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Nuptiality in Latin Anerica

“Because changes in marriage patterns take place within the
process of famly formation, a major difficulty in assessing the
future direction of marriage patterns in Latin Anerica and the
Cari bbean is the slight know edge of the dynamics of famly
formation in these regions. The origin of social acceptance of
consensual and visiting unions and the undeterm ned conditions
whi ch have mai ntai ned such nornms fromthe colonial era to the
present have not been often addressed. ...” (United Nations 1990

p. 157)

| NTRCDUCT! ON

Even as we struggle to understand the role of marriage in contenporary
American society, it is fruitful to consider union formation to our south in
Latin Anerica. Latin Anerica shares sone features with North Anerica: It had
an i ndi genous popul ation that was overtaken by a European one; it experienced
col oni zati on over hundreds of years; parts depended on a slave and plantation
economny while other parts had | arge urban | abor forces; colonial status was
overconme, but historical circunstances left a | egacy of a m xture of races,
ethnicities and soci oeconom c groups; and it is changing. As inportantly
however, Latin America differs significantly fromthe north. One difference
is that North Anerica was col onized primarily by the French and English
whereas Latin America was colonized primarily by the Spani sh and Portuguese of
an | berian Peninsula influenced by an intersection of Morish and Catholic
i deol ogi es; colonizers left different cultural |egacies. Perhaps related to

this is that one of Latin Anerica s characteristics, despite the region’s
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heterogeneity, is having an informal marital type known as ‘consensual union
in which a couple lives together with any children (but qualitatively
different fromthe barragania known in Iberia). To be sure, both cohabitation
and non-marital childbearing are increasingly comon in the United States and
many ot her devel oped societies; but this is not the sane as what has been an
hi storically-rooted but changing situation in Latin America.

The purpose of this paper is to try to understand, if only in alinmted
way, this systemof having two types of unions. After providing a short
historical view of union formation in Latin America, we try to understand the
recent situation--the anbival ence toward union type, the timng of first
uni on, and uni on dissolution. W use census mcrofile data froma nunber of
countries around 1980 to additionally help show the tremendous diversity
between and within countries, and the fact that union type has had a definite
soci oeconomic side to it that may have historical roots but which, in altered
form persists to this day. W also show that unions tend toward
soci oeconom ¢ honogany, marriages only slightly nore so than consensua
unions. It is inportant at the outset to point out however, that this essay
is witten by a fam |y denographer. Wsat is fanm |y denography? And why
should a fam |y denographer be interested in a soci oeconom ¢ aspect to union

type in Latin America? That topic deserves sonme di scussion

Fani |l y Denogr aphy

Fam |y denography is the natural “marriage” between a sociol ogi ca
interest in the famly and a denographic interest in population structure.
The family is often considered the fundanental social unit, natural for
soci ol ogi cal (and ant hropol ogi cal) study (see e.g. Miurdock 1949), while after
age and sex, marital status may be one of the nost inportant popul ation

characteristics there is (see Shyrock and Siegel 1973). |If one considers the



Nuptiality in Latin Anerica

maj or popul ati on processes to be birth, mgration and death, then age, sex and
marital status tend to be the first characteristics by which crude neasurenent
of these processes is refined. For instance, instead of |ooking at a crude
birth rate (births per thousand in the popul ation) one may wish to | ook at the
crude birth rate standardized for a population’s age distribution or a birth
rate per thousand wonen of chil dbearing age or a birth rate anong wonen at
risk of bearing a child, often a marital-specific fertility rate. Students of
m gration have found it helpful to differentiate between nmarried people and
others, as well as by their age and sex because narried and unmarri ed peopl e
can have notably different mgration rates. Finally, people have been
intrigued to find that married nen may have lower nortality than unnmarried
counterparts.

O popul ation-rel ated processes, it has seened natural to study
nuptiality, because marriage or union formation is associated with the
producti on of children, but such denographi c study devel oped i ndependently
from nost sociol ogi cal study of nmarriage and the famly. For instance,
marriage or exposure to the risk of pregnancy, conception and gestation, is
consi dered an inportant “proxinmate determ nant” of fertility (Davis and Bl ake
1956) whil e denographers usually ignore marriage’ s potential effect on other
political, econom c, social or psychol ogical factors. Denographers may |earn
about the European marital pattern of late marriage, little age difference
bet ween spouses and nuch non-marriage, but mainly in relation to historic
Europe's relatively low fertility (Hajnal 1965). It was usually famly
schol ars, some of whom were al so denographers, who pointed out what |ate
marriage mght nean for wonen’s enploynent, ability to own property, and/or
general social status. |In general, until women denographers such as Judith
Bl ake or Ruth Di xon (now Di xon-Muieller) came al ong, how t he European marriage

pattern or any pattern for that matter was related to gender relations was a
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topi ¢ outside nost denographers’s scope. A big point was nade tracing the
contribution of a later female age at nmarriage to fertility decline in East
Asia (e.g., Cho and Retherford 1974; Maul din and Berel son 1978) but again, it
was a fenal e denographer, Karen Mason, who nmade a point of exploring the
rel ati on between wonen’s status and fertility decline there. In a recent
collection of articles on the fertility transition in Latin Anerica, Rosero-
Bi xby (1996) inquires about the degree to which changes in narriage patterns
m ght help explain the general fertility decline, but how changes in marriage
patterns mght be related to wonen’s status there was outside the scope of his
study. Likew se, denographic interest in union type in Latin Arerica is
usually limted to the issue of its effect on fertility, asking for instance
whet her being married or in a consensual union |eads to higher fertility (e.g.
Chen et al. 1974; Henriques 1979, 1989; Juarez 1989).2

A preoccupation with fertility as the reason to study nuptiality or union
formation along with the oft-unspoken assunption that a wonan deci des her own
fertility and/or use of contraception, resulted in many denographers
concentrating on only half the married popul ati on--the wonen--thus further
separ ati ng denmographi c study from studi es that would naturally consider both
elements in a marriage. For instance, denographers devel oped cl ever ways to
measure fertility in the past or its “proximte determnants,” including use
of I'm(an indicator of level of marriage) and Cm (the proportion of wonen
married) (Bongaarts 1978; Coal e and Treadway 1986), neasures that concentrate
on worren. Beside a general bias in reproductive study toward the femnale
(human or not), there is a reason for this limted concentration. That reason
is sonetinmes called the “two-sex” problem (Keyfitz 1987). CQur mathematica
and statistical nodels and nmethods can deal satisfactorily with only one unit
at a tinme, often chosen to be the female. Attenpts at devel opi ng two-sex

nodel s have not been satisfying. This situation does not make denographers
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happy and attenpts are being made to bring males into the picture as well as
to tackle the issue in other ways. For instance, instead of only collecting
fertility information fromwonen, fertility surveys now often contain a nodul e
directed at nen. Denographic inquiry sonmetinmes tal ks about a couple’'s
deci si on nmaki ng process regarding the nunmber of children in their famly

i nstead of using only the wonan’s preference (e.g. Thonpson et al. 1990).

Fam |y pl anni ng prograns sonetines reach out to nmales despite others’ ideas of
‘“maternal and child health.’” The 1997 Popul ati on of Association of America
annual neetings was replete with papers addressing such issues as paternity
and the male famly life course, as if denographers are finally discovering
that males are inportant (!) (see also Gol dschei der and Kaufman 1996) .

