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Abstract:

The diffusion of cohabitation during the last dezsits one of the most striking aspects of wider
social changes that have taken place throughoutnthgstrialized world. In the course of its
development, the meaning of cohabitation has cldfrgen being a deviant behaviour up to an
almost fully accepted one. Some typical phasehéendevelopment of the phenomenon have
been underlined in literature, according to itswgrg social acceptability, the increasing
acceptance of childbearing in cohabiting couples|, the increasing difficulty to tell cohabiting
couples apart from married ones. However, previesgarch started from a pre-defined ideal
type of cohabitation. In this paper we apply segeemnalysis techniques on GGS data in order
to produce grouping that are suggested by dataieglthe influence of researcher. Focusing on
the chain of events that links the start of a unibe birth of the first child and the (possiblepe

of a union, we can better understand the diffeme@®ning giving to cohabitation in five different
countries (France, Italy, Norway, Romania, and JJa&®d changes occurred over cohorts. Our
results suggest a generalized decreasing trenthéocohabitation as a trial marriage and an
increasing trend for cohabitation as an alternaiiveinglehood, i.e. with no other commitments
like marriage or children. However, differences agucselected countries seem to persist
suggesting that cohabitation still means somettifigrent in the considered countries.



1. Introduction

According to Prinz (1995), the spread of consensm@ns is the main indicators of the social
global social change called “partnership transitione. a transition from the traditional
patriarchal relationship to a modern relationsh@gddl on equal rights and a more equalitarian
position of the two partners. The percentage ofabdhting people is also one of the main
measures used in the framework of the second dexploigr transition (Lesthaeghe 1995).
However, cohabitation has not spread uniformly sefeuropean and North-American countries.
In most of the Northern and Western European andhNAmerican countries cohabitation
started to spread since the early 1970s and 1886m being a deviant phenomenon it became
gradually a widespread and accepted behavior fonggeople who wanted to start living
together.

Unlike in those countries, the Southern Europeagsamere not touched by a massive diffusion
of cohabitation, and percentages of cohabiting Esupre still among the lowest in Europe.
Central and Eastern European countries were lasglgpart from the theoretical reasoning for
long time, with the justification that family tidsgave a different structure and meaning in these
countries than in the rest of Europe. Most of thexperienced the sharpest increase of the
proportion of cohabiting couples in Europe afte®Q9it is not yet clear if this is due to a change
in the social meaning of cohabitation from devighénomenon to a socially accepted one or to
other factors that have less to do with the levaitfusion of a phenomenon. The great diversity
of the characteristic of cohabitations in indudizeed countries calls naturally for attempts to
reduce the data into suitable schema. Several muttieady undertook this task (for a review
see Sobotka and Toulemon, 2008, and Heuveline anmbeflake, 2004), mainly fitting
predefined categories to the data.

Using comparative survey data from the Fertilityl &amily surveys program, Heuveline and
Timberlake (2004) provide a description of the eilgyece of cohabitation in international
perspective. Limiting their results to the cousdrive are going to analyse, almost all French and
United States women interviewed in the second balthe 1990s experience an adulthood
premarital cohabitation (83 and 72%, respectivelyith similar probabilities to turn it into
marriage (46 and 48%) but with a different mediaration (shorter for United States, 1.2 years,
and longer for France, 4.3 years). In Italy, aseexgd, the percentage of cohabiting women is
much lower, around 9%, but slowly increasing. Hyain Romania the cohabitation is still
limited, and its prevalence is increasing only gy, despite the high proportion of non-
marital births (Muresan et al. 2008).

Differently from the cited analysis, our aim isltmk for a pattern in the sequence of events that
happen after the start of a cohabitation, withoahstraining the data to a pre-existing
categorization. Therefore, in the first part of thealysis we focus on providing an accurate
description of the characteristics of the cohaimitatunions with a comparative perspective,
applying the sequence analysis approach to conwparalata sets like the Gender and
Generations Survey data (GGS) and U.S. survey diata.paper has a comparative perspective
and analyses five different countries representoogtexts with a different diffusion of
extramarital cohabitations: France for Western gardNorway for Northern Europe, ltaly for
Southern Europe, Romania for Eastern Europe, aritediStates for extra-European western
country.

