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FAMILY FORMATION AND
URBANIZATION

Although migration is almost always attributed to
economic causes, in fact its demographic motives are often
important. Migration influences both an individual’s future
marriage and family patterns — people leave home more
readily when they are single, and are more ready to pro-
duce children in societies in which fertility is high.

It is difficult to study the interactions between these
life events without detailed data, and this is why Daniel
COURGEAU* has organized a survey to collect data on occu-
pational, family and migration histories.

Using an original method which he has outlined in an
earlier article**, he demonstrates here how migration af-
fects behaviour patterns and how certain behaviour pat-
terns may induce migration.

In France, information obtained in censuses and particularly in sur-
veys of families has already thrown light on the different ways in which
families are formed and later dissolved depending on the characteristics
of the individuals involved. These studies have shown differences in mi-
gration behaviour between urban and rural areas, and between different
"départements” and regions. It has thus been possible to demonstrate dif-
ferences in the timing of marriage [12] and fertility ([1],[2],[7],[10]) of
individuals who at the time of the study lived in different parts of the
country.

However, although different events in the family life-course (date
of marriage, birth of children, etc.) are recorded in such surveys, usually
only the individual’s place of birth and place of residence at the time of
the survey is given. Therefore, we cannot judge how migration to an
area in which nuptiality or fertility differs from that in the place of
origin may influence marriage, or the decision to have children. Conver-
sely, we cannot analyse the effect of marriage or the birth of a child on
an individual’s future mobility, simply because the dates of these migra-
tions are not known.

The INED "Triple Biographie” survey [11] of family, occupational
and migration histories makes such an analysis possible because suc-

* INED.
** "Relations entre cycle de vie et migrations”, Population, 3, mai-juin 1984,
pp. 483-514.
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cessive dates of each event in the three biographies are recorded. The
survey cannot prove causal connections, since this is impossible in the
social sciences, but it does show interactions between the formation of
the family and the process of urbanization. It may be assumed that if an
event in the family life-course induces migration to a home better suited
to the family’s new size, then conversely migration to a metropolitan
area may delay or even change certain decisions about family formation.
The survey, therefore, provides an opportunity for an accurate test of
several hypotheses [9].

This article will deal with two stages in the family life course : for-
mation of the couple through marriage, and the birth of successive child-
ren. We shall not go beyond the third birth, given that the size of the
sample (4,601 people) would have provided too few examples of larger
families. Also, because the individuals interviewed were born between
1911 and 1935, we have not been able to study cohabitation before mar-
riage, which was very rare in these cohorts.

It is possible to distinguish between areas with different densities
of urbanization in a number of ways. We refer here to the great "metro-
politan areas" centred around the capital, Paris, and the regional capi-
tals, Lyons and Marseilles. The last of these extends along a section of
the Mediterranean coast. To define these metropolitan areas more accur-
ately, we adopted the method used by Y. Tugault [13] who identified the
French "départements” in. which the urban population formed the ma-
jority : Seine, the ring of "départements” forming the old Seine-et-Oise,
Rhone, Bouches-du-Rhone, and the Alpes-Maritimes. To these we have
added Var, in which the proportion of the urban population reached
70 % in 1936, but we have excluded the "département” Nord, in which
although 75 % of the population were urban, the form of urbanization
was very different — the number of rooms per dwelling is higher, and the
proportion of individual houses as opposed to flats is the highest in
France, etc. Furthermore, the fertility of this "département” is greater
than in the others mentioned. All other areas of the country including
this "département” are considered as "non-metropolitan areas” for the
purposes of this study.

In this article, we shall investigate whether migration into or out of
a metropolitan area modifies the formation of the family, and conversely
whether the different stages in family formation modify migration beha-
viour. To avoid taking short-term migrations into account, we shall only
consider migrations that lead to residence lasting three years or more in
the place of destination. This allows us to exclude temporary migrations
by, for example, civil servants or military personnel.

We shall undertake this analysis in two ways. First, using a nonpar-
ametric approach, we shall consider the sequence of events throughout
an individual’s life-course, and thereby demonstrate how the occurrence
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of one life-event alters the probability of the occurrence of others. Next,
we shall use a semiparametric approach to introduce various charac-
teristics likely to influence marriage, fertility and migration. This will
allow us to study the effect of these characteristics on each of these
three phenomena, while retaining the possibility of calculating the mod-
ifying effect of each on the other.