Sonme denogr aphers have been | ess concerned about the denographic
processes of birth, death or mgration than about the popul ation’s
conposition, the idea that a population’s structure that includes such factors
as age, sex, marital status, race/ethnicity, households, education and | abor
force participation, provides a backbone or skel eton upon which the rest of a
social body is formed. It is here that the sociol ogical inagination can take
of f, because sprouting fromthe denographic concern with popul ation
conposition is the subfield of ‘fam |y denography’ that deals w th "“union
formati on and di ssolution; famly and household structure and change; and
ki nship” (Burch 1995: 85). |Its strengths are “accurate neasurenent and
description of what is” (Sweet 1977:364) and it | ooks at nmen as well as wonen
(Sweet and Bunpass 1987). Theory is not its strong point although one m ght
add that a life course or fam |y devel opnent perspective seens to have
provi ded good organi zing principles (@ick 1955; Kl ein and Wiite 1996
Unhl enberg 1978). And one of the stages in nost life courses is the formation
of a union. |ndeed, Sweet and Bunpass seemto have organi zed their 1987 book

on Anerican fam lies and households in part by marital status, while earlier
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Sweet (1977) had listed nine marital issues as topics in fanm |y denography:
1) age at first marriage--individual variation; 2) age at marri age--aggregate
variation; 3) age at nmarriage and fertility; 4) age at nmarriage, age at first
birth and subsequent |ife chances; 5) premarital pregnancy; 6) marita
di sruption--aggregate trend; 7) marital disruption--differentials;
8) remarriage; 9) marital disruption and fertility.

A sociologist’s “marri age” between soci ol ogy and denography to produce
fam |y denography has advantages that formal adherence to one or anot her
di scipline could not provide. Denographers have a tradition of presenting
“what is” coherently, but sociology has a tradition of thinking deeply about
and fornmul ati ng numerous theories and hypot heses about marriage that can help
gui de descriptive inquiries and interpret observed trends. |In fact, the
chal | enge has been to organize all the different perspectives sociology has to
offer into a few overarching frameworks such as exchange, synbolic
interaction, famly devel opment, conflict or ecol ogical ones (Klein and Wiite
1996). Since a central sociol ogical concern has been that of hierarchy and
inequality, and since in the past actual “marriage” was nost common anong
peopl e of upper class or European descent in Latin Anerica, it seens natura
to ask in this chapter whether there is a relationship between soci al
hi erarchy and union type in Latin America. |In addition to the normal
denogr aphic inclination of |ooking at individuals, we | ook at coupl es because
of the guiding sociological idea of “honogany,” that likes tend to marry (or
unite with) social likes. A sociological observation has been that there
tends to be a marriage “market” in which individuals or famlies exchange
various attributes such as | ooks, fam |y background, fertility and earning
potential in what ultimately appears to be a nore or |less fair exchange
(culturally-defined). Psychologists too speak of the benefits of shared

values. Here, we |limt ourselves to the issue of socioecononmc status. To
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understand the recent situation however, we need to first delve into the past

because the practice of having different types of unions has historical roots.

A SHORT HI STORI CAL VI EW OF UNI ON FORVATI ON | N LATI N AVERI CA

H storically, Latin Arerica was hone to many di fferent aboriginal groups
who ranged from being sinple hunters, fishers or gatherers to slash and burn
farnmers, small-scale irrigation farners and pastoralists, to | arge-scale
irrigation farmers. These pre-Col unbi an groups practiced an assortnent of
marital custons rangi ng from nonogany, nen marrying wonen from conquered
tribes, to polygany (Bernand and G uzinski 1996; Steward and Faron 1959).

Some wonen appear to have never married, instead serving as consorts, and the
remarri age of wi dows al so seens to have been handled in a variety of ways
including with the levirate (a man marrying the wi dow of his dead brother).
Sonme groups considered sibling marriage taboo while others saw no problemwith
it, at least anong the elite (e.g. Bernand and G uzinski 1996). Regarding
Mexi co, McCaa (1994) suggests that female’'s entry into marriage was fairly
young, around 15, because nortality was high and it was inportant to maxi m ze
t he woman’ s production of children.

Despite their pre-Col unbi an variety, conquered American |ndians
everywhere confronted two conmon situations. One situation was that the
Church inposed its own view of marriage onto them including its ideas of
nonogarny, concubi nage and i ncest. Wrren who m ght have been ‘second wi ves’
under other conditions becane mere concubi nes even when they had been
bapti zed. Children by those consorts were “natural” and did not have the sanme

rights as children by wives. The marriage of close relatives was banned, and
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even first cousins required special permssion to marry (e.g. Bernand and

G uzinski 1996). The levirate was forbidden. However, sonetinmes the Church
went further to outlaw the marriage of Europeans to Indians, even Catholic

I ndi ans, and often denanded a high price for a wedding. Thus, even when sone
Eur opeans wanted to formally marry I ndians, they were prohibited from doing so
by m scegenation |laws, Church rule, or just the expense of a religious

cer enony.

The second situation was that the Europeans were predom nantly mnen,
perhaps six nen to every worman, and nany of these, even married ones, wanted
and did have relations with aboriginal wonen (Bernand and G uzi nski 1996
McCaa 1994). We might think of true marriage as bei ng between equals (nore or
| ess) but these relations were between conqueror and conquered. Today the
popul ati on of many areas is predominantly a m xture of white and Indian bl ood,
the people called nestizo. For a variety of reasons, many of these people
historically were not the product of formal narriages per se. And despite the
fact that the current ratio of nmales to females is much nore equal, the custom
that men might have a marriage and extra-marital relations persists. It is
this persistence that we shall explore further

Qur story is not finished yet however because the situation was further
conplicated by the inportation of African slaves to work on Spanish or
Portuguese plantations. Africans had yet other marital custons (including
pol ygany and bride-price) that were ignored by the plantation owners, and
sl aves were also predonminantly male. Wile slaves mght have been encouraged
to marry each other, there often was a striking sex inbalance that could only
be solved by other neans (Love 1978). Also, it was not uncommon for a
pl antati on owner to have a European famly by |egal marriage and anot her
famly (or famlies) by less |legal neans (see al so Nazzari 1996), or for a son

of the owner to be initiated into sexual relations by a slave (see also Smth
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1972). The popul ati ons of some areas have many people of m xed white and
bl ack bl ood called mulatto while people of mxed Indian and African blood are
sonetines referred to as zanbo.