We do not limit our analysis to the description eMents, instead in the second part of the
analysis we investigate if the modalities to eat@nion of the cohabiters differ among (selected)



countries, and whether they have changed over fiime remainder of this paper is structured as
follows. In section 2, we present the theoretiatkground and the research question the paper
focuses on. Section 3 contains the presentatioiataf and methods used. In section 4 we present
some preliminary descriptive analysis while maisults are presented in section 5. Some
concluding remarks are included in section 6.

2. Background and resear ch question

Cohabitation has been spreading in the populatising the last thirty years, and this is one of
the most striking aspects of wider social chandest thave taken place throughout the
industrialized world. The sudden gain in the poptyeof cohabitation at the beginning of the
1970s as an informal way of starting a union canekplained by several factors. Cultural
elements, such as rising individualism and seargrias well as economic aspects, such as
changes brought by industrialization, changes imdge roles, and rising female labor-market
participation, may have contributed to its increéise a review, see Smock, 2000). At the same
time, the sexual revolution helped in removing stigma surrounding premarital sex (Bumpass,
1990).

The main framework in which that innovative behavis been integrated is the Second
Demographic Transition (Van de Kaa, 1987, Lesthaef)i95). According to several authors the
modern type of cohabitation diffused from the pedplthe middle and upper social class living
in the Northern and some of the Western countrMgersma 1983, Lesthaeghe, 1995).
According to others, a parallel process was actilg® in the working class (Bernhardt and
Hoem, 1985). In the course of the time the meawoingohabitation modifies, and can change
from being a deviant behavior up to an almost faltgepted one (Manting, 1996). Some typical
phases in the development of the phenomenon haare lnederlined, according to its growing
social acceptability, the increasing acceptancehidbearing in cohabiting couples, and the
increasing difficulty to tell cohabiting couples ap from married ones. Prinz (1995)
distinguishes four typical stages of the developgmeh cohabitation. At the beginning,
cohabitation emerges as a deviant phenomenon gedchly a small group of the population
(well educated, often previously married, noncomfists living in urban areas). In the second
stage, cohabitation becomes socially acceptecpasiiade to marriage: young couples consider it
as a trial period, and transform the cohabitatido marriage as soon as the desire for children
arises. In this stage childbearing is still consédeacceptable only in the marriage. In the third
stage, cohabitation becomes accepted as an aivert@athe marriage and becomes a permanent
rather than a temporary union. In this stage ckiding is no longer restricted to marriage. In
the last stage the distinction between marriage caébitation becomes meaningless because
they increasingly converge with regards to lifestyhildbearing and equality between partners.
The scheme presented above reflects very closedy divelopment in the meaning of
cohabitation that has been observed in NorthernVelestern and Southern European countries.
For instance, Italy is a perfect example of a couint the first stage of the partnership transition
(although moving steadily to other stages, Gabréltl Hoem, 2010, Rosina and Fraboni 2004,
Di Giulio and Rosina, 2007), Sweden and Norway esuatries in the fourth (Prinz, 1995). The
situation of the Eastern European countries, asafarthe diffusion and the meaning of
cohabitation is concerned, is much more undefibedil the early 1990s the study of the family
systems in Europe excluded almost systematicalyBastern countries, under the assumption



that the fundamentally different marriage regimgmmographic structures and forms of familial
organization (Hajnal 1965, 1982) warrant their ospecific study (Reher, 1998). Before 1990
cohabitation was practically not an option becanfsthe welfare disincentives applied in all the
Eastern states (Koytcheva, 2006). After the abpgtitical change in 1990, many obstacles to
the diffusion of cohabitation were removed. Theistias recorded then an almost immediate
increase of the share of non-marital births amantgl tbirths. In some countries this has been
interpreted as the effect of the sudden diffusibthe post materialist values and as a part of the
broader process that we name the Second Demogragarisition (Sobotka et al., 2003, Sobotka
2008). In other countries, like Bulgaria, the déifon of post materialist values to broad strata of
the population is questioned, but still the shdrextramarital births over all births has reached
in the last years a value that has been experieockdin the Northern countries. However, it
must be underlined that the use of the share o& ewarital births as an indicator of the diffusion
of cohabitation can lead to wrong conclusions.tFitsignores those cohabitations that do not
involve a birth, and second, it can be affected loyop in marital fertility.