These methods will make it possible for us to analyse with great
precision the interactions between family formation and urbanization.

Data used The "Triple Biographie” survey has been presented in

greater detail elsewhere ([4], [11]). In this article we
will study all those interviewed (4,601 individuals), separately for each
sex, and divided into broad cohorts. We thus obtain a sample of 2,105

TABLE A. — VARIABLES

I
Variables ndex of
nuptiality women’s
men women fertility
— none 0 0 0
— CEP only 1 0 1
Educational -— certificate of apprenticeship
Level (CAP) or technical baccalauréat 2 1 3
— at least baccalauréat or higher education 2 2 2
... — eldest 1 1
Eldest Child not eldest 0 0
Siblings number number
Parents’ residence -— metropolitan area 1 1
during subject’s
childhood -— non-metropolitan area 0 0
L — naturalized or foreign 1 1
N
ationality — bom French 0 0
Father’s occupation farmer or farm worker 1 1
P — other 0 0
women | spouses
First or previous — never worked 0 0 0 0
occupation — farmer or farm worker 0 1 1 0
— manual or unskilled worker 1 2 1
— skilled worker, professional,
commerc. and indust. management 2 3 3 2
— middle management and
other employees 2 3 4 3
. — in parents’ home or home owner 0 0
Type of dwelling — tenant or other 1 1
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women who on their 14th birthday lived in a non-metropolitan, i.e.
little-urbanized, area, of whom 1,278 were born between 1911 and 1925
and 827 between 1926 and 1935, and a sample of 446 women who lived
in a metropolitan area at their 14th birthday. The small number in this
last group prevents any sub-division into smaller cohorts. For men, the
figures are 1,704 who lived in a non-metropolitan area on their 14th
birthday, of whom 929 were born between 1911-1925 and 775 between
1926-35, and 346 men who lived in a metropolitan area on their 14th
birthday.

The variables used in the semiparametric analysis are indicated in
Table A. Some are coded differently according to the sex of the subject
and the event studied. This choice was based on analyses of earlier
INSEE surveys ([7], [12]) which involved far larger samples, and on our
own tests. Here only a small number of variables can be studied given
the limited nature of our sample.

Methods of analysis We shall only present a schematic diagram

to show the links between marriage and mi-
gration, and the same scheme is used for the links between migration
and the birth of successive children. In Diagram 1 we show the various
possible states in which a person can be living, and the transition inten-
sities between these states, which we need to estimate.

Single Married

h7 (1) -
Migrant to metropolitan areas Ni.,(l) ————————- Nm(’)

T ho(t) Th:(t)

BT (¢
Of non-metropolitan origin Ni(t) —_;Q._» N7(t)

Initial
states

(1 -
Of metropolitan origin N:(t) ————»h ( ) N,(l)
h.(t) hi (1)
_ KT ()
Migrant to non- ur
zlgg[»gs metropolitan areas N.() | No(1)

Diagram 1. — Ditferent states in which an individual may be living and the
hazard rates of transition from one to another



FAMILY FORMATION AND URBANIZATION 127

For example, at time ¢, the migration hazard rate for the Ne(f) in-
dividuals, still single and living in non-metropolitan areas, will be he, (1)
and the marriage hazard rate will be hcm ().

When out-migration and marriage occur during the same year, the
individuals are excluded from the population at risk, as if they had
ceased to be observed on the date when each of these events occurred. In
consequence, simultaneous occurrences were excluded, but it is useful to
include them in certain cases in order to represent the individual beha-
viour patterns more clearly. When this was done we state it explicitly.

Thus, we can compare the marriage hazard rate of those individuals
who remained in the non-metropolitan area, h¢™(r), with the rates for
those who had already migrated to a metropolitan area A7 (1). This last
hazard rate will also depend on the age of the individual at the time of
migration (8), and should therefore be written hcm (116). Here, we have as-
sumed that this dependence will only affect the hazard rate slightly.

Under these conditions it is possible to test the equality of the dif-
ferent nuptiality and migration hazard rates, by using methods which
have been presented in an earlier article [6].