Jack Goody ampong ot hers has specul ated that a Western, Church-rel ated
i deol ogy in Europe was historically different fromthat in places |like North
Africa and the Mddle East or Sub-Saharan Africa, and that Spain and Portuga
was an area where European/Christian and Moorish/Mslimideologies net. In
his 1983 book on the devel opnent of narriage and the fanmly in Europe, he
el aborates on a schene proposed by CGuichard (1977 according to Goody) that
di stingui shes between Western and Eastern famly structures in six ways
(Chapter 2): 1) system of descent, 2) conjugal pair, 3) kin groups,
4) matrinonial alliances, 5) position of wonen and 6) the notion of honor
The Moorish system of descent was strictly patrilineal whereas the European
one was clearly bilineal. The Mdorish conjugal pair had little strength
wher eas the European one was the “basic cell of social organisation...” A Kkin
group anong the Mbors was “a group clearly defined in tine and space in
relation to an ancestor” whereas European kin groups were weak and exi sted at
all among the aristocracy only. The Mors had strong “endoganous tendencies.”
The preferred marriage was “with the father’'s brother’s daughter.” “To give a
wife to another |ineage (linage) is dishonorable and the wife-takers are
superior to the wife-givers.” |n Europe, the tendency was towards exogany
(and prohibiting the marriage of first cousins). “Marriage alliances are
val ued; wonen circul ate, bringing goods and honor; the wife-givers tend to be
superior to the wife-takers.” The Mors often observed a “Strict separation
of the sexes and exclusion of wonen fromthe public sphere.” 1In contrast,
Eur opeans had “No rigid separation of the sexes; in the Germanic tradition
worren appear to be able to play a public role and to have sone politica

authority.” The Morish notion of honor was based on “being rather than

9
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havi ng; fem nine honor is passive, masculine honor, active.” A European sense
of honor was not supposed to be linked to gender or the person. “Honor is
tied to the possession of a title, a rank or riches; it can therefore be
handed on and circulated in the social system” Thus m ssionaries nmay have
brought to Latin Anerica Catholic ideas about nmarriage, concubi nage and i ncest
but one has to wonder how much Morish ideas may have influenced the Spaniards
and Portuguese colonial laity, especially ideas about gender roles and honor
At the time of the European conquest of Latin Anerica, the I|berian
peni nsul a had expunged the Mors and had the European feudalistic econom c and
soci al system Seem ngly consistent with such a system Spanish and
Portuguese crowns often granted conquerors huge tracts of |and and, perhaps,
the | abor of the lands’s Indian residents as well. \While sonme peopl e have
consequently |likened the colonial situation in Latin Anerica to the feuda
system of Europe, others take issue with this in what | think is a convincing
way. First, they point out that serfs in Europe were the sane as their |adies
and lords racially and culturally. Indians on the other hand were different
fromtheir European masters and a status system devel oped invol ving skin col or
(Eur opeans and | ater Creol es being on top). Sonme people considered a Wite
person norally superior to a person of color sinply by virtue of race. Nor
was it unheard of for a relatively poor Wiite to marry a rich Indian, Mstizo,
or Mulatto, basically trading skin color for economc well-being. Second,
many of the large land tracts existed far away from governnmental control
owners were often “above the law,” and did what they pleased, including taking
sexual favors and/or concubines. Third, even Wiite wonmen in Latin Anerica may
have had | ower social status than their European sisters, perhaps because of
t he presence of so many non- European wonen. European-based i deas about fenale
rights to owning and inheriting property could do only so much in an

environnent of relative |l aw essness in which few people had much property

10



Nuptiality in Latin Anerica

anyway.
G ven the conplicated situation of there being different peoples, of
honogany, and of interbreeding, one mght well inmagine that a formal Church
marri age was only one of a host of different kinds of marriage known to these
varieties of people. But in colonial Latin Anerica, there was one and only
one kind of marriage recogni zed by the authorities, a marriage bl essed by the
Catholic Church. Later in sonme countries, there devel oped the institution of
a civil marriage that could be separate froma Church marriage but even civil
marriage was nmirrored after the Church one in many ways. All other unions of
whi ch there were often many, even ones that could be consi dered customary
marri ages, were |lunped together into a ‘free union’ category, and all the
children produced by such unions were called ‘natural’ or illegitimate.® That
is, one kind of union was |egal and sanctioned by the authorities while al
ot her kinds were not. 1In a thought-provoking article, Davis (1985) suggests
that ‘marriage’ is the only sexual union that conmands public recognition
whi l e conmon-| aw marri age | acks that recognition, and consensual union al so
| acks an assunption of permanence. This is confusing when trying to
understand the situation in Latin America however, because comon-|aw narri age
is an English concept lacking in Latin American society while customary
marriage is a concept that is foreign to the societies of which Davis was
thinking. Furthernore, if true marriage involves public recognition whereas
ot her unions do not, just who is the ‘public’ supposed to be when Davis
mentions public recognition--a European (and |later Creole) admnistration?
Per haps instead of common-law marriage, we mght speculate that there is a
marriage type that could be called ‘customary’ distinct fromboth the fornal
marri age of Church or state and consensual union. But how such marriage woul d
be dealt with in relation to the other two types of union is unclear

especi ally since many unions that start out as consensual |ater becone
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formalized through | egal marriage.

NUPTI ALITY I N LATI N AMERI CA 1950 TO 1980

I f a denographic view of marriage generally involves issues of formation
and di ssolution, we have to add and begin with a third issue, that of union
type, since we have seen that formal narriage is not the only kind of
“marriage” in Latin America. Al so included here nust be the fornalization of
what had started as an informal union, sonetines even after the children are
ol d enough to | eave hone. \When viewi ng formation, the United Nations has
generally found it helpful to consider both the timng and preval ence of first
“marri age,” where “marriage” includes all unions, not just formal ones (e.g.
1990). Dissolution also nmust consider the unofficial breakdown of informa
unions as well as formal divorce or separation fromlegal marriage, especially
since divorce was often illegal until recently. It still was in Chile and

Paraguay in 1987 (Quale 1988).

Uni on Type

Al t hough historic accounts of colonial “marriageways” (marriage-like
unions in McCaa’s view) allude to the commonality of non-marital sexua
relations, one is still left to wonder how common this was. Probably
unknowabl e for the past, at |east now nost Latin American censuses include a
marital status of “consensual union” (really just not formally married) along
with married. This was not always the case as they used to only recognize
“married” and “single” (and separated or wi dowed). Indeed, the situation was
so surreal that Hajnal (1965) omitted Latin Anerica fromhis worldw de study

of nuptiality with the observation that the Latin Anerican data were “largely

12
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usel ess.” Wen trying to trace marital structure froma series of Brazilian
censuses, G eene reports (1991, p.36) “Wnen in consensual unions were treated
as single in 1940 and 1950, and as nmarried in 1960 and 1970, appearing in the
‘other’ married category.” Probably typical, | found in 1970 census data for
t he Dom ni can Republic, that 62 percent of people 15 and over were listed as
single, but that further probing disclosed many of these “single” people to be
in a consensual union (see also Canmisa 1978). The next (1981) census included
consensual union as a marital status outright.