Besides, to understand the differences in the geooédiffusion of cohabitation one cannot limit
the analyses to the official statistics. It is ¢alido analyse individual level data about the
characteristics of the union(s) and the circumstararound the birth of each child.

Using survey data, Villeneuve-Gokalp (1991) was ofighe first authors in the European
context to classify cohabitations in different tgeecording to the events that happen in the first
three years from the start of the first union. Taighor distinguishes between five different
profiles of cohabitation. The partners may consttiat the decision to live together represents a
commitment. In this case the cohabitation is a tnany situation that will lead to a wedding. In
particular it precedes the marriage but does naace it. If the marriage is already planned at
the beginning of the cohabitation we will spealadprelude to marriage”. If the couple uses the
cohabitation experience to decide if they are bigtdor a formal commitment then we will
speak of “trial marriage”. On the other side, cdtalon can be unconnected to any plan to
marry, and it can represent a way of living togethighout committing oneself. For couples who
separate after short time we can speak of “temparmaion”. When the situation continued, we
speak of “stable union without commitment” (neittedildren nor marriage in the first three
years of cohabitation). Finally, if the couple beds “as though they were married” having
children without caring about marrying we speaKfoée union”. The latter ideal type suggests
that the presence of children is a relevant aspeatrder to define the meaning and the
commitment of a union. For example, Kiernan (20€l&)ms that cohabitation and marriage with
children may become indistinguishable.

Later on, Heuveline and Timberlake (2004) integtate previous research on the typology of
cohabitation in a broader comparative perspectiv identify six ideal types, on the basis of
actual behaviors related to living together, hawhddren and union disruption. The authors use
the incidence of cohabitation, its median duratibe, propensity to end it in a marriage and the
length of exposure of children to the parent cotagion and provide the following classification:
A) “‘marginal”, if the cohabitation is discouraged, Bjrelude to marriage”, if it involves a
marriage in a short time but not a birth before mage, C)‘stage in marriage process”, if the
children tend to be born in the cohabitation, Ihig is quite soon transformed into a marriage,
D) “alternative to single”, if the cohabitation doest mnclude children and ends in separation,
E) “alternative to marriage”, if children are borntime non-marital union but the cohabitation is
usually not transformed into a marriage, Fhdistinguishable from marriage”, if there is ktl
social distinction between cohabitation and masgjdgecause of the general acceptability of



unmarried cohabitations and the institutional sufgpdor parents essentially ignore marital
status. In this ideal type the propensity to end & marriage is higher than for the group E.
These classifications could be very useful in ordemterpret the meaning of cohabitation in
different contextHowever, the definition of groups and the rulesdwining the belonging to a
specific group are arbitrary, forcing data in glilges that are strongly influenced by the
researcher. Moreover, the resulting classificailfosomewhat rigid since intermediate situations
cannot be considered. In this paper we also aich&zk if these classifications are confirmed
using a more flexible data-driven approach.

A recent paper (Hiekel et al 2012) tries to go moredepth in the different meaning of
cohabitation across European countries focusinginalicators such as marital intentions,
relationship satisfaction and attitude towards ithsitution of marriage. However, since the
authors use attitudes and intentions reportedeatrtierview, they cannot address changes over
time or cohorts. As a consequence, they are fotoedelect only those cohabiting at the
interview dropping all previous cohabitors and tlsaynot consider disrupted unions. Moreover,
like previous researches they start from a prenédfiideal types of cohabitation based on the
existing literature.

Our approach consists in the application of segei@malysis techniques in order to classify the
observed pattern without forcing them in previoualyanged categories and exploiting the
retrospective viewpoint followed in the GGP survels fact, the sequence analysis produces
grouping that are suggested by the data and inhwthie influence of researcher is less decisive.
Moreover, considering behaviours experienced inpast, we can evaluate differences across
cohorts.

Once the typologies have been defined, we can dheclifferences between different contexts.
From one side we can evaluate what is the stagehbaliffusion of cohabitation reached in the
different (selected) countries. From the other sigke can question the applicability of the

scheme proposed in previous research. Our resgagdtions are the following: is the meaning
of cohabitation changing over time? Are cohabita&tidecoming alternatives to marriage, as
predicted by SDT, or are there some persistergrdifices between countries?

3. Data and methods

We will focus our analysis on the characteristi€bioth and union histories for the following
countries: France among the countries of Westemogdgy Italy as a representative of Southern
Europe, Norway among those of Northern Europe, Ruenéor Eastern Europe, and United
States for extra-European western industrializedhtrees.