To show the effect of the various characteristics on these hazard
rates we use the following semiparametric model :

h(t:2) = h() exp [ZBr + H(t — u) (Bo + Z'B2)]

where 1, Bg and B are the coefficients to be estimated by using vari-
ables Z (intervening before the modifying phenomenon) and Z’ (inter-
vening after the modifying phenomenon, and which may be equal to or
different from z), H (x) is the Heaviside function (H (x) = 0 for x < 0, H
(x) = 1 for x >0), u is the date of the modifying phenomenon, £ () the
nonparametric baseline hazard. In this model it is assumed that the dif-
ferent variables exercise a multiplicative effect on the estimated hazard
rate.

We also have tests that enable us to judge whether a group of vari-
ables affects the phenomenon under study, and these are presented in de-
tail in [6].

I. — Nuptiality and urbanization

We look first at the reciprocal relations between marriage and mo-
bility, using nonparametric methods, before considering the effect of so-
cial and occupational characteristics.

Marriage and mobility In Figure 1 we show the cumulated nup-

tiality hazard rates of women who lived in
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas at their 14th birthday. In both
cases a slight delay in timing of marriage can be seen amongst migrants,
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Cumlative nuptiality hazards
0 T T f

Non-migrants

e Out-migrants 4

Non-migrants

~*—oOut-migrants

WOMEN OF NON-METROPOLITAN ORIGIN

L L
15 20 25 30 35 L0 L5
Age

Figure 1. — Cumuiative nuptiality hazards for migrant and non-migrant
women according to their origin

most significantly between ages 21 and 31 for women from non-metro-
politan areas and at various ages between 20 and 31 for the others. This
delay is made up after the age of 40. The proportion never married at
this age comes to 8 % for women from non-metropolitan areas, irrespec-
tive of whether they remain there or emigrate, and to 12 % for those
from metropolitan areas. This result confirms other observations ([12],
p. 102), which have shown that the likelihood of remaining single is
higher in cities than elsewhere. It is interesting that there is a slight
delay in marriage amongst migrants, linked to a period of adaptation on
arrival in the new environment, but this delay is entirely made up later.



FAMILY FORMATION AND URBANIZATION 129

Men’s behaviour is different. In Figure 2 we show the cumulated
nuptiality hazard rates of men who lived in the metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas at their 14th birthday. In both cases, the proportion
never married at their 45th birthday is lower among migrants than
among those who remained in their place of origin. This is true for men
from non-metropolitan areas from their 30th birthday, and for those from

Cumulative nuptiality hazards

I L

«— Non-migrants

[

MEN OF METROPOLITAN ORIGIN B

11T
l l | | 42386 |

15 20 25 30 35 L0 [

Cumulative nuptiality hazards

| e |

Qut-migrants ~

‘e— Non-migrants —

(
-
i
MEN OF NON-METROPOLITAN ORIGIN .|

1o

| | 1 | e |

15 20 25 30 3% L0 L5
Age

Figure 2. — Cumulative nuptiality hazards for migrant and non-migrant
men according to their origin
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metropolitan areas from their 25th birthday. In the first group, this beha-
viour may be linked with that of men working in the agricultural sector
[6] who constitute a considerable proportion of men living in non-metro-
politan areas. However, we may note that those migrating out of large
towns do not follow the behaviour patterns of those working in agricul-
tural occupations and that marriage rates among them are higher than in
the original rural population.

We next consider how marriage influences the mobility of those
who lived in non-metropolitan areas at their 14th birthday. In Figure 3
we show the cumulated mobility hazard by marital status of men and

Cumilative mobility hazards
f 1 I [ [

[. Migrations by unmarried women
to metropolitan areas —e-.- —
| Migrations by married women I
to metropolitan areas {including /
simultaneous OCCUrYEncesS)eses Vi
r X
Migrations by married women S e
to metropolitan areas {excluding S e
[Simultaneous OCCUITeNces j—— 7 Kot

~

Cunulative mobility hazards

f I ! I f

| Migrations by unmarried men
to metropelitan AT€AS memaw ——
Migrations by married men 7/ i
[ to metropolitan areas {including /7 caveet
simultaneous occurrences.... /
[~ Migrations by married men // .
to metropolitan areas (exclnﬂjng// . o N
Fsimul taneous occurrences b /7 R

~

. Vs | | i [
15 20 25 30 15 40 45
Age
Figure 3. — Cumulative mobility hazards for migrations towards the metro-
politan areas by men and women, with simultaneous occurrences either
included or excluded
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women. The behaviour of both sexes is the same, but it is accentuated
amangst women : once married, their chance of moving to metropolitan
areas is divided by a factor of two, compared with only 1.5 for men.
This consolidates what we had already observed elsewhere [S5] : we
showed that whereas marriage delayed changes of residence, it hardly
affected moves between "départements”; we shall now show that it
greatly affects migration to the city. This strong dependence of mobility
on marital status more than balances any effect of marriage on migra-
tion.