Al though the true situation is probably sonewhat different because of a
soci al stignma sonetinmes attached to consensual union instead of formal
marriage, census data tell us that in the recent past, between 5 (Chile 1982)
and 54 (Honduras 1970) percent of all reported unions to wonen 15 and over
were informal. This can be mapped out in Figure 1 based on a groupi ng by
Pal | oni and De Vos (unpublished) of under 15 percent, 15-25 percent and over
25 percent.* Although the figures are for wonen, those for nen are simlar if
not slightly lower, and reflect actually maintaining a fanmly w th soneone
el se. Wen viewing the map, Palloni and De Vos observe: “W can only
specul ate at this point, but the differences within Latin Arerica as of 1980
may have nore to do with the preval ence of Indian and African- Areri can
popul ati ons and with the degree of ethnic intermarriage than with stages in an
evol ution of the patterns of union formation or the |evels of socioecononic
devel opnent.” The United Nations (1990, p.157) simlarly observes after
reporting sone socioeconomic differentials in marriage: “However, preference
for a type of union appears to interact with factors of a nore cultura
nature, such as ethnic group.” Geene (1991) echoes this conclusion from her
exam nation of Brazilian data, noting for instance, how there were narked
regional differences in the proportion of unions that were consensual rather

than formal
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FI GURE 1 ABOUT HERE

Perhaps this is as a good a place as any to note the apparent anbival ence
about sexual relations in Latin America. On one extreme of a continuum one
m ght place machi sno, an idea that includes mal e sexual conquest w thout
t hought of narriage or responsibility for any offspring. On the other side,
one m ght place a faithful marriage that can only be broken through the death
of a spouse. But even if marriage is involved, nen are still supposed to be
very concerned about honor and virility, and may be “sonewhat fornal and
restrained” with their children, even “stern and authoritarian” (Leonard and
Louriero 1980, p.211). The irony is to hold both fam lism and machi sno as
ideals at the same tine although they contradi ct each other (Ingoldsby 1991).
Marriage and machi sno can and do coexi st when there is the doubl e standard
that women nust stay faithful in marriage but men do not. (Renmenber Moorish
i deas about honor and the position of wonen.) That upper class married nen
often had | ower class queridas (sweethearts), sonetinmes in an ongoi ng
consensual relationship, is by no means unheard of perhaps because “often
there is little enphasis upon the conpani onate aspects of the marriage”
(Leonard and Louriero 1980; also Carvajal 1980). 1In contrast, their w ves
were supposed to find solace in their relationship with their children
“Thus, the content of husband-wi fe conversation nmay hinge nostly on activities
of the children, local gossip and the activities of friends and rel atives.
The husband is likely to belong to one or nore clubs where he frequently goes
in the evening to discuss finances, philosophy and politics with friends and
associ ates. There are few wonen’s organi zations in which the wife can get
i nvol ved” (Leonard and Louriero 1980).

Among the | ower class, both men and wonmen were supposed to be nore free

fromthe constraints and privileges of formal marriage since they were often
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not expected to contract them and were thus not bound to the other |egally.
The catch is however that the children produced from such unions tend not to
be legally bound to the father either (usually). Sonetimes the men in such
unions are step-fathers to some of the children but biological parent to
others (see al so Fonseca 1991; Ingol dsby 1995). Thus G eene (1991) argues
that women traditionally preferred marriage to consensual union in part
because of the child responsibility issue even if the marital institution
could hardly be considered ideal. Al though in sone places the |ega
responsibilities of biological fathers may be clear, paternity may still be
difficult to establish and beside a man can “evaporate” if he so w shes, while
not hers cannot. This may seem strange to people steeped in the idea that
children are both prized and furthernore belong to the father’s famly, but it
appears that in Latin Arerica, as in the United States, children may sonetines
be considered liabilities rather than assets despite their supposed val ue and
they stay with their nothers when there is a conjugal break up. Some nmen may
see children primarily as proof of their virility rather than something they
offer to the future (see also Desai 1992), and nmay see wonen prinmarily as
sources of sexual gratification and the nothers of their children rather than
as equals enmotionally or intellectually.

If responsibility for children has been a naj or reason wonen
traditionally preferred formal marriage over consensual union and its risk of
instability, then one has to wonder about the consequences of nore w despread
mechani sms of fertility control. That is, even in countries like Brazil or
Mexi co that traditionally experienced noticeable increases in formal marriage
at the expense of consensual union (e.g. Nyrop 1983; G eda 1987), there
appears now to be a either a rise or stability in the tendency to form
consensual unions (e.g., Greene and Rao 1995; Quilodran 1993; al so Zanudi o and

Rubi ano 1991). It is also unclear right now, how any overall figure may be
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due to changes or stability anong wonmen in different social groups, whether
mai nt enance or rise is being caused by an increase anong rather well-educated
and/ or well-to-do young wonmen who are able to postpone chil dbearing (see al so
Parrado and Tienda, forthcom ng) or whether any stability or change is
occurring anong | ess educated wonen whose bargai ni ng has been underm ned by a
“marri age squeeze” (Greene and Rao 1995). In any case, the marriage narket

wi || be changing, and the value placed on different assets will change al ong
withit. Could it be that formal narriage per se will acquire nore of a
conpani onate quality, less of an institutional one (a |a Burgess and Locke,
1945) ?

The anbival ent attitude toward informal (consensual) union mght best be
noted through the fact that many unions that begin informally eventually
becone formalized. Direct evidence on this matter has been difficult to cone
by as even the Wirld Fertility Survey, that was so good in many respects, did
not gather the kind of information on marital histories necessary for
ascertaining the later legalization of a union that began consensually (except
in Mexico). But there is sone evidence. For instance, in |ooking at the
proportion of wonmen in a union who are in a consensual union, that proportion
tends to be much hi gher among younger wonen than ol der wonen. For instance in
Col onbi a (1985) over 41 percent of the wonen 20-24 who were in a union were in
a consensual union. By age 45-49, that was only 20 percent. Figures for Peru
(1981) were 40 and 16 percent respectively, and 27 and 15 percent in Paraguay
(1982) (U. N 1990 Table 19). O all the Wirld Fertility Surveys, the Mexican
one (EMF) did gather information necessary to construct a life table that
coul d show the termi nation of consensual unions because of their conversion
into I egal unions (for wonen). Pebley and CGol dnman (1986, p.206) constructed
such a table and found that “in the absence of separation or w dowhood, two-

thirds of consensual unions would eventually becone legal nmarriages; ...” In
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an earlier work, the same authors (CGoldman and Pebl ey 1981) used 1960s data

for wonen in rural Col onbia, Costa Rica, Mexico and Peru to estimate that “in
t he absence of separation and death of a partner alnost half of consensua

uni ons woul d eventual ly becone nmarriages in Col onbia, Costa Rica and Mexi co,
and about 65 percent in Peru” (1981, p.54). Commenting on the discrepancy
between the earlier and later figures for Mexico, the authors note “Such a

di fference could result froma nunber of factors including a change in the
pattern of |egalization subsequent to 1970, differential msreporting in the
two surveys or differences in the sanpling frames between PECFAL and EMF
(Pebl ey and Gol dman 1986, p.206). O these possibilities, they go on to
suggest that differences in question wording in the two surveys may have been
a maj or cause.

A next natural question mght be whether there are certain neasurable
characteristics of the wonman or man that mght nmake a union nore or |ess prone
to become | egalized. Perhaps the outgrowth of our notions about the “shotgun
marriage,” it was often specul ated for instance, that a pregnancy m ght induce
union legalization. After careful analysis, Goldman and Pebl ey (1981; 1986))
did not find substantiation for the notion in either their rural sanples of
worren in four countries in the 1960s (Col onbia, Costa R ca, Mexico, Peru) or
their national sanple of wonen in Mexico in the md 1970s. However they did
find that such factors as education, age and whet her the union was the woman’'s

first union did have inportant influences on whether the union becane

formal i zed.