We use mainly the data stemming from the GendeiGerteration Survey (GGS), a comparative
survey that has been recently carried out in sé¥reopean countries, in the version that has
been harmonized by the participant of the Non rakftertility Network (Perelli-Harris et al,
2012, see www.nonmarital.org).

French data come from the first wave of the Germratand Gender Survey, conducted in 2005.
The total sample includes 5708 women and 4371 rged &8-80 at the time of interview. The
Italian data come from the so-called Multiscopovseyr (see Acknowledgements section),



conducted in 2009. The sample consists of 4385tbreents aged more than 18 at the time of
interview. The Norwegian GGS was conducted in 2P0@8 and it includes 24830 respondents
aged 18-79 at the interview, equally distributedween men and women. For Romania, the
original data stem from the first wave of the Gatiens and Gender Survey, carried out in
November/December 2005. The sample consists oB&lr8spondents (5,977 men and 6,009
women) aged 18-80 at the time of interview. The.ld&a has been obtained by merging two
different waves of the National Survey of Familyo@th: the 1995 wave, consisting of 10,847
women (men were not interviewed) born between 1&%) 1980 and the 2007 wave, collected
between 2006 and 2008, consisting of 13,495 memamden born between 1961 and 1993.

In the comparative dataset special attention wastdd to the collection of the timing of
demographic events (leaving parental home, uniomdton and dissolution, birth of a child) as
well as to the investigation of other importantexsp related to values and opinions.

For each country we selected women who experieatkghst one extra-marital cohabitation. In
order to make our sample more homogeneous, we tigritattention to women born between
1950 and 1984 who started their first cohabitatdoning the period 1970-2005. Moreover, we
exclude second and subsequent unions and womenawathild at the beginning of the first
union.

We aim to analyse the sequence of events happemimgh by month in the first 5 years (60
months) since the start of the informal union faegs in particular, on the celebration of
marriage (if any), the arrival of the first birtih &ny), and the separation from the first partfier
any). The number of total interviews, selected sasel events reported in the first 60 months of
cohabitation are shown in Table 1.

We use a sequence analysis approach (originallposexl by Abbott, 1995; for a review see
Abbott and Tsay, 2000, Billari, 2001). The sequennalysis, allows us to define groups of
people according to the duration of the time tlegiasates two or more events, and to the order in
which the events are experienced. In other wortdividuals may be compared and clustered
according to their life histories. We have devebbpiee sequence analysis through the following
four steps.

The first step is to represent a life course ttajgc(or part of it) as a string of charactersyal

as a DNA code. Each element of the chain is theisia a specific unit of time (month in our
case). A sequence can differ in relation to quanthbow many events occur), timing (when
different events occur), sequencing (the order hictv events occur). In our analysis each
sequence starts at the beginning of cohabitatimns(twho never experienced a cohabitation is
not included in the analysis) and is 60 charadtarg, one for each month for the first five years
of cohabitation. However, a sequence may be shiortbe case of right censoring, i.e. interview
occurs before the &0month after the start of cohabitation. We consiflepossible states:
unmarried cohabiting with no childrei€ghabiting, unmarried cohabiting paren€@habiting
Paren), separated (after a premarital cohabitation) evittchildren Separatell separated (after

a premarital cohabitation) with childrerSdparated Parejpt married (after a premarital
cohabitation) without childrerMarried), married (after a premarital cohabitation) witildren
(Married Parenj.

The second step involves the computation of a maifi dissimilarities between pairs of
sequences. The dissimilarity measure is based emetigth of common distinct subsequences
between life course trajectories (Billari 2005). \&@opt the Longest Common Subsequences
metric (LCS) proposed by Elzinga (2010). Differgrftlom the Optimal Matching Algorithm of



Abbott, this metrics does not require a cost da@ini and can be used with sequences of
different length. Matrix of dissimilarities is comfed considering pooled data for all countries.
For the sequence analysis we use the R packagel dahMineR (Gabadinho et al 2011).

The third step considers the identification ofraifed number of sequence typologies. This can
be achieved by grouping similar sequences througiluster analysis (Aassve, Billari and
Piccarreta 2007). We follow a hierarchical clustgrusing the Ward linkage.

