 100.G 1593 100j0 1049 100.04018 100.0
No education 935 3.0 981 6.3 414 3.5 218 3p 2548 9 3
Primary 13470  43.7 8614 55.7 4653 39.6 2692 39.8 4229 454
Latin Secondary 10036 32.6 5130 33.2 4768 406 2781 41.22715 35.1
America Higher 6362 20.7 749 4.8 1907 162 1073  15|9  100915.6
Total 30803 100.0 1i47 100.0 11274 100.0 6764 100.0 64783 100.0

8 Listwise deletion for missing values.



Education Gap by Country and Type of Union

Country Education Gap Marriage Traditional Innovative Blended Total
N % N % N % N % N %
Same level of education 2675 54.2 426 4210 540 50.1212 42.8 3853 51.2
Brazil Woman higher educated than man 1308 26.5 319 31.5326 30.2 158 31.9 2111 28.1
Man higher educated than woman 950 19(3 269 26.5 2 21197 125 25.3 1556 20.7
Total 4933 100.0 1014  100.Q 1078  100{0 495 100.0 2075 100.0
Same level of education 2874 51.6 468 34{2 422 47.8397 46.5 4161 47.9
Bolivia Woman higher educated than man 1988 35.7 763 5p.7343 38.6 357 419 3451 39.8
Man higher educated than woman 707 12{7 139 10.1 4 12 13.9 99 11.6 1069 12.3
Total 5569 100.0 1370  100.Q 889 100J0 853 100.0 1868100.0
Same level of education 3255 39.7 1943 398 1499 .3 36 1169 36.0 7866 38.4
Colombia Woman higher educated than man 4077 49.7 2498 51.2087 50.5 1702 52.4 10364 50.7
Man higher educated than woman 870 10{6 439 9.0 54813.3 374 115 2231 10.9
Total 8202 100.0| 4880  100.q 4134  100{0 3245 100.00462 100.0
Same level of education 1351 49.3 1094 32|11 949 0 40. 223 39.8 3617 39.8
Dominican Woman higher educated than man 899 32,8 1861 54.840 39.6 242 43.2 3942 43.4
Republic Man higher educated than woman 492 17/9 452 18.3 4 48 20.4 95 17.0 1523  16.8
Total 2742 100.0| 3407 100.q 2373  100|0 560 100.0 8290 100.0
Same level of education 1257 29.2 634 25{8 382 26.3106 28.3 2379 27.7
Honduras Woman higher educated than man 2914 67.6 1779 72.3031 71.1 261 69.6 5985 69.6
Man higher educated than woman 138 3.2 a7 1{9 37 6 2. 8 2.1 230 2.7
Total 4309 100.0| 2460  100.q 1450  100|0 375 100.0 9485 100.0
Same level of education 2119 55.% 755 45|9 845 54.6632 53.5 4251 53.1
Peru Woman higher educated than man 1045 27.3 675 41.887 25.0 248 24.9 2355 294
Man higher educated than woman 657 17{2 216 13.1 5 31204 215 21.6 1403 175
Total 3821 100.0 1646  100.Q 1547  100|0 995 100.0 0980 100.0
Same level of education 13531 457 5320 36/.0 4637 0.4 4| 2639 40.5 26127 419
Latin America Woman higher educated than man 12231 41.4 7895 4 53.5114 44.6 2968 455 28208 45.2
Man higher educated than woman 3814 129 1562 10.6720 15.0 916 14.0 8012 12.9
Total 29576 100.0| 14777 100.0 11471 100.0 6523 010062347 100.0




Decision Making by Country and Type of Union (probadoility means)

Country Decision Making Marriagge  Traditional  Innovat Blended

Joint 0.54 0.48 0.51 0.49

Brazil Woman 0.23 0.27 0.25 0.30
Husband/ Partner 0.23 0.25 0.24 0.21

Joint 0.52 0.51 0.53 0.51

Bolivia Woman 0.40 0.37 0.38 0.39
Husband/ Partner 0.08 0.12 0.10 0.10

Joint 0.56 0.45 0.49 0.49

Colombia Woman 0.29 0.30 0.31 0.35
Husband/ Partner 0.15 0.25 0.19 0.16

o Joint 0.60 0.51 0.54 0.53

EZL”JE'“C:” Woman 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27
Husband/ Partner 0.14 0.23 0.19 0.20

Joint 0.48 0.39 0.44 0.39

Honduras Woman 0.26 0.27 0.26 0.28
Husband/ Partner 0.26 0.34 0.29 0.33

Joint 0.59 0.52 0.57 0.56

Peru Woman 0.28 0.30 0.30 0.32
Husband/ Partner 0.13 0.18 0.13 0.13

Joint 0.54 0.47 0.51 0.50

Latin America | Woman 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.33
Husband/ Partner 0.17 0.24 0.20 0.17