Timng and Preval ence of First Union

Al though we are really tal king about a range here from perhaps 18 to 23
in 1950 and 20 to 24 in 1980, the average nean age at first marriage for wonen

in Latin Anerica as a whol e appears to have risen fromnot quite 21 around
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1950 to not quite 22 around 1980. Likew se despite a range for nmen, an
average nean appears to have declined from al nost 26 around 1950 to around 25
in 1980. See Figure 2. The age at first union for both nales and fermales in
Latin Anerica appears “internediate,” since a European | ate age m ght be over
23 for wonen and over 27 for nmen and an early age might be 20 for wonmen (early
and internediate age at first union for nmen does not appear to be an issue

t hat has been addressed) (U.N. 1990). The narrowi ng age gap between mal es and
femal es could be indicative of what denographers often refer to as a “marriage
squeeze” or a msmatch between avail abl e men and avail abl e wonen. G eene and
Rao (1995) suggest that a marriage squeeze in Brazil has resulted in an

i ncrease in consensual unions because nmales can then “circul ate” better than
if they were permanently matched with someone. A marriage squeeze in favor of
mal es may nore generally give themnore | everage in any situation while we may
start seeing the opposite in the future in places like India, China and Korea
where there appears to be a gross selection in favor of the survival of male
infants at present. (One wonders how many of those prized males will be

mat ched with a spouse later on.)

FI GURE 2 ABOUT HERE

We shoul d pause here to note that the figures are based on a nmeasure, the
“singul ate mean age at marri age” (SMAM that was devel oped to make use of
census data on marital status and deal with a differing incidence of non-
marriage (Hajnal 1953). O various ways to neasure an average age at first
marri age, SMAM has becone quite popular, but it should be renenbered that it
will provide slightly different nunbers from other measures, even ones based
on census data instead of vital registration statistics (fromregistrations

and such) (Shryock and Siegel 1973). |In addition, it should be nentioned that

18



Nuptiality in Latin Anerica

census data provide a cross-sectional view because different generations (or
cohorts in denographic parlance) may enter into marriage at different average
ages yet census data refer to different age groups at the sanme point in tine
(period). Finally, such data cannot address the issue of nortality; even a
nodest | evel of nortality could affect the figures.

Al though earlier figures are particularly suspect because of a problem
reporting non-legal unions, in 1980 the proportion of nales or fenmales ever
married by age 50 appeared to be about 91 and 90 percent on average (Pallon
and De Vos unpublished; U N 1990). Such figures suggest a noderately high
preval ence as opposed to the much [ower figures for Wstern Europe
historically if one is wont to consider 90 percent or above to nmean fairly
prevalent (U. N 1990). Actually, that seens to be a fairly liberal cut off
poi nt as nore than 95 percent of a population is married by age 50 in sone
pl aces. It would be nore accurate perhaps to describe marital prevalence in

Latin Anerica as “noderately universal.”

Uni on Di ssol ution

Rel ated to the difficulty of obtaining an accurate picture of people’s
real union status in Latin Anerica has been the difficulty of acquiring
i nformati on on uni on di ssol uti on because a comon view of formal narriage
there has been that it can only be dissol ved when one of the spouses dies.
Di vorce can be considered so dishonorable in fact, that it is not unheard of
that a married man actually resides in a consensual union while stil
reporting hinself as married (see e.g. Caravajal 1980). One might also
specul ate that the rigidity of laws and views regarding formal narriage could
hel p the option of form ng a consensual union instead appear attractive, for
both nmen and wonen, despite its unsanctioned quality. Di vorce per se was

even illegal until recently in many countries except for the gravest of
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reasons, and still is illegal in Chile. Even |egal separation (diquete) was
difficult to obtain. It should conme as no surprise therefore that the
reported divorce rate in Latin America is very | ow when statistics on it are
even avail able: “The rates of divorce [...] are about one half to one fifth

t hose of Europe because registered dissolutions in Latin Anerica occur only to
the legally married, who forma smaller percentage of the total adult
popul ati on” (Goode 1993, p.191).

The picture is very different if one considers union dissolution broadly
to include consensual unions however because consensual unions are mnuch | ess
stable than formal narriages. For instance, using Wrld Fertility Survey
data, Quilodran (1985) estinmated that the l|ikelihood of dissolution after five
years was perhaps six tinmes higher for consensual unions than for formal
marriages during the 1970s in various Latin American countries. Perhaps a
third of the consensual unions tallied were not still operative after five
years anmong wonmen 15-49. Thus, instead of having a | ow dissolution rate, the
regi on could be considered to have a rather high dissolution rate and sone
peopl e have descri bed Latin American union formation “serial nmonogany” in
whi ch peopl e have successive partners who nay behave as if they are narried
for alimted period of time. (This is probably related to the fact that a
relatively large proportion of children live in femal e-headed househol ds in
Latin Anerica, but that is a topic outside the scope of our present study.)

Di vorce has become increasingly acceptable socially (and | egally) however,

per haps reduci ng the appeal of a consensual union

A SOCI OECONOM C DI MENSI ON TO UNION TYPE I N LATI N AVERI CA

One often reads about what traditionally were the soci oeconom c correl ates
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of consensual union or that union type was connected to “class” (a rel ated but
different concept to that of status). But when | was chall enged to provide
substantiation for that claim | was amazed to find little hard evidence. And
what | did find tended to be limted to wonen who had participated in
fertility surveys. For instance, in a recent paper that used Denpgraphic and
Heal th Survey data fromthree Latin American countries (Dom nican Republic
1986, Peru 1988, Brazil 1986) Quilodran (1992) presented a table show ng
separately that wonmen who lived in urban areas, and had seven or nore years of
school were nore likely to be married than in a consensual union both anong
20- 24 year olds and 40-44 year olds. Her figures also suggested that anong

t he younger group, wormen who had wor ked outside the home before their union
were less likely to be formally married. While one can easily consider the
[imtations of her analysis (such as being limted trivariate anal ysis,

per haps because of sanple size), | was in the awkward position of finding it
much better than nothing but the “conmon know edge” that nobody bothered to
substantiate. |Indeed, | |ooked at her references in the hope of finding other
studies simlarly docunenting soci oecononmic differentials, but I came up enpty
handed.

Greene’s (1991) use of 1984 data for one Latin American country, Brazil
l[imted to wonen, was a big step in the right direction. She ran nmultivariate
anal yses at the national-level anong different age groups including variables
for race and region as well as years of education, urban/rural residence and
whet her or not had earned inconme (Table 5.4). Since the race and region
vari abl es were significant even after including the other variables, she had
evi dence to back the claimthat there seemed to be a cultural factor behind
uni on type not explained by education, urban/rural residence or income. One
is also left to ask whether otherw se, was general “comon know edge” so cl ear

that one did not need docunentation of “fact?” And since all the sparse
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evi dence there is pertains to wonen, one has to ask about men even in the
soci eties for which we have sone evidence. A failure to docunent what many
considered to be facts does not seemparticularly scientific to ne, even if
there is nowinterest in show ng the emergence of a “new as opposed to
traditional kind of consensual union (e.g. Parrado and Ti enda forthcom ng).
And whi | e denographers may have traditionally focused on wonen, a fanmly
denogr apher includes nmen as well as wonen in her purview.