Finally, the relation between individual charagtds, as birth cohort, country of birth,
education, etc., and the probability of being pafita specific sequence typology can be
investigated using multinomial regression analysis.

A similar strategy has been developed in a receitlex (Potaré et al. 2013) in which the
trajectories of family formation and childbearingvie been analysed for France, Romania and
Russian Federation. The wider perspective usellisrstudy (cohabitation is one of the possible
patterns) makes it difficult to differentiate amodifferent kind of cohabitations. Since we are
interested in the changing meaning of cohabitatianstrictly focus on extramarital unions. This
gives us the opportunity to enlarge our view ors thection of life course and then focus on
details that cannot be detected using a broadet. sig

4. Descriptive findings

Cohabitation experience is strongly heterogeneousng the countries of our sample. Table 1
shows that three out of for women born between E3%D1984 start their first union as an extra-
marital cohabitation in France and Norway; the sgr@portion for Italy and Romania are
respectively 16% and 24.1%. Besides, the propokifowomen who preferred to start the first
union with a cohabitation and not a direct marriéigigure 1) strongly increases over time in all
countries. However, differences among countrieseg®ed from 1970s to 1990s, with Italy and
Romania showing persistent low percentages. Omlgesthe mid-1990s these two countries
started to show a convergent trend, mainly dudeddct that the level of prevalence reached in
France and Norway has almost no more room for édurincrease. Taking into account this
relevant diversity, we give some first indicatioms the characteristics of cohabitation in the
different countries by describing sequences imseiof quantum i.e. how many women
experienced a specific event. Figure 2 shows tbhpgstion of women who experience marriage,
childbirth, or disruption within the first 5 yeao$ cohabitation by cohort and country. The trend
of entering into a marriage and giving birth tolalat is decreasing suggesting that cohabitation
without children is spreading everywhere wheredmbaation as a temporary experience before
marriage is losing its importance. These changege baen more rapid in France and Norway
compared to Italy and U.S. Romania is characterigethe highest propensity to marry and to
have children in a cohabiting union. However, tle@eyal reduction in the relative number of
marriages and childbirths is also due to the irgingainstability of informal union, in particular
in U.S. and Norway (see Figure 2C), although tkisot the case for Romania where the
proportion of disrupted cohabitations is very lomdajuite stable over cohorts. These results are
confirmed even if we broaden the window of obseovafup to 200 months after the entry into
union) and considering the timing of the occurrenteach event by looking at the survival
curves of the three events considered (resultsri@rshown, available upon request).

When looking at these trends it is important teetako account that



Focusing only among women who did experience aragrarital cohabitation, Figure 3 shows
the distribution of states according to union dora{in months) by country. Union duration in
months appears on the horizontal axjsahd proportion of women belonging to each stat a
given month has been shown on the vertical agisi{aly, Norway and France have similar
patterns with the prevalence of stable cohabitatwithout children and a reduced number of
marriages. On the contrary, in Romania the majarftgohabitations have been transformed in
marriage very early, often within a couple of yeansd the proportion of women still in union
without children tends to zero at the end of thth fyear. Also disruptions are very rare. US
show a peculiar pattern with a very high unionabdity. It is also noteworthy that in the US
many first births occurred before the beginninghe union. In our data, 26% of all first births
reported among ever cohabiting women have beenrierged before starting living together
with the current partner. This result is in linetwHeuveline et al. (2003) highlighting the
substantial percentage of children born to singlecohabiting mothers. This peculiar behaviour
may be explained by the fact that nearly two thwfithese non-cohabiting mothers are actually
romantically involved with the father, who is natihg with the mother but visits more or less
regularly (Heuveline and Timberlake, 2004). Howewee decide to not include women with a
child at the beginning of the first union because tmeaning of cohabitation may be radically
different for this group. Besides, we do not kndwhe father of the child is the same partner of
the first union.

5. Clustering data and multivariate analysis

In this section we present the main results corfioig the sequence analysis. First we show the
typical patterns, in terms of sequence of statelstane experienced in each state, identified by
the cluster analysis. Afterwards, we evaluate thepgnsity to follow a specific family of
patterns according to cohort and country and takitg account other control factors (level of
education, parent’s level of education, age at mfiamation). The descriptive statistics of all
variables used in the regression analysis have &i®@nn in table 3

Figure 4 shows the graphical image of the diffelentl of cohabitation pattern. Each graph is a
different cluster (type) and represents, month loytim, the distribution of the respondents into
the different stages of their life (the states useithe sequence analysis). The dendogram coming
from the cluster analysis (not shown, availableeguest) clearly suggests that the best solution
is to fix the number of clusters at 5. MoreoverJower number of clusters increases the
complexity of trajectories and then the readabiityhe results.

