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INTRODUCTION

This article examines adolescent childbearing inzBrover the period 1997-
2007 and analyzes the chance of school attendéatwa, force participation, both or
neither one among adolescents and young women Hged 29 years, according to
whether they had a child before 20 years old or Atk key assumption is that
adolescent childbearing has a cost regardless dtheh it was welcomed and
motherhood was gratifying or not. In this senseglegtent childbearing is a major
event in the intergenerational transmission of piyyeespecially among the
underprivileged female population. The inclusiormafmen older than 19 years is due
to the fact that they may present consolidatedamés regarding school/work as well
as differentials between those who have had a ahiitithose who have not.

The outcome variable refers to school attendandganmarket participation at
the time of the Brazilian National Household SuryBgsquisa Nacional por Amostra
de Domicilio — PNAD) of 1997 and 2007. Although gheoutcomes do not capture
educational and professional accomplishments, thegtion as an indication of their
insertion in the school and labor domain. Thus pest that adolescent childbearing
diminishes the chance of being only studying amthvegindividuals in the 15-19 years
age group and increases the chance of being @eshobl and out of the job market for

the those individuals 20 years old and older. Numbk families in the
household and type of family may reflect net ofesathat might facilitate the return to
school and to work. In this sense, a teenagerdiviith her family, for example, may
have higher odds to keep going to school. To chbese hypotheses | employ a
multinomial logit model.

| employ control variables to account for socioemoit context, demographic
characteristics, and for potential family resourdesdso use variables to control for age
and period. Finally, | introduce a variable to g¢ohfor place of residence, whether in
metropolitan areas, urban non-metropolitan areas] eural areas. It is worth
highlighting that there all the analysis carriedt an Brazil about adolescent
childbearing took place in metropolitan areas.

Preliminarily, | look at the number of births owbe 1990s and 2000s and at the
marital status of teenagers who gave birth duttgperiod. These data are available in
the system or birth registration at the Brazilianinigtry of Health website
(www.datasus.gov.br Adolescent fertility rose during the 1990s artieré and
indications that it fell from during the 2000s (Bab6 and Cavenaghi 2006). Although
income and educational decreases the odds of adalteshildbearing, there income and
schooling compositional effects mixing the effdoggween 1997 and 2007 because the
schooling level has been on the rise during thisodeas well as the income, especially
among the poor segments. In this sense, | fittethary logit to estimate the odds of
adolescent childbearing in 2007 as compared to T@®irolling for age, schooling,
income, and area of residence. The results inditaée the chances of adolescent
childbearing rose from 1997 to 2007 in spite obme and educational improvements.
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| assume that adolescent childbearing is associexdeproductive patterns
defined by age at first intercourse, first birtrddirst union, reproductive preferences
and contraceptive use. Different reproductive pastereflect different life cycle
transitions and thus distinct life courses. Indeedong the Brazilian low-income strata
there is a tendency of an early onset of childiogaais well as an early termination of
reproductive life, mainly through the use of femalggical sterilization. In the higher
income groups women tend to postpone family foromatind first birth until the late
twenties or older ages, following the lowest-lowtifeey pattern observed in a number
European countries (Berqué and Cavenaghi 2006).

As a consequence, adolescent childbearing tenti® tmore likely among the
poor and socially vulnerable population. Social mewbbility is defined by (a) the
exposition to specific events such as intermitteaicechool dropout, pregnancy, and
maternity, (b) the potential consequences of thegents such as life projects
interruption, unstable and unfavorable insertiorthe labor market and low levels of
individual autonomy, and (c) the resources to fHuese potential consequences —
information, familial help and support, social ngisblic services and programs (Cunha
2006).

In this context, the structures and mechanismsitiatint sense and purpose to
attitudes and behavior, the life course menu abi@lao low socioeconomic status
adolescents, and the higher social vulnerabiligy legy elements for the individual's
autonomy construction, definition of personal gpdie projects and achievements
related to education, family formation and work.ofescent maternity takes its toll and
may block advancement in terms of education andkwomality, especially for young
women lacking minimal levels autonomy and tangreleources.