Age Difference by Country and Type of Union

Country Age Difference Marriage Traditional Innovative Blended Total
N % N % N % N % N %
Similar age 1012 19.4 143 12.8 258 22.7 125 23 1538 19.2
Woman two years older than man or more 474 91 30 .7 2 171 15.0 119 22.0 794 9.9
Brazil Man up to three years older than woman 1002 19.2 3 21191 194 17.1 76 14.1 1485 185
Man between three and eight years older than womag9o9 36.4 460 41.3 267 23.5 101 18.f7 2727 34.0
Man more than eight years older than woman 837 16.0267 24.0 247 21.7 119 22.0 1470 18.3
Total 5224  100.0 | 1113 100.0 1137 1000 540 100.0 8014 .0100
Similar age 1700 28.4 245 17.3 294 319 310 34.0 2549 27.6
Woman two years older than man or more 641 10.7 27 1.9 120 13.0 163 17.9 951 10.3
Bolivia Man up to three years older than woman 1213 20.3 4 28 20.0 173 18.7 135 14.8 1805 195
Man between three and eight years older than woma673 27.9 558 394 202 219 152 16.7 2585 28.0
Man more than eight years older than woman 759 12.7304 21.4 134 145 152 16.7 1349 14.6
Total 5986 100.0 | 1418 100.0 923 1000 912 100.0 9239 0100.
Similar age 1790 21.4 617 12.1 974 23.1 806 243 4187 20.0
Woman two years older than man or more 696 8|3 72 4 1 462 10.9 566 171 1796 8.6
Colombia Man up to three years older than woman 1566 18.8 8 86 17.0 662 15.7 513 155 3609 17.2
Man between three and eight years older than womai67 33.2 2033 39.9 1177 27.9 761 2209 6738 321
Man more than eight years older than woman 1527 3 18.1501 295 945 224 670 20.2 4643 221
Total 8346 100.0| 5091 100.0 4220 1000 3316 100.0 209730.01




(continuation

Similar age 464 16.6 268 7.3 435 17.7 141 23.4 1308 13.8
Woman two years older than man or more 188 6|7 33 9 207 8.4 61 10.1 489 51
Dominican | Man up to three years older than woman 471 14.8 55815.3 400 16.3 97 16.1 1526 16.1
Republic Man between three and eight years older than woman 954 34.1 1537 42.1 766 31.3 174 28.p 3431 36.1
Man more than eight years older than woman 723 25.81255 34.4 643 26.2 130 21.6 2751 28.9
Total 2800 100.0| 3651 100.0 2451 1000 603  100.0 9505 .0100
Similar age 950 20.2 380 13.9 420 26.7 104 247 1854 19.7
Woman two years older than man or more 389 83 40 5 1 216 13.7 81 19.2 726 7.7
Honduras Man up to three years older than woman 894 19.0 51718.9 274 17.4 73 17.3 1758 18.7
Man between three and eight years older than woman 1573 335 1113 40.7 418 26.5 88 20.p 3192 33.9
Man more than eight years older than woman 888 18.9683 25.0 247 15.7 75 17.8 1893 20.1
Total 4694  100.0| 2733 100.0 1575 1000 421  100.0 9423 .0100
Similar age 1002 24.8 252 14.6 422 26.5 295 28.1 1971 23.4
Woman two years older than man or more 314 7(8 25 4 1 182 11.4 162 15.4 683 8.1
Peru Man up to three years older than woman 807 20.0 33119.1 288 18.1 166 15.8 1592 18.9
Man between three and eight years older than woman 1267 313 719 41.6 443 27.8 238 227 2667 317
Man more than eight years older than woman 652 16.1402 23.3 259 16.2 188 17.9 1501 17.8
Total 4042 100.0 1729  100.0 1594 1000 1049 100.0 8414 0.010
Similar age 6918 22.3 1905 12.1 2803 23.4 1781  26J0 13407 20.4
Woman two years older than man or more 2702 8|7 2271.4 1358 114 1152 16.8 5439 8.3
Latin Man up to three years older than woman 5953 19.1 7127 17.6 1991 16.7 1060 15.5 11775 18.0
America Man between three and eight years older than woman 10133 32.6 6420 40.8 3273 27.5 1514  22]1 21340 325
Man more than eight years older than woman 5386 3 1Y.4412 28.0 2475 20.8 1334 19.% 13607 20.8
Total 31092 100.0| 15735 100.0 11900 1000 6841 10p.0 &556800.0