The first cluster - (14% of the pooled sample) trsgly characterized by women with a
premarital cohabitation leading to an early maeiagd childbearing. After two years almost all
the women have already transformed cohabitatiom aninarriage and, eight out of ten already
have a child. We can speculate that in this caseiage is already planned at the beginning of
the cohabitation. We call this clust®relude to marriagegiven the similarities with the
namesake group in both the Villeneuve-Gokalp defins (V-G) and in Heuveline-Timberlake
scheme (H-T henceforward). In the second clustdy @0% of cohabitations have been
transformed into marriage within 5 years but thstwaajority of women become mother within
extra-marital cohabitation. Thus, this cluster esents thé\lternative to marriagen the H-T
schema (corresponding to the “free union” in th&\¢lassification).



The third cluster considers early-disrupted uniamts no children. This cluster, which includes
22% of the sample, resembles theernative to singlen the H-T schema whereas in the fourth
cluster we see a prevalence of stable unions witlevents at least until the first 40 months.
Moreover almost sixty percent of the women in tlisster remain in this state at least until the
end of the B years of cohabitation. This cluster, the most deeg one in our pooled sample
(24% of women), is calledtable Union without commitmensince it fits quite well the
namesake pattern in the V-G scheme. Finally, fite diuster (20% of the sample) also considers
cohabitation as a prelude to marriage, and childrigémn marriage for at least half of the women
in this cluster. Thus, it can be seen as a vamdrtluster 1 with the same sequence union-
marriage-child but with a delayed marriage. Thehbof the first child is also usually been
postponed or avoided within the first 5 years obanWomen in this cluster show a behaviour
that is compatible with the fact that the cohabitaexperience has been used as a trial in order
to decide if the couple is suitable for a formaineonitment. Thus, we can call this clusterTasl
Marriage.

Table 3 shows the distribution of women belongimg@éach cluster by country and year of union.
Generally speaking, the resulting clusters are soimgin the middle between the two schemes,
taking features from both of them. This also maaas both V-G and H-T classifications reveal
some critical aspects when empirically tested. @sak the Heuveline and Timberlake typology
is concerned, excluding the groups “marginal” amadistinguishable from marriage”, that
focuses on contextual settings more than indivighaddern, we notice that the pattern “stage in
the marriage process”, i.e. childbirth in the corssml union and then marriage, does not emerge
as one of the relevant trajectories in the selecteshtries. On the other hand, the pattern with a
stable cohabitation with no marriage and childbirtite most common in our data, is not
explicitly considered. About the Villeneuve-Gokafgheme, the cluster analysis does not
distinguish between trajectories with an early maae (i.e. within the first year of cohabitation,
called “prelude to marriage”) and those with a na@e occurred after the first year (called “trial
marriage”). Moreover, our results suggest to plagreater emphasis on the role of children in
the different patterns as proposed by HeuvelineTamtberlake in their schema.

After the description of the clusters, we havettadl elements in order to develop and interpret a
multinomial logistic regression in which the propiy to belong to a specific cluster is a
function of a set of covariates. In particular,ehere can test differences by countries controlling
for other relevant factors such as cohort, agena@n, level of education and parental status. Our
group of reference is clusterRrelude to marriage

Key results of the models are shown in Figure 5rettike predicted probabilities of being in
each cluster are plotted by country and year obruiogether with the confidence interval (at
95% level).

The probability of belonging to the cluster Rr¢lude to marriage steadily decreases over the
1970s and the 1980s and stabilizes in the followyegrs. A different pattern emerges for
Romania, where the probability remains highertti# 1990s but decreases steadily thereafter
showing a converging trend towards the other castAn opposite pattern emerges for cluster
2. Cohabitation as aalternative to marriagancreases over time for US, France and Norway
whereas it is constant for Italy and Romania. Havein France and Norway we see a reversal
in trend among unions started in the 2000-20053-rance it is linked to the strong increase in



the probability to belong to cluster Bl{ernative to singlesuggesting an higher instability of
cohabitation in the recent pgsin Norway, instead, it is more related to theréase of stable
union with no commitments, i.e. cohabitation witb ather events within 5 years. Generally
speaking, cohabitation as an alternative to sitejdes to increase over time in Norway, and in
the last years of the observation window in Fraaee Romania. The increasing trend is not so
evident for US and Italy, even though US shows &idhvels than the rest of the countries for
unions started up to 1999.