BACKGROUND

In 1976, the delegates of 36 countries who padieigp in the First
Interhemispheric Conference on Adolescent Fertilggd the term “teenage pregnancy
epidemic” (Alan Guttmacher Institute 1976, p. 1)réber to the increasing number of
this event, seen as a serious problem in severahtiges. In fact, the participants
singled out various problems linked to health, seconomic, and demographic
consequences for young women and men, their offgpand ultimately to the whole
society. They proposed actions to prevent teennamegy as well as to support those
teenagers who choose to bring to terms the pregnaffte delegates argued that
adolescent marriage diminishes the chance of eceonondependence and that
adolescent childbearing is associated to formabaiaig termination with negative
impacts on future labor opportunities regardlessafital status (op. cit.).

Thirteen years later were held the Internationahf€@nce on Adolescent
Fertility in Latin America and the Caribbean. Astlre past, the main perspective of the
1989 conference was that what had long been takea standard feature of Latin
America and Caribbean societies, childbearing aingoages, had turned out to be an
event of hazardous results. In the opening cerentbeyregional adviser for PAHO
stated that teenage childbearing transcendethé. physical and psychosocial health of
individuals of a single generation to become argfrmdicator of social development,
having repercussions throughout the evolution gés# generations” (Remez 1989, p.
144). He went further mentioning that “...early sdxumtiation and childbearing
should [not] be considered as isolated eventseaaktthey reflect generalized problems
such as those stemming from negative attitudes rtbiemale sexuality, inadequate



sexual education and a lack of alternative rolesaportunities for women” (op. cit., p.
144).

Results of several surveys carried out in the regiwer the fifteen years
previous to this conference indicated that adol@ssexual activity was sporadic and
unplanned, that adolescents in the region inisataual activity at an early age, mainly
at 16 and 17 years-old, and that a substantialgpahte female adolescent in union had
their first child before going to live together ({Rez 1989). It is worth mentioning that
the data referred only to live births and that pesgy termination by abortion could
also be termed as epidemic (op. cit.).

There is another line of analysis that argues téetage childbearing cannot be
automatically taken as a source of problems, t@mteakocial problems. Data analysis of
a survey carried out in Porto Alegre, Rio de Janamd Salvador, Brazilndicates a
clear association between social class, gendetesmmédge childbearing (Heilborn et al.
2002). Nevertheless, middle-class teenage girlslei@nio change life projects and
school trajectories in face of childbearing whilestwas not observed in the same
proportions among lower-income girls. Such a reseéms to be due to the fact,
according to the authors, that intermittence obstlattendance or dropping-out among
low-income girls tend to be independent of childivea The study found no substantial
differences across classes for boys. The middiescizale adolescent keep studying and
the low-income ones tend to make the transitiomfszhool to labor market earlier in
life in spite of their reproductive context (opt. &002).

This analytical perspective stresses that amongincame population the
socialization of girls for maternity and domestabdr usually begins at very young ages,
engendering perceptions and attitudes and inflngnttie definition of aspirations and
life projects in which childbearing and family foation in a context of asymmetric
gender relations tend to be taken as natural. $kecation of gender roles as wife and
mother added to childbearing duties becomes a anfitst hurdle to continued school
attendance. Maternity is taken as fate and in mwasts the only alternative available to
these girls for whom high-school completion, or rewellege education, and a better
professional insertion tend to be out of reach (Aqgwet al 2006).

In another survey done among low-income individdedsn 15 to 24 years old
in Belo Horizonte, Brazil, Chacham et al. (2007¢ntified a significant association
between age, marital status, family structure, oamduse and individual autonomy.
According to the results of the analysis, femal®lestents and young married or
cohabiting women and those who were household hedldshildren present the worst
schooling and income indicators and tended to gegnant earlier, when compared to
adolescents and young women living in other tygefamily composition. Moreover,
married or cohabiting adolescents had the worstatdrs related to individual use of
time and mobility as well as to access to socigbueces, when compared to the
adolescents who were single. Asked about theirduplans, the teenagers spelled out
plans to enter or finish college and to obtain alifjed job. On the other hand, the
young women, among who only 30% were engaged id wark, stated the desire of
getting a good or better job in order to be ablprtavide a better life to their offspring.
In this environment life seems to change drasyclli females in the transition from
the age group 15-19 years to the 20-24.