It must be noted that cases when marriage and migration occur sim-
ultaneously are rare : only 3.3 % of women of non-metropolitan origin
(3.8 % of marriages but 23 % of moves to the city) and 1.9 % of men
(2.1 % of marriages and 10.7 % of moves to the city). It is interesting to
note how including these people among moves of married people to the
city modifies the relative position of the married and unmarried. These
results are shown in Figure 3. Cases of simultaneity relate mainly to
young people under the age of 26, so that the two curves are at the same
level before this age. This result confirms our observations on agricultu-
ral populations [6].

We have not taken into account results relating to those who mi-
grated out of the metropolitan areas, because of the small numbers ob-
served, and of the low rates of migration to less urbanized areas.

The effect of social To extend our analysis we must
and occupational characteristics now turn to a semiparametric ap-

proach which will make it possible
to study the effect of various characteristics on an individual’s beha-
viour.

In Table 1 we show an analysis of the nuptiality of men and women
who lived in non-metropolitan areas at their 14th birthday, separating
those who remained there from those who migrated. There are two dis-
tinct cohorts — those born between 1911-1925 and those born between
1926-1935. The results for the two sexes differ widely.

The educational level, measured by qualifications obtained, clearly
plays an important role. Men’s ability to find a wife increases with their
educational level. Men in older cohorts found one more easily before
moving to the big city (1), but in the more recent cohorts men found a
wife more easily after having moved. For women, however, academic
qualifications delay marriage. In the older cohorts this delay was found
both before and after migration, in more recent cohorts it was limited to
the period before moving.

(1) Thus, for example the probability of marriage for a man who remained at school
until the legal leaving age and obtained his primary school-leaving certificate (CEP) was
multiplied by exp (0.112) = 1.11, i.e. 11 % higher than for a man without the certificate.
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The occupation of the individual surveyed and that of his or her
father has an equally important effect.

The probability of marriage for farmers’ sons was higher when
they left this sector of the economy. This advantage was maintained
after migration in cohorts born between 1911-25, but was lost in later
cohorts. The effect of occupation before migration was greater in the
first cohort than in the second — those working in the agricultural sector
married later than manual or unskilled workers, who in turn married
later than others. This confirms results of other studies ([12], p. 72).
However, when migration occurs, this effect is entirely eliminated and
occupation after migration does not seem to affect nuptiality.

Amongst farmers’ daughters from the cohorts 1911-25, their
father’s occupation delayed their marriage even longer when they left
the agricultural community and took up different employment. Migration
to the city does not alter this effect. Women in more recent cohorts seem
freer from family influence, since their marriages were not delayed when
their father was engaged in agriculture. The part played by the first oc-
cupation was the same in both cohorts : non-working women married
sooner than women who worked in agriculture, who in their turn married
sooner than did skilled women workers, who married sooner than women
in other occupations. Again, this result agrees with other studies on the
subject ([12], p. 73). Migration to a large city in no way alters this situ-
ation for women, unlike in the case of men.

Amongst the different family characteristics which we have stu-
died, the effect of being the eldest child differs at different times and be-
tween the sexes.

Being an eldest daughter does not affect the probability of mar-
riage before migration to a large city. After such a move, the chance of
marriage will be higher for the eldest daughters in cohorts born before
1925, whereas in later cohorts marriage will be delayed. On the other
hand, being an eldest son does influence nuptiality before migration to a
large city : for cohorts born before 1925, the effect is favourable, for
those born later it is unfavourable. In earlier cohorts, migration cancels
out the effect which is still found in later cohorts. A sociological survey
on the status of the eldest child would be necessary to explain these ap-
parently significant results.

The various characteristics considered here are not independent :
educational level and occupation, for example, are closely linked. In
Table 1, we have illustrated the effect of different characteristics — the
educational level, father’s occupation, the subject’s first occupation and
the fact of being an eldest child — taken simultaneously. It is clear, espe-
cially for women, that the effect of education and occupation on mar-
riage, although related, is separate. This result confirms what had
already been illustrated in previous family studies in which different
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methods had been used [1] : for people with the same level of education,
occupation has an effect, and for those in the same occupation, the level
of education is significant.