The propensity to be part of cluster Stgble Union No commitmerttas increased during the
1970s in Norway and in France (also in Italy bufeslences are not statistically significant) and
tends to be stable in the following years. The phility is lower in US and Romania for the
whole range even though the latter country showsareasing trend after 1990. Finally, the
probability of belonging to cluster 5 tends to d&ses for all the countries.

Summarizing, we can see how the probability of epeing cohabitation as a prelude to or a
trial marriage is decreasing over time in all co@st This behaviour is initially and
progressively replaced by the entry into a stableabitation with no children, and not followed
by a marriage (at least in the first five yearslscAanother behaviour emerges over time, i.e.
cohabitation as an alternative to marriage. Theseasing trends show how there is a growing
acceptance of cohabitation as a stable union, fioldildbearing inside cohabitation (and outside
marriage).

Even though these changes over time are quite hemeogis across countries in our sample,
some cross-national differences still persist.drtipular, in the United States there is a veryhig
level of instability among cohabiting individualedaa quite high probability of experiencing
cohabitation as an alternative to being single.tifd same time, people who enter a stable
cohabitation and do not split up tend to considés tnion as an alternative to marriage, and
therefore have kids even without being married aAsatter of fact, among Americans there is a
very low probability of entering a stable cohabdatwithout experiencing parenthood within the
first five years. Romania is the country showing thost atypical behaviors, with still high
proportion of individuals starting a cohabitation a trial or a prelude to marriage. We have to
notice, however, that there is a fast convergeaeairds other countries’ behaviors after 1990,
meaning that probably acceptance of cohabitatiogresving also in Eastern Europe. Also in
Italy there is a low incidence of cohabitation asadternative to marriage. Here however, this
behavior is not substituted by cohabitation aseh v or a prelude to marriage. In Italy the most
common patterns are those of delayed unions ammdmonitments, in line with the more general
delay in the transition to adulthood in Southermdpe.

5. Discussion

Cross-national differences in the meaning of cdiaséibn have been explained by societies being
situated at different stages of the SDT (Kierna®1)0through the application of sequence
analysis. This approach allows to define typologiéspatterns in a more flexible way and
without strong prior assumptions. The resultingssification, mostly based on empirical
observations, can add some relevant features tohtwretical classifications in the literature.

' We must underline that for France and Romaniauheey has been conducted in 2005, so that uniotestafter
2000 have a higher risk of being right-censoreds Tty over-estimate the probability of being instér 4.
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Moreover, the application of multivariate logistiegression models gives the opportunity to
evaluate the propensity to belong to a specifisteluof patterns for each country and by year of
union.

Our results suggest that the changing meaning lodldtation is evolving in a similar way in
different countries in Europe and North America. Wend a generalized decreasing trend for
cohabitation as a pre-marital experience, in whitarriage may be already planned at the
beginning of the union, and an increasing trendcfdrabitation as an alternative to marriage or
as a stable union but with no other commitments likarriage or children. However, some
differences across countries continue to be evidewgfgesting a persistent diversity of the
meaning usually given to cohabitation. Similar fimgs have been found in Hiekel et al (2012).
Firstly, there are still considerable differencetlie occurrence of extra-marital unions among
countries. Very low levels are observed in Italyl @&omania compared to the other countries,
even though they are rapidly increasing. Secorsifjns of convergence are not always evident.
In Norway and France cohabitation has become aaléainative to marriage. This is not the
case for Italy where cohabitation is rather onéhefpossible ways to delay events, marriage and
children in particular. United States are in linethwFrance and Norway but they are
characterized by cohabitation as a temporary uwitim high levels of instability. Many children
were born out of a union, there is a higher propgns cohabit with children and, in particular,
we found a high probability to break a union withildren. This “unstable transition” is
completely different from the results obtained fioe other countries. Finally, in Romania the
few cohabiting women tend to marry and have a chddy, a “fast transitions” that is still
evident also among unions started more recentlyeyer, this country shows the biggest
change over time with a clear sign of convergenitie @ther countries since 1990s. Cohabitation
in Eastern countries increased as a result of @saimgthe political regime, and to a great extent
this spread is due to the influence of the Weditastyle (Koytcheva, 2006).