The mai n soci ol ogi cal question, nothing new, is how one is supposed to
t hi nk about “social structure” when one reads that the formation of consensua
uni ons seens to be nore cultural than soci oeconomic. Take for exanple
education, an indicator often used to signify socioeconom c status. In
Argentina in 1981, of in union wonen aged 20-24 with |l ess than a prinmary
school education, 35 percent were in a consensual union and 65 percent were
married. Anmong conparable wonmen with nore than a primary education, 7 percent
were in a consensual union while 93 percent were married. How does one
interpret this? Can one say that there is sonmething structural as opposed to
cul tural about an educational difference? Does not education deal with both
i deas and one’s position in society? O take urban/rural residence for
anot her exanple. In Argentina in 1981 again, anong in union wonen 20-24 who
were urban residents, 16 percent were in a consensual union while 84 percent
were married. Anong their rural counterparts, 27 percent were in a consensua
union and 73 percent were married. How does one interpret this? Wat is
soci oeconom ¢ about living in an urban or rural area? Since people with the
same culture occupy different positions on a social hierarchy, how would you
i nterpret an education difference anong people in the sane area who presunably
share a common culture? | would interpret it in ternms of a soci oeconomc
effect. Call that “structural” if you w sh.

In this exercise, |let us use education as our indicator of soci oeconomc
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status but stay nore agnostic about urban/rural residence. (Sociologists also
like to use characteristics such as occupation (see Portes 1985) but | find
that bad for studying wonmen even when a society is primarily industrial.?
Adequat e i ncone data usually do not exist save for a few countries.) e
furthernore hypot hesize that people with nore education tend to marry rather
than be in a consensual union, that there is a positive relationship. W
could sinply | ook at figures for other Latin Anerican countries |like the ones
presented before for Argentina but we can do better than that because we can
assess a net effect of education on union type that persisted after
controlling for factors that m ght nuddy that true differential. For
i nstance, we know that the probability of being married rather than in a
consensual union increases with age for both nmen and wonen, and therefore want
to control for age. One way, done above, is to limt the analysis to a five-
year age group like what Greene did in her 1991 study. | found this to be
only partly satisfactory however, especially anong young peopl e, because even
one year nakes a substantial difference. Hence | limted ny purview both to
young people and furthernore controlled for years of age in nultivariate
anal yses of these groups. That is, since age at first union for wonen tended
to be somewhere in the 21-22 year area, | limted ny view of wonen to 20-24
years of age. Since nen’s age at first union was sonewhere around 25,
l[imted ny view of nen to 23-27 years of age.® Wthin these groups, | added a
control for years of age

A second factor, after age, is urban/rural residence. Although Quil odran
and Greene (1992; 1991) both found consensual union nore conmon anong rura
than urban residents, the issue is conplicated and may differ fromplace to
place. It seened inportant to include urban/rural residence in our nodel
however if we really want to assess the net effect of education on union type.

Finally, every country, no matter how large or small, has different regions
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that can sonetinmes be very different. The situation in Ecuador night be the
nost dramatic because | ess than 10 percent of the wonen 20-24 or nen 23-27 who
were in a union in 1982 were in a consensual union if they lived in the
nmount ai ns but over half were in a consensual union if they lived on the
coast.” (Wien we additionally ran separate nodels within regions instead of
whol e countries, we obtained simlar results for the effect of education but
different ones [sonetines] for the effect of urban/rural residence.)

Results fromthese multivariate anal yses, separately for males (23-27)
and femal es (20-24) are shown in Table 1. Throughout Latin America, there is
a definitely positive relationship between education and union type anong
young people that persists after controlling for region, urban/rural residence
and age, and that is as true for wonen as for nen. Wnen and nmen tend to be
married instead of in consensual unions the nore education they have received.
It also seens the case that, except in Argentina, there is nore of a gradient
by educati on anong wonmen than nmen.® But since results generally seem so
simlar for men and wonen, does this nean that nmen and wonen of simlar
education tend to marry or enter a consensual union with each other? It

appears so.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

The i ssue of honogany is a conplicated one, and di scussi on of the nethods
one mght use to study it also are conplicated. Additionally, the exam nation
of the issue here cannot be definitive even if we wanted because, anong ot her
things, ny data do not contain information that could link all spouses.
Instead, | have information on “relationship to head” and can only l|ink heads
to their spouses or vice versa. Since many young people do not live in their

own househol ds even when they have forned a union (another topic), such links
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can only be performed on a sub-group of all the people, generally 75 percent
or so of themonly sel ected because of their “relationship to head.” What
bias this mght entail in representing the entire sanple has to be an open
qguestion. The proportion of the entire sanple included in the analysis is
listed in Table 2. Here, | conpute correl ati ons between heads and spouses of

heads for in-union wonmen 20-24 years old by type of union for this sub-group

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

In general and as one m ght expect, it appears fromthe figures in
Tabl e 2 that anobng young wonen 20-24 who were in a union and co-headed a
househol d, those unions tended to be socially (educationally) honmbganpus
whet her they were in formal marriages or consensual unions. However, they
tended to be somewhat nore so in formal narriage than in a consensual union
That is, whereas the correlation between the man’s and wonman’ s educati on
ranged from .33 (Paraguay) to .61 (Panama) anong those in a consensual union
it ranged from .53 (Chile) to .71 (Ecuador) for those in a formal marriage.
The difference seened greatest in Paraguay, where the education correlation
for those in a consensual union was .33 conpared with .59 for those in a
formal marriage, and smallest in Panama where the correlation for those in a

consensual union was .61 conpared with .66 for those in a fornmal marriage.

CONCLUSI ON

Deeply entwined in Latin Anerica s social systemis a nuptiality pattern
i n which there have been rather stable formal marriages, at l|east for public

record, and informally rather unstable consensual unions. Although nost
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marriages today are civil rather than religious, the idea of a Catholic-like
marriage that is very difficult to untie on the one hand, and everything el se
that can dissolve “easily” since it is not Iegal on the other, has obvious
historic roots. Ildeologically, these two types of union are very different,
and predictably have a strong socioeconom c as well as cultural dinension to
them Marriage is often preferred over consensual unions and is positively
rel ated to educational attainment, but the two types are both comon and well
entrenched. The coexi stence of the two types suggests an anbi valent attitude
toward union formation, union dissolution, and gender relations that has never
been resolved in a coherent nanner. For instance, many unions that start
consensual Iy end up becoming formalized, even if the children are already
growmn. |If a marriage goes sour, the husband (usually) may form a consensua
union with soneone el se while officially staying “marri ed” instead of
divorcing and remarrying. There has been a coexi stence of contradictory
machi snro and marri age ideol ogi es because nen can act “nmacho” but wonen are
supposed to be faithful. Whereas the idea of the dialectical nature of union
formation is hardly unique to Latin Anerica, how this has evolved there is.
Tradi tional denographic interest in nuptiality may have been limted
primarily to nuptiality’s role in fertility, but fam |y denographers have
found union formation patterns to be of interest in their own right because
they consider marriage-like unions to be a fundanental popul ation
characteristic, of simlar denographic interest as occupational or ethnic
conposition. However, they and other social scientists have generally
eschewed studying nuptiality in Latin America, in part because of the
difficulty in obtaining reasonabl e-1o00oking data. Until recently, censuses and
ot her governnent agenci es have often tried to act as if consensual unions did
not exi st although such unions are an inportant type of union in nost of Latin

Amrerica. One result is that great strides have been made contrasting an
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historic European famly systemw th an Asian one (e.g. Goody 1996; Haj nal
1982) but famly systens in Latin Arerica stay big eni gmas.