In Table 2 we show the results of an analysis of the nuptiality of
men and women who lived in metropolitan areas at their 14th birthday.
Because of the small numbers involved, we were unable to distinguish
between the two earlier cohorts, and thus our results are less clear.
Nevertheless, the effect of the different characteristics is similar to that
observed outside the metropolitan areas. Educational level and occupa-
tion still have opposite effects for men and women. On the other hand,
none of the family characteristics has a significant effect on nuptiality.

Let us now consider the converse — the effect of marriage and other
characteristics. on migration to the metropolitan areas. In Table 3 we
show the results of this analysis, and in this case the behaviour of men
and women is similar. We will, therefore, consider them together.

Marriage clearly delays migration, and as the nonparametric ana-
lysis showed, this delay is greater for women than men.

Family origin, on the other hand, has the same effect for men and
women. If the father worked in the agricultural sector, the chance of mi-
gration is higher, both for the single and the married. If an individual
spent some years in a city during childhood, he or she is likely to return
there as an adult, especially if he or she marries someone born in a city
or who lived there before marriage. The city also appears attractive for
those born abroad; Italians, who accounted for the highest proportion of
foreign immigrants at the time, were particulary attracted by the urban
"départements” nearest their homeland, i.e. near the Mediterranean
coast.

The effect of an individual’s position in the family differs for each
sex. Eldest daughters seem to experience difficulties in moving to the
city, but the effect of being the eldest is never really significant. How-
ever, the number of siblings born after the eldest daughter is significant
and always works in the same direction : the larger the family, the
greater the probability that she will migrate to a metropolitan area. This
effect continues, although to a lesser extent, even after marriage. Being
an eldest son is only significant in the first cohort, and increases the
probability of migration to a city. However, once the eldest son has mar-
ried, this effect no longer applies. The number of his sibs will have an
effect especially after marriage, and the probability of migration will in-
crease with the number of siblings.

Finally, we shall consider the influence of occupational status,
which will depend on the educational level achieved and first occupa-
tion, and which has the same effect on both cohorts. The higher the edu-
cational level, the greater the attraction of the city, both before and after
marriage. Furthermore, the spouse’s educational level will have the same
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effect. The effect of a man’s first occupation is noticeable before mar-
riage, whereas for women it begins to operate after marriage. Those
working in agriculture are less attracted to the city than other manual or
unskilled workers, who in turn migrate less than do members of other
groups. After marriage, this effect is generally combined with the in-
fluence of the subject’s new occupational group and that of his or her
spouse.

The fact that we have considered the effect of different variables
simultaneously does not affect the essence of our previous results. This
approach accentuates the delaying effect of marriage and underlines the
significant influence of the first stage in the family cycle on mobility to-
wards the city : once married in a non-metropolitan area, individuals are
much less likely to leave that area, whatever the couple’s characteristics.

We shall look briefly at the modifying effect of marriage on migra-
tion out of the city. This is illustrated in Table 2, and we shall discuss
only two significant results. First, the effect of educational level which,
surprisingly, acts in the same way as it did on migration out of the non-
metropolitan areas. Educational level, therefore, seems to be an import-
ant spur in both directions. Spouse’s educational level, especially for
women, works in the same way. On the other hand, those who lived in a
metropolitan area during childhood, and those who married someone
born in such an area, were less likely to leave the city, as might be ex-
pected.

I1. - Fertility and urbanization

We shall continue our study of the links between family formation
and urban migration by considering only the females in our sample. In
fact the behaviour of men is similar, although less marked. Again, we
shall present the reciprocal effects of births and mobility, before dis-
cussing the effect of social and occupational characteristics on a specific
event : the birth of the third child.

Births and mobility In Figure 4 we show the cumulated fertility rates

for different birth orders of women who lived in
a non-metropolitan area at their 14th birthday, depending on whether
they later migrated or not. In Figure 5 the rates for women from the
cities are shown.

The contrast between the two series of curves is striking. For
women from outside the metropolitan areas, migration to an urban area
reduces their fertility after the birth of their second child by one-third.
Conversely migration to a non-metropolitan area brings about a sharp
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rise in fertility after the birth of their first child (2 for women from the
cities. After migration, the hazard rates are 1.4 to 2 times higher than for
those who remained. It seems likely that women adapt quickly to the fer-
tility prevailing in their area of destination.

