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Fig. S1. Urban scores assignment based on community or subject attributes. a) Principal component analysis 
(PCA) depicting villages based on urban scores. Five low urban score villages (green), one intermediate (orange) 
and two high (blue). PC1 separated by urbanization indicator (italic labels), in a gradient from low to high urban 
level. Urban attributes vectors show directions of community location in the space, with high urban communities 
placed in direction of the vectors. Arrow length is proportional to the contribution of each urbanization indicator 
explaining women spatial distribution. b, c) PCA depicting individual urban scores colored by urban groups based 
on their village (community–based) (b) or subject-based groups (c). Community-based medium and high groups 
overlapped their 95% confidence interval (CI95%) ellipses while low Amerindians cluster apart from mestizo women 
(ID refers to Identification Document possession). Subject-based medium and high Amerindians groups showed 
less overlapping. Area of ellipses represents each group distribution with the CI95% d, e) Urban indices boxplots 
for community-based groups (d) and subject-based (e). Mean urban indices comparison indicated significant 
increase from low to high Amerindians and with mestizos being the highest for both classification approaches 
(p=0.000, ANOVA; p<0.003, Tukey’s test for all paired comparisons). Different letters over the boxplots indicate 
significant differences. P values shown were still significant after Holm correction. f) Distribution of women by their 
subject-based urban group (color legend), in each of the community-based urban groups (X axis). The dominant 
color in each community-based group was concordant with the subject-based urban group, the discordant cases 
showed heterogeneity within communities reflecting an urbanization transition that occurs at the subject level. g, h) 
Linear regression of community vs. subject urbanization indices and including only Amerindians (g) and for all 
subjects (66 Amerindians and 24 mestizos) (h). A positive correlation was observed for both cases (linear model; 
r2=0.73; y=0.636x+0.123; slope, p=0.000 and r2=0.56; y=0.477x+0.196; slope, p=0.000 respectively). 
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