The situation of the recent past should not obscure the fact that it is
changi ng, as the social meaning of union formation seens to be doing
everywhere. But trying to understand this change as part of an overall social
change (see Ogburn 1932) is hanpered by a poor understandi ng of what famly
formation traditionally was. Social scientists have generally neglected study
of marriage and the famly in Latin America in favor of studying the region’s
political processes, econonic devel opment or overall popul ation change. In an
exceptional piece that was focused primarily on ideol ogy, Todd (1985)
enphasi zed the inportance of marriage and i nheritance systens as helping to
formfamly types. He assigned Latin Arerica two famly systens, both
associ ated with neo-local residence but having different marital and
i nheritance custonms. Unfortunately, the enpirical substantiation of his
assertion is difficult to understand and is therefore suspect but it does seem
correct in at |east proposing that nost households contain only one married
couple (see also De Vos 1995). Yet one has to conclude (tentatively) that the
Latin Anerican nuptiality situation is both distinctive and of probable val ue
when trying to devel op an overarching theory of marriage that can hel p us

understand the wi de variety of fornms marital union takes around the world.
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NOTES

1. The author is grateful to doctoral candidate Elizabeth Arias for comments
on an earlier draft, to senior programer Julia Gay for preparing data for
conput er analysis, and the University of Wsconsin's Center for Denography and
Ecol ogy’ s Changi ng Household in Latin America for providing the necessary
data. The Center’s facilities funded by NICHD center grant HDO5876 are al so

gratefully acknow edged.

2. Inthe end it seens that results vary between pl aces, perhaps because the
di fferent union types have different inplications for the exposure to the risk

of pregnancy in different places.

3. Sometines distinction was nmade according to the father’s marital status, by

whet her he was already formally married to soneone el se.

4. <15% Argentina 1980, Brazil 1980, Chile 1982, Mexico 1980, Uruguay 1975;
15-25% Bolivia 1950, Costa Rica 1984, Paraguay 1982, Peru 1981
>25% Col onbi a 1985, Cuba 1981, Dom ni can Republic 1981, Ecuador 1982,
El Sal vador 1971, CGuatenal a 1981, Honduras 1974, N caragua 1971

Panama 1980, Venezuel a 1981.

5. Females in Latin Anmerica tend to receive education along with nmal es whereas
they do not tend to have an “economc activity” other than housework if they
are in a union. Thus the social denographer can exam ne the soci oeconom c

di mension to union type by looking for a rel ationship between education and
union type. Wether one is nore concerned with class than status is another

i ssue. ..
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6. Just as researchers in the past have |anmented the fact that it can be

i npossible to determ ne whether a wonan’s present marriage originally began as
a consensual union, one has to lanment the fact that nobst censuses cannot

det erm ne whet her soneone’s current union is the first or is of sone higher
order. One way people have dealt with the limtation is to limt their

anal ysis to wonen of a young age in the expectation that by doing so, they are

dealing mainly with first unions. W follow that course.

7. The regi ons were:
Argenti na:
Central (depts. Buenos Aires, Cordoba, Santa Fe, Capital Federal);
Nort heast (depts. Corrientes, Chaco, Entre Rios, Fornbsa, M siones);
Nort hwest (depts. Catamarca, Jujuy, La Rioja, Salta, Santiago del Estero,
Tucuman) ;
West Central (depts. La Panpa, Mendoza, San Juan, San Luis);

Pat agoni a (depts. Chubut, Neuquen, R o Negro, Santa Cruz, Tierra del Fuego).

Brazil:
North (“states” of Rondonia, Acre, Anazonas, Rorainma, Para, Amapd);
Nort heast (states of Maranhao, Piaui, Ceara, R o Grande do Norte, Paraiba,
Per nanbuco, Al agoas, Sergi pe, Bahia, F. Noronha);
Sout heast (states of Mnas Cerais, Espirito Santo, Ri o de Janeiro,
GQuanabara, Sao Paul 0);
South (states of Parana, Santa Catarina, R o Gande do Sul);

Central (states of Mato (Grosso Sul, Mato Grosso, CGois, Distrito Federal).

Chile:
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Santiago (regi ons of Tarapaca, Antofagasta, Aysen, Mgall enas, Santiago);
W de Center (regions of Coqui nba, Maule, Bio-Bio, Araucania, Los Lagos);

North & South (Atacama, O Hi ggins, Valparaiso).

Col onbi a:
Pacific (depts. of Choco, Chauca, Narifio);
Atlantic (depts. of Atlantico, La Guajira, Cesar, Magdal ena, Bolivar, Sucre,
Cordoba, Norte de Santander, San Andres, Casanare);
H ghl ands (depts. of Boyoca, Cundi nanarca, Valle, Meta, Antiogquia, Quindio,
Tolima, Huila);
Bogota (Bogota D.E. dept.);
Nati onal Territories (“depts.” Caqueta, Arauca, Putumayo, Amazonas, QGuani a,

Guavi are, Vaupes, Vichada).

Costa Rica:
San José (prov. of San José);
O her valley (provs. Al ajuela, Cartago, Heredia);

Li ron and outer (provs. @uanacaste, Puntarenas, Linon).

Dom ni can Republic:
Capitol (prov. of Distrito National);
North (prov.s of Dajabon, Espaillat, La Vega, Monte Cristi, Puerto Plata,
Sal cedo, Santiago, Santiago Rodriguez, Valverde);
Sout hwest (provs. of Azua, Bahoruco, Barahona, Elias Pina, |ndependencia,
Peder nal es, Peravia, San Juan);
Sout heast (prov.s of Duarte, El Seybo, La Altagracia, Senmana, San Cristobal,

San Pedro de Marcoris, Sanchez Ramirez, Maria Trinidad Sanchez).
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Ecuador :
Sierra (prov. of Carchi, Inbabura, Pichincha, Cotopaxi, Tungurahua, Bolivar,
Chi nbor azo, Canar, Azuay, Loja);
Coast (prov. of Esmeral das, Manabi, Los Rios, Guayas, El Oo0);
East (prov. of Napo, Pastaza, Mrona Santi ago, Zanora Chi nchi pe);

Gal apagos (prov. of Gal apagos).

Panana:
South (prov. of Colon, Darien, Panama);
Center (prov. of Cocle, Herrera, Los Santos);

North (prov. of Boca del Toro, Chiriqui, Veraguas).

Par aguay:
Capitol (dept. Asuncion, Cordillera, Paraguari);
North & West (dept. Concepcion, San Pedro, Amabay, Pte. Hayes, Boqueron
ainpo);
East (dept. Cuaira, Caaguaza, Caazapa, |Itapua, M siones, Alto Parana,

Neenbucu) .