One way or another, the literature indicates tllaiescent childbearing is more
likely in low-income populations. In urban Brazldolescent pregnancy rates are at the
same level of those of poorer Latin America cowstrand also of some African
countries (Heilborn 2006). In contrast, in the highome groups the rates are similar to
those of Western Europe. Among the underprivileged socially vulnerable teenagers



the chance of interruption or dropping out scho®l higher, be that linked to
childbearing or not (op. cit. 2006). This eventligsely related to the type of insertion
and future trajectory in the labor market, whiclarsimportant source of autonomy in
market economies.

The point then is to examine the differential effet childbearing in school
attendance and labor force participation amongagers in a period when the 15-19
age group fertility rose until 2000 and then fedwadh. In this first approach | use two
cross-sectional datasets to contrast the condifio&o contrasting points in time in
respect to adolescent childbearing in Brazil.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The PNAD is a large nationally representative samgfi households whose
members are interviewed directly. Demographic, atlon, labor force, income and
health information is collected for all householdmbers annually. PNAD incorporated
fertility questions in 1992. The survey was notared in 1994 and 2000.

The PNAD'’s fertility section asks whether the feenaéspondent aged 10 or
older have already had a child and month and yke#reolast live birth, which allows
for the identification of teen mothers. Besides ABNpermits to identify household and
family composition and has sections on householaditions, education, and labor,
which makes possible to perform multivariate analy@mploying information about
household, family and individual socioeconomic at@mographic characteristics as
well as proxies for family resourcefulness.

Firstly, 1 fit a binomial logit model to estimatehg odds of adolescent
childbearing among girls aged 15 to 29 years-ol@égmized into three age groups.
Formally, the logit model fok independent explanatory is

P;
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wherep; is the probability thay; = 1 (Alisson 1999). The logit equation can be
solved forp; so that

B 1
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In this stagey; = 1 indicates adolescent childbearing. The exptagavariables
are

» Age group,

« Schooling years,

* Income decil, and

* Place of residence, whether metropolitan, urbaasa@nd rural areas,

Secondly, | fit a mutinomial logit model to estiraathe chance of attending
school, working, both or neither. Fdrcategories in the dependent variable, the model
for k independent explanatory is



log() = ,x
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wherep; is the probability that an observation is in tlaegoryj, x; is a vector
of explanatory variablef; is a row vector of coefficients (Alisson 1999).

In this stagey; = 1 indicates that the individual was only studyat the time of
the surveyy, = 2 indicates just work y; = 3 indicates school attendance and work
simultaneously and; = 4 indicates that the respondent was neitherystgdnor
working. The explanatory variables are

» Adolescent childbearing
o0 No adolescent childbearing (omitted category)
o Adolescent childbearing
o No, childbearing after 19 years old
* Year
o 1997 (reference)
o 2007
» Age group
o 15-19 years old (omitted category)
o 20-24
o 25-29
« Number of families in the househdld
o One family
0 More than one family, the girl/woman’s parentsriyiin the household
o More than one family, the girl/woman’s parents mothe household
* Type of family
Couple, girl/woman is the head of the householditfech category.

o Couple, girl/woman is wife/partner of the headlaf household
o Couple, girlwoman is daughter or other relativeté head of the
household
o Girl/woman is the head of the household, withowldand/partner
o Girl/woman, without husband/partner, is the daugbteother relative of
the head of the household
0 Other type of family
* Income decil
* Region
North
Northeast
Southeast
South
o Center-west
* Area of residence
o Metropolitan area
o Urban non-metropolitan area
o Rural areas

O O OO

! Defines the number of families by consideringibenber of nuclear families living in the
same household.



It is worth mentioning that the Southeast regiorthie most populated, most
urbanized, and the wealthiest one. The largestapelitan regions — Sado Paulo, Rio de
Janeiro and Belo Horizonte — are located in thetl®&ast. The Northeast region, on the
other hand is the second most populated, but tret ramal and the poorest one.

