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ABSTRACT
“The's‘fudy examinéd the determinants ;)f cohébitation among female undergraduate in
| El(itiS’fate, ﬁigei‘i@ The study utilized quantitative methods of data collection and analyses were
 done at fhree lév.els - llﬁi.