8. This was not assessed statistically.
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Table 1. Logit Results of Regressing Union Type (married=1/uni on=0) onto Education and U ban Resi dence
Controlling for Years of Age Anong Fenal es Age 20-24 and Mal es Age 23-27 (standard error in
par ent heses)

Argentina 1981 Brazil 1980 Chile 1982 Col onbi a 1985 Costa Rica 1984
Fem Mal e Fem Mal e Fem Mal e Fem Mal e Fem Mal e
Region 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Regi on 2 -.572** -, 586** . 729*%* . 587** . 065 -.072 -.328** -, 287** . 429*%* . 430*%*
(.08) (.08) (.06) (.05) (.10) (.11) (.04) (.04) (.09) (.10)
Regi on 3 -.286%* -, 430** . 799*%* . 745%* -.025 -.153 . 036 . 104* -1.141** -1.325**
(.09) (.09) (.06) (.06) (.08) (.08) (.04) (.04) (.09) (.09)
Regi on 4 . 824** LT727%* 1.364** 1.134** -.341** -, 241**
(.14) (.15) (.08) (.08) (.04) (.05)
Region 5 -.335%* -, 495*%* . 588** . 606** -.805** - ,901**
(.12) (.13) (.07) (.06) (.07) (.08)
Age . 140*%* . 087** . 084** . 064** . 146*%* . 074~ . 090** . 101** . 035 . 029
(.02) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.03) (.03) (.006) (.007) (.02) (.03)
Ub . 005 . 090 -.629** -, 692** -.255%* - 219* -.501** -, 386** . 125 . 137
(.07) (.08) (.05) (.04) (.10) (.10) (.02) (.03) (.08) (.08)
Ed2 . 788** L 917 . 465** . 730*%* . 642%* . 791%* L411%* . 282%* . 579** . 689**
(.12) (.12) (.05) (.05) (.18) (.20) (.03) (.04) (.17) (.18)
Ed3 1.686** 1.644** . 624*%* . 969** 1.249** 1.322** L T742%* . 508** 1.323** 1.268**
(.14) (.13) (.06) (.06) (.18) (.20) (.04) (.04) (.17) (.17)
Ed4 2.340** 2.466** .801** 1.003** 2.010** 2.056** 1.090** . 839** 1. 474%* 1.483**
(.13) (.13) (.06) (.06) (.18) (.20) (.04) (.04) (.18) (.18)
Ed5 2.949** 2, 743** 1.588** 2.055** 2.247** 2.353** 1.918** 1,287** 2.558%* 2.068**
(.16) (.19) (.12) (.12) (.26) (.25) (.04) (.04) (.20) (.20)
Ed6 2.614** 2.790** 2.133** 2.044** 3.281** 2.773** 2.888** 2.088** 3.218** 2.907**
(.23) (.19) (.28) (.37) (.42) (.28) (.09) (.06) (.30) (.26)

%in CU 17.5 17.1 16. 1 16. 5 8.9 8.4 39.8 40.0 22.3 21.7



Tabl e 1 conti nued

Dom Rep 1981 Ecuador 1982
Fem Mal e Fem Mal e
Region 1 -- -- -- --
Regi on 2 . 149* . 179* -2.737**  -2.743**
(.07) (.08) (.06) (.06)
Region 3 -.473** -.397** -.873** -.938**
(.08) (.09) (.07) (.07)
Regi on 4 . 133 . 070 -2.721**  -2.665%*
(.08) (.08) (.08) (.09)
Age . 084** L127** . 096** . 067**
(.02) (.02) (.01) (.01)
U b . 475%* . 567** .118* . 186**
(.06) (.06) (.05) (.06)
Ed1 -- -- -- --
Ed2 . 423** . 388** . 520** . 824**
(.08) (.09 (.06) (.08)
Ed3 . 592** . 515** . 914** 1.214*x*
(.11) (.13) (.06) (.08)
Ed4 1.483** 1.167** 1.275** 1.217**
(.08) (.09 (.07) (.09
Ed5 3. 229** 2.115** 2, 523** 2.002**
(.13) (.12) (.14) (.12)
Ed6 4.134** 3.261** 2.670** 2.578**
(.22) (.16) (.16) (.13)
%in CU 76.1 70.8 31.2 30.8
* = p<.05 ** =p<.01
U ban=1 if yes; 0 if no.
Education is: illiterate/ no education,
hi gh school graduate, nore (such as sone or all

< primary school,
of college).

Panama

Fem

. 228%*
(.09)
. 315%*
(.07)

L 112%*
(.02)
. 400* *
(.07)

L 732%*
(. 15)
1.217**
(.14)
1. 845%*
(.14)
2. 940* *
(. 15)
3. 825% *
(.18)

60. 4

1980

Mal e

L 267**
(.09)
. 386* *
(.08)

. 136%*
(.02)
. 483**
(.07)

. 296
(.18)

. 951%*
(.16)
1. 634**
(.17)
2.511%*
(.17)
3. 177**
(.18)

57.8

primary graduate,

Par aguay
Fem Mal e
. 182* L 247 *
(.09) (.09)
. 610** . 522**
(.07) (.07)

. 036 .074x*
(.02) (.02)
-.253** -, 283**
(.07) (.07)

. 733%* . 293*
(.10) (.12)

. 816** . 426%*
(.11) (.13)
2.207** 1.197**
(.25) (.22)
2.963** 1.772%*
(.25) (.21)
3.576** 2.643**
(.52) (.31)

26.7 29.6

m ddl e school

or sone high school,



% CU is the percentage of all unions (marriages & consensual unions) being consensual .



Table 2. Proportion of Total Sanple Included in the Analysis (co-heads) and
Correl ati on Between Wnan's and Spouse’s Educati on® By Uni on Type --
Ni ne Latin American Countries Circa 1980

I n Consensual Marri ed
Uni on
% r2 % r2

Argentina 1981 75 .50 71 .65
Brazil 1980 88 .51 91 .60
Chile 1982 79 . 40 75 .53
Col onbi a 1985 71 . 56 75 .70
Costa Rica 1984 89 . 46 91 .63
Dom Rep. 1981 87 . 43 86 .59
Ecuador 1982 81 . 56 81 .71
Panama 1980 79 .61 82 . 66
Par aguay 1982 83 .33 84 .59
a Education is a six category variable where 1l=illiterate/no school; 2=less than all of primary school

3=primary graduate; 4=sonme hi gh school or mddle school; 5=high school graduate; 6=nore than high schoo
Al correlations were significant at p<.001
Source: Fromin-house cal cul ati ons of census microfiles of the Changi ng

Househol d in Latin Anerica at the University of Wsconsin-Madi son’s
Center for Denography and Ecol ogy.



Figure 1

Percent Adult Females in Union in Consensual Unions

Percent

Source: Palloni and De Vos, n.d.



FIGURE 2

AVERAGE SINGULATE MEAN AGE AT MARRIAGE IN LATIN AMERICA, 1950-1980
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Averages were based on SMAM for:
1950 1960 1970 1980
Bolivia Argentina Argentina Argentina
Chile Chile Bolivia Brazil
Colombia Colombia Brazil Chile
Costa Rica Costa Rica Chile Colombia
Cuba Dom. Rep. Colombia Costa Rica
Ecuador Ecuador Costa Rica Cuba
El Salvador El Salvador Dom. Rep. Dom. Rep.
Guatemala Guatemala Ecuador Ecuador
Nicaragua Honduras El Salvador Guatemala
Panama Mexico Guatemala Mexico
Paraguay Panama Honduras Panama
Venezuela’ Paraguay Nicaragua Paraguay
Peru Panama Peru
Uruguay Paraguay Venezuela
Venezuela Peru
Uruguay
Venezuela

Source: From Palloni and De Vos, n.d. and U.N.,

1990.
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