RESULTS

The graphic in Figure 1 shows the trend of birtlesrf teenage mothers relative
to the total number of births in Brazil from 19942007. There is a clear tendency of
increasing proportions of teenage childbearing psoportion of total births from 1994
to 1999, reaching 29.3 percent in 1999. From 200®@me can see a reversal in this
trend reflected in decreasing proportions, to re28fY percent in 2007. Nevertheless,
the decrease from was not enough to put the ldwatk to the figure of 1994, 19.8
percent. In 2007, more than 1 in each 4 births teaeenage women. In 1997, this
percentage was 27 percent.

FIGURE 1: Births from women aged 10-19 years as arpportion of total number
of births — Brazil 1994-2007
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Although the quality of the information presenttire system of birth register
about marital status of the women who have wasgode trustable in the past, it has
improved over the time. The graphic in Figure 2sprés the proportion of births from
single mothers as a proportion of the total nundéeairths from teenage girls in Brazil
from 2000 to 2007. The graphic shows that the progo increased from about 50
percent in 2000, 2001, and 2002 to around 80 peme2005, 2006, and 2008. Indeed,
these figures indicated the better quality of theadather than a tendency. In this sense,
it is possible to assume that real level of biftlesn single teenage girls as a proportion

2 Minister of Health birth register iwww.datasus.gov.baccessed in July T2009.




of total births from teenage girls is closer to figeires observed in the last years of this
period, i.e., around 89 percent.

FIGURE 2: Proportion of births from single mothers aged 10-19 years to the total
of births from teenagers — Brazil, 2000-2007
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TABLE 1: Adolescent childbearing by age — Brazil, 297 and 2007

Adolescent childbearing vear Total n
1997 | 2007
15-19 years-old
No 93.1 93.7 93.4 9,225,239
Yes 6.9 6.3 6.6 653,421
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 9,878,566
20-24 years-old
No 66.7 72.0 69.6 10,378,071
Yes 27.3 23.4 25.2 3,756,533
Childbearing after 19 years old 6.0 4.6 5.2 780,221
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 14,914,825
25-29 years-old
No 34.3 41.3 38.2 7,340,512
Yes 290.1 28.7 28.8 5,544,298
Childbearing after 19 years old 36.7 30.1 33.0 8,331
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 19,223,371

Data source: PNAD 1997 and 2007, IBGE.

Table 1 presents the proportion of adolescentlbbdring by age groups in 1997
and 2007. As expected, the older the women theelaig proportion of teenage



childbearing since respondents in the first ageugrare censored in the time of the
survey. Thus, the percentage of adolescent chitdtgeancreases from 6.9 percent, in
1997, and 6.3 percent, in 2007, in the first agrigrto 27.3 percent, in 1997, and 23.4,
in 2007. By the same token, the percentage of womileo had a child after the

adolescent period in the second age group incrdem®s6 percent, in 1997, and 4.6
percent, in 2007, to 36.7 percent and 30.1 peretite third age group. Overall, the
information in Table 1 indicates that the perceata§ women who had child during

adolescence did not change substantially from ¥82007 in the group of girls aged
15 to 19 years and in the group of women aged 2{e2$s.

A binomial logit regression of adolescent childlyegr— yes or no — on age
group, number of schooling years, income decil, argé of residence indicates (Table
2) that the odds of a birth among teenage in 2083 twice the odds of it in 1997.
Further analysis is necessary to unravel the rsasdnsuch difference, but it is
important to stress that the odds of adolescentlar@ercent higher in urban non-
metropolitan areas and as compared to metropoditaas. Residence in rural areas
decreases the odds of adolescence childbearing@ ipe&ent relative to residence in
urban non-metropolitan areas.

TABLE 2: Binomial logit regression of adolescent ciidbearing (yes/no) on age,
income, schooling, year and area of residence

Parameter Estimate OR Pr > ChiSq
Intercept -1.5505 <.0001
Age group (reference: 15-19 years) 0.7538 2.125 0640
Income decil (reference: first decil) -0.2139 0.807 <.0001
Schooling (reference: 0-3 years) -0.4383 0.645 6100
Year (reference: 1997) 0.8736 2.395 <.0001
Rural area (omitted category: rural area) -0.2425 78D <.0001
Metropolitan area -0.1259 0.882 <.0001

Among those girls and women who had a child durdglescence, Table 3
presents their distribution by age in 1997 and 200% figures indicate that 58.4 of
them in 2007 were 25 to 29 years old, i.e., they tieeir child during the period of
increasing proportions of births from teenagersinduthe 1990s. The proportion of
adolescent mothers in the second age group dedrdéiasa 1997 to 2007, which is
consistent with the decreasing tendency durin@@@®s observed in Figure 1.

TABLE 3: Girls and women who had a child during addescence by age at the time
of the survey — Brazil, 1997 and 2007

Year
Age group Total n
1997 2007
15-19 7.4 5.8 6.6 653,421
20-24 39.9 35.8 37.7 3,756,510
25-29 52.7 58.4 55.7 5,544,298
Total 100 100 100 9,954,229

Data source: PNAD 1997 and 2007, IBGE.

Tables 4 and 5 indicate a compositional effectnsteng from the gains in
education and income between 1997 and 2007. Acuprth Table 3, among the

3 Results not shown.



teenage and women who had a child during adolesdent997, 75 percent had fewer
than eight years of schooling. This proportion weoivn to 48 percent ten years later.
In the same line, among the teenage and women ath@ lthild during adolescence in
1997, 84 percent were in the first two income dlést In 2007, this percentage was
34.6 percent and the majority of the teenage anchemowho had a child during
adolescence were in the third and fourth quintiRsgarding income, it is necessary to
deflate the nominal income and check the cutoffiealto examine whether there was a
real shift in the income distribution of adolescehiidbearing.

TABLE 4: Girls and women who had a child during addescence by number of
schooling years at the time of the survey — Brazil,997 and 2007

Schooling years vear Total n
1997 2007

0-3 27.9 12.9 19.9 1,966,525

4-7 47.2 35.0 40.7 4,018,490

8 10.6 155 13.2 1,301,541

9-10 6.3 121 9.4 928,361

11 6.4 21.3 14.3 1,407,951

12 + 1.6 3.3 2.5 244,394
Total 100 100 100 9,867,262

Frequency Missing = 86,967
Data source: PNAD 1997 and 2007, IBGE.

TABLE 5: Girls and women who had a child during addescence by income
quintile at the time of the survey — Brazil, 1997 ad 2007

Income quintile vear Total n
1997 2007
1 47.1 27.3 36.6 3,639,999
2 37.0 7.3 21.2 2,113,007
3 11.5 26.3 19.4 1,926,869
4 3.6 26.4 15.6 1,557,811
5 0.9 12.8 7.2 716,543
Total 100 100 100 9,954,229

Data source: PNAD 1997 and 2007, IBGE.

Table 6 presents the results of the multinomigltloegression of school/work
status on adolescent childbearing, age, numbearniflies in the household, type of
family, income, region, and area of residence. Témults indicate that adolescent
childbearing increases the odds of neither studyiog working in relation to only
working in 82 percent as compared to girls and wombko have not had a child during
adolescence. This result is not far from what wamél for women who had a child
after they left the adolescent period. Indeed oithds of not be studying neither working,
relative to be only working, is twice the odds bbse who have not had a child when
adolescents. In other words, adolescent childbgahas a substantial effect in
augmenting the odds of no school and no work, wiadatlose to the effect of having a
child later in life.

As important, adolescent childbearing decreasestihace of a girl or a women
be only studying in, relative to be only working, 8 percent. On the other hand, type
of family in which the girl or woman is a daughterother relative increases the odds of



be only studying in 3.5 times and 3.1 times comgbaoefamilies of couples where the
girl or woman is the head of the household. The typfamily also increases the odds
of school and working activities simultaneouslyt bor couples in which the girl or
women has a husband or a partner, i.e., individwals are head of the household with
no husband or partners have higher chance to hdyistu (and working) when
compared to married women.
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TABLE 5: Mulinomial logit regression: School/work status regressed on adolescent childbearing, age,usghold type, type of family, income, region, andesidence status
Outcome (‘'Only working' is the base outcome)
Neither studying nor

Variables Only studying Studying and working working
RRR P>|z| RRR P>|z| RRR P>|z|
Yes, adolescent chilbearing (omitted category: No adolescent childbearing) 0.610* 0.0000 0.486 0.0000 1.823 0.0000
No, chilbearing after 19 years old 0.922 0.2210 0.496 0.0000 2.027 0.0000
Year (reference: 1997) 0.774 0.0000 0.844 0.0000 1.019 0.4390
20-24 years (omitted category: 15-19 years old) 0.089 0.0000 0.315 0.0000 0.444 0.0000
25-29 years 0.032 0.0000 0.192 0.0000 0.282 0.0000
More than 1 family in the HH, with parents (omitted category: 1 family in the hh) 0.931 0.1590 0.842 0.0020 1.271 0.0000
More than 1 family in the HH, without parents 1.045 0.5110 0.908 0.2050 1.312 0.0000
Couple, girl/woman is wife/partner (omitted category: couple, girl/woman is head omitted) 0.932 0.5270 0.772 0.0070 1.256 0.0000
Couple, girl/woman is daughter/other relative 3.581 0.0000 1.942 0.0000 0.894 0.0500
Girl/woman is head, no husband/partner 1.048 0.7210 1.666 0.0000 0.603 0.0000
Girl/woman is daughter/other relative, no husband/partner 3.096 0.0000 1.806 0.0000 0.884 0.0380
Other types of family 2.392 0.0000 1.591 0.0000 0.817 0.0030
Income decile 2 (omitted category: income decile 1) 0.496 0.0000 0.834 0.0220 1.097 0.0940
Income decil 3 0.628 0.0000 1.032 0.6690 1.124 0.0250
Income decil 4 0.650 0.0000 1.153* 0.0450 1.016 0.7520
Income decil 5 0.907 0.1040 1.324 0.0000 1.143 0.0050
Income decil 6 0.978 0.7210 1.396 0.0000 1.005 0.9240
Income decil 7 1.048 0.4280 1.440 0.0000 0.957 0.3580
Income decil 8 1.041 0.5010 1.521 0.0000 0.912 0.0560
Income decil 9 1.062 0.3110 1.538 0.0000 0.871 0.0050
Income decil 10 1.826 0.0000 2.391 0.0000 0.745 0.0000
Northeast region (omitted category: North region) 0.759 0.0000 0.799 0.0000 0.936 0.0880
Southeast 0.383 0.0000 0.582 0.0000 0.688 0.0000
South 0.326 0.0000 0.665 0.0000 0.505 0.0000
Center-west 0.516 0.0000 0.788 0.0000 0.751 0.0000
Metropolitan area (omitted category: urban non-metropolitan area) 0.872 0.0000 1.094 0.0010 0.885 0.0000
Rural area 0.481 0.0000 0.872 0.0010 0.701 0.0000

*Statistically significant effects at 0.01 are bolded and at 0.05 are italicized.
Number of obs: 84,148

LR chi2 (81) = 40,013.15

Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Log likelihood = -93,187.085

Pseudo R2 = 0.1767
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FINAL REMARKS

The results indicate that the odds of adolesceidl#aring are higher among
girls and women in the lower income strata, lesacatkd, who live in the less-
developed region of the country — although in urlzmeas. Moreover, adolescent
childbearing has a substantial effect on schookwsiatus. In fact, those who had a
child during adolescence were more likely to notshedying neither working, when
contrasted to those who were only working. Thigdfivas almost to the same level to
the one found for women who had a child duringrtheenties. Moreover, adolescent
childbearing indeed decreases the chance of gidsaamen to be only studying. Girls
and women in nuclear families as wives or parthenge lower odds to be studying or
studying and working. These results are in linehwthhose found in the literature.
Nevertheless, refinements can be achieved by usihgo-stage fitting approach in
which only girls and women who bore a child duredplescence are included in the
school/work status model.

There are several limitations to this type of apgto Teenagers in the group 15-
19 years old have their adolescent reproductiveared at the time of the survey and
the characteristics for the women aged 20 to 29syda not refer to the time these
women had their children. Besides, long-term cousrges analysis of teenage
childbearing demand longitudinal studies. Wheravdts done, the results indicate a
significant negative impact of a teenage birth aes and years of completed schooling
(Hofferth, Reid, and Mott 2001) and significantlyigher odds of unfavorable
socioeconomic outcome in later life (Olausson 20ThEe next step of this endeavor is
to use pseudo-panel technique to get a longitudippfoach as close as possible.
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