However, it is possible that the behaviour of women who ultimate-
ly migrate may have been different from that of women who stayed in
their area of origin throughout their lives. This is why, in Figures 4 and
5, we have added the cumulated fertility hazard rates of these future mi-
grants before they moved.

For migrations to metropolitan areas (414 women), the results in
Figure 4 confirm the previous hypothesis : women (less than 35 years
old at their third birth) who migrate to these areas timed their fertility
before migration differently from that of women who remained in non-
metropolitan areas. Moreover, their timing was the same as that of
women who had already moved to these areas. However, the behaviour
of women who had their third birth after the age of 35 was similar be-
fore migration for those who migrated and for those who did not. In such
cases we are concerned with very late migrants.

Figure 5 shows a contrasting effect for the 144 women who moved
to non-metropolitan areas : the fertility of women of urban origin who
later migrated to less urbanized areas was not markedly different from
that of those who remained in the city. In their case, fertility increased
significantly only after migration.

Figure 6 gives the cumulated hazard rates for mobility to the city
of women with no, one, or two, children depending on whether they
moved before or after their snth child. In Figure 7 the same rates are
shown for women who left the cities. Even though the latter group is
small, the two graphs present a marked contrast.

Migration to the city, depending on the number of children already
born or yet to come, follows the same pattern as that observed earlier for
marriage. The mobility rates of individuals before a birth of order n are
reduced to approximately two-thirds of their value thereafter. These re-
sults are very significant. The opposite pattern appears for migration in
the reverse direction to a non-metropolitan area, though the effect is less
significant because of the small numbers in the sample. Nonetheless, it
may be concluded that the mobility rates of those living in the city are
larger after a birth of order n than before, even though this increase is
smaller than the reduction observed for moves in the opposite direction.

Thus whilst there seems to be a certain attachment to non-metro-
politan areas, which increases with the number of children, there is also

(2} In order to make this figure more legible we have not included the fertility hazard
rates for first births. They yield a cumulated hazard at age 44 of 2.04 for women who mi-
grated, and 1.43 for those who did not.
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mobility out of metropolitan areas which likewise increases with the
number of children.

The effect of social We shall now consider in greater

and occupational characteristics detail the interactions between mo-
bility and the birth of the third

child, taking into account some of the individuals’ other characteristics.

In Table 4 we show an analysis of two cohorts of women who came
from a non-metropolitan area, and in Table 5 that for women from me-
tropolitan areas. We believe that it is important to present these two ta-
bles together, because the effect of all variables other than migration
and the possibility that their parents may have lived in the city during
their childhood is completely independent of their origin.

When we consider the way in which the birth of the third child is
affected by different characteristics, five important effects become ap-
parent. Being the daughter of someone engaged in agriculture will have
an effect, irrespective of whether the woman lived in a metropolitan area
or not : before migration, this would delay the birth, but after having
moved the effect will disappear. This is the only one of the five vari-
ables on which mobility has an effect. If a woman has a large number of
sibs, she will be more likely to have a third child, irrespective of
whether she comes from a rural or an urban background. A woman’s
educational level will also affect her fertility : women without any quali-
fications are the most likely to have a third child, followed by those with
only the primary school-leaving certificate (CEP), and finally those with
the baccalauréat or higher qualifications. Women with a technical or
professional diploma are least likely to have a third child. The woman’s
first occupation will also have an effect which is independent of her
origin. Women who have never worked are most likely to have a third
child, followed by women in the farming sector, manual workers and
women in the professions and senior management. Office workers and
those employed in middle-management are least likely to have a third
child. Finally, women born abroad and naturalized women are more like-
ly to have a third child.

These characteristics, even if considered simultaneously (see Ta-
bles 4 and 5), will affect the chance of having a third child, and the ef-
fect of the last four of the characteristics mentioned will be independent
of the woman’s place of residence and whether she has moved or not.
Only migration from one area to another introduces the significant dif-
ference shown in the nonparametric study, and which these charac-
teristics do not permit us to explain : migration to the city induces a
marked reduction in the chance of giving birth to a third child, whereas
migration to less urbanized areas raises fertility.
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TABLE 5. — BIRTH OF THE THIRD CHILD AMONGST WOMEN OF METROPOLITAN ORIGIN,
MODIFIED BY MIGRATION TO A NON-METROPOLITAN AREA;
MIGRATION TO THE NON-METROPOLITAN AREAS MODIFIED BY THE BIRTH OF THE THIRD CHILD

Variables taken separately Variables taken simultaneously
B | B | B | B | B
Variables Birth of the third child mod?ﬁed by migration
10 a non-metropolitan area
Migration to non-met. area 0.569 ** 0254
Educational level — 0345* | 0546*+| 0097 |-0.171* - 0.021
Eldest child — 0.173 0554 0.049 — -
No. of siblings 0.119* | 0.646** | — 0031 0.075 #* - 0014
Parents resident in met. area 0.163 0.542 + — 0033 C— -
Foreign or naturalized 0.597* | 0.563 **| - 0077
Father in agriculture — 0.500%+ | 0394 0201 - 0228 0.209
First socio-occupational group — 0.209% | 0363 0097 |- 0.113* 0.110
Tenant at the time of move 0540+ 0044 -
Socio-oce. group on moving 0432+ | 0061 -
(academic
Maximum log-likelihood — 82648 qualifications) - 82198
. Migration to non-metropolitan areas modified
Variables by birth of the third child
Birth of third child 0.145 - 0110
Educational level 0216+ | 0328 |- 0117 0.253 ** - 0250
Eldest child 0.158 0.004 0343
No. of siblings 0.038 0563* |- 0146* | 0.069** - 0.188 **
Parents resident in met. area — 0.870** |- 0.215 0623 |- 0.890 ** 0.533
Foreign or naturalized — 0.168 0157 |- 0014 |- 0246 0402
Father in agriculture - 0008 | 039 0626 0.182 0.535
First socio-occupational group 0036 0389 0261
Spouse’s education - 0.198 0314
Spouse bom abroad 0159 |- 0125 0611
Spouse bom in metropolitan area 0492* |- 0656 *
Spouse urban resident before mar. 0955* |— 0905*
Spouse’s socio-occ. group 0205 |- 0053
Socio-occ. group after third birth 0248 |- 0060
Tenant or housed by employer
after 3rd birth - 0492 0.803 *
(parents resident
Maximum log-liketihood — 88020 inmet. area) - 823.06
* Result significant at 10 % level.
** Result significant at 5 % level. B1 = Principal effect; Bo = Modification; 82 = Interaction.

We proceed to consider the effects of the birth of a third child on
mobility.

The influence of a woman’s family origins will be different for
women of different origins. Daughters of men engaged in agriculture of
non-metropolitan origin will be attracted to the city, whereas women of
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metropolitan origin will not be affected. Likewise, if a woman lived in
the city as a child, the city will be more attractive if she lived in a non-
metropolitan area at her 14th birthday, and she will be less willing to
leave the city if she was living there at that stage of her life. This un-
willingness is also found amongst women whose husbands were born in
the city or who lived there before marriage. A woman of foreign origin
or one with a foreign-born husband will also be attracted to metropolitan
areas.

Migration in either direction is more likely the larger the number
of sibs, but this effect disappears after the birth of the third child. An in-
crease in educational level raises the likelihood of migration in either di-
rection.

All these results largely confirm our observations of the interac-
tions between nuptiality and mobility. They explain the effect of the
third birth on mobility, which was shown in the nonparametric analysis.
Tables 4 and 5 illustrate this effect when the different significant vari-
ables are taken into account simultaneously.

Conclusions

We believe that we have clarified the effect of urbanization on the
formation of a family, and, conversely, how the foundation of a family
nucleus modifies the migration behaviour of the couple, both towards
and away from the metropolitan areas. These interactions have rarely
been taken into account, but our analysis underlines their importance
and illustrates how the two phenomena influence each other.

The most important effect of nuptiality is to reduce migration to
the city, whereas it hardly affects migration in the opposite direction. Its
effect remains the same once the different characteristics that influence
migration are taken into account, i.e. father’s occupation, family envi-
ronment, first occupation, etc.

Although migrants to the city are mostly single, or marry and mi-
grate simultaneously, this mobility exerts little influence on their nup-
tiality. It delays marriage for women (a delay that is made up later), yet
increases nuptiality slightly amongst migrant men, especially those who
are older. Numerous characteristics have the opposite effect depending
on sex. Thus men’s nuptiality increases with educational level, whereas
for women the opposite is true. The same is true of the individual’s first
occupation and the father’s occupation.

When successive births are observed, the most striking effect is di-
rectly opposite to that observed for marriage. Migration to the city signi-
ficantly reduces a woman’s fertility, whereas migration to a less
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urbanized area increases it. This represents a very swift adaptation to the
behaviour of the area of destination. Whereas migration to a geographi-
cally central urban area attracts women whose fertility before migration
was already similar to that prevailing in the urban area, migration to a
less urbanized area attracts women whose fertility before migration was
similar to that of other women in the urban area. They adopt the beha-
viour of the women in the non-metropolitan area once they have arrived
there. Although the characteristics which we have considered all in-
fluence fertility, they do not explain the reason for such an adaptation.
We must, therefore, look to other variables, such as the size and cost of
the home, to explain this phenomenon.

The birth of successive children will also influence women’s mo-
bility, though to a lesser extent. The probability of moving to a metro-
politan area is reduced after marriage and after each successive birth,
but that of moving in the opposite direction is increased slightly by these
events. The effect of the different explanatory variables is very like that
observed after marriage, and it therefore seems that marriage introduces
a far greater discontinuity in migration behaviour than successive births.

We must thus look for different directions in which to pursue this
research and extend its results.

First, since all the changes in an individual’s working life were re-
corded in the “Triple biographie” survey, we could extend the analysis
by studying the link between fertility and occupational mobility, taking
account of migration between urban and less urbanized areas, but the
small numbers in the sample could lead to non-significant results. Fur-
thermore, we have noted earlier that other elements which probably af-
fected behaviour, such as the size and cost of the home, were not
recorded in the survey.

It would, therefore, seem preferable to adopt a sociological or eth-
nological approach, and study a small number of individuals who moved
to or from a metropolitan area. A detailed study of such individual cases
should raise pertinent questions which would help formulate another sur-
vey and thus extend our research. This seems to be the most promising
path to follow.

Daniel COURGEAU.



146 FAMILY FORMATION AND URBANIZATION

REFERENCES

[1] CaLoT G. & DEVILLE J.-C., 1971. — "Nuptialité et fécondité selon le milieu socio-cul-
turel”, Economie et Statistique, 27, pp. 3-42.

[2] CaLoT G. & HENRY L., 1972. — "Nuptialité et fécondité des mariages en France
d’apres ’enquéte de 1962", Population, 2, pp. 191-208.

[3] CoLLoMB P. & ZuckERr E., 1977. — Aspects culturels et socio-psychologiques de la fé-
condité frangaise, Paris, PUF, 328 p., (INED, Travaux et Documents, cahier 80).

[4] CourGeAu D., 1985. — "Interaction between spatial mobility, family and career life-
cycle : a French survey”. European Sociological Review, Vol. 1, no. 2, September,
pp. 139-162.

[5] CourGEAu D., 1985. — "Changements de logement, changements de département et
cycle de vie", L’ Espace Géographique, n° 4, pp. 289-306.

[6] CourGEAU D. & LELIEVRE E., 1986. — "Nuptialité et agriculture”, Population, n° 2,
pp- 303-326.

[7]1 DESPLANQUES G., 1985. — Principaux résultats de I'enquéte sur les familles. Nup-
tialité-fécondité, Les collections de 1’INSEE série D.

[8] GIRARD A., 1974. — Le choix du conjoint, troisi¢me édition, PUF, 204 p. (INED, Tra-
vaux et Documents, cahier 70).

[9] HErvITZ H., 1985. — "Selectivity, adaptation or disruption ? A comparison of the alter-
native hypotheses on the effects of migration on fertility : the case of Brazil", Inter-
national Migration Review, 19,2, pp. 293-317.

[10] Le Bras H., 1971. — "Géographie de la fécondité frangaise depuis 1921", Population,
6, pp. 1093-1124.

[11] RIANDEY B., 1985. — "L’enquéte "Biographie familiale, professionnelle et migratoire”
(INED 81) Le bilan de la collecte”, Chaire QUETELET 83 "Migrations internes : col-
lecte des données ei néthodes d’ analyse”. Louvain la Neuve. pp.117-133.

[12] RousseL L., 1975. — Le mariage dans la société frangaise contemporaine, PUF, 408 p.
(INED, Travaux et Documents, cahier 73).

[13] TucAuLT Y., 1975. — Fécondité et urbanisation, PUF, 140 p. (INED, Travaux et Docu-
ments, cahier 74).