In conclusion, we can suggest some last remarkh®rchanging meaning of cohabitation by
recalling the scheme proposed by Prinz (1995). @densg that Italy and Romania are
characterized by a reduced incidence of extranhacthabitation, we can assess that both
countries are moving from the second stage, whaehnalitation becomes socially accepted as a
prelude to marriage, to the third stage, where bithtgon becomes accepted as a real alternative.
Despite the fact that Italy started from a moreamded position, changes in Romania are
running faster. Norway and France have alreadyreditthe fourth phase since cohabitation is
less and less connected to marriage. U.S. is plpladlihe same stage even though it is more
difficult to include the peculiar “unstable trangit” experienced by this country into the Prinz
scheme.
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Table 1. Description of the selected GGS surveys.

0 -
Number A)n?;rei'z(;{a gfuggzg Number of events within the
. . of . . first 5 years of cohabitation
Country  Year of interview . . unions in the
interview first b , _ . _ _
s among first - subSampl™ marriage  disruptic  First
union € s n births
France 2005 10079 73.5 2096 881 450 1028
ltaly 2009 43850 16.2 1186 596 262 580
Norway 2007-08 24830 75.6 2792 988 797 1397
Romania 2005 11986 24.1 701 500 76 540
USA 1995; 2006-08 24342 54.0 5331 2651 2274 2777
12106 5616 3859 6322

Source: own elaboration
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of pooled sample used in the regression analysis

Freq. %  France Italy NorwayRomania USA
Cluster
1. Prelude to marriage 1,699 14.0311.4 12.6 11.7 38.2 13.43
2. Alternative to marriage 2380 19.6617.6 18.6 19.9 22.54 20.2
3. Alternative to single 2666 22.0216.2 14.6 18.9 5.99 29.71
4. Stable union n
commitment 2,871 23.72 348 310 34.1 10.56 14.03
5. Trial marriage 2,490 2057199 232 15.5 22.68 22.62
Tot 12,106 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Year of first union
-1974 560 4.6 4.4 1.4 4.8 9.8 4.7
1975-79 1,144 95 8.8 5.5 8.7 11.7 10.7
1980-84 1,707 141 135 7.9 13.8 12.7 16.1
1985-89 2,178 18.0 184 9.9 18.5 17.4 19.5
1990-94 2,517 208 19.1 145 19.7 18.0 23.8
1995-99 1,949 16.1 184 225 18.3 16.3 12.6
2000- 2,051 169 175 384 16.2 14.1 12.7
Tot 12,106 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Level of education
High 5,297 438 414 244 49.2 9.3 50.67
Medium 4,619 382 429 441 3757 50.07 33.71
Low 2,190 18.1 157 315 13.22 40.66 15.63
Tot 12,106 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Parent's level of education
low 3,611 29.83 45.2 66.8 19.7 76.9 14.71
medium 4,604 38.03 30.7 25.0 52.5 16.3 39.11
high 3,523 29.1 147 8.3 26.6 2.9 44.18
missing 368 3.04 9.4 0.0 1.3 4.0 2.01
Tot 12,106 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Age at union formation
-19 4,448 36.74 29.0 185 311 49.4 45.19
20-24 5,252 43.38 525 33.6 50.0 36.4 39.41
25-29 1,757 1451 144 284 14.7 10.1 11.93
30-34 507 419 31 14.8 3.2 3.4 2.89
35+ 142 1.17 1.0 4.6 1.1 0.7 0.58
Tot 12,106 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Figure 1. Proportion of women who experienced an extra-marital cohabitation asafirst union.
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Figure 2. Percentage of women who experienced a marriage,
thefirst 5 years of cohabitation by country and year of union.
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Source: own elaboration
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Figure 3. Distribution of states by duration and country among cohabiting women in thefirst five
year s of union.
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Figure 4. Clusters graphical description, by month of observation.
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Figure5. Multinomial logistic regression models. Predicted Probabilities of being part of a specific
cluster by country and year of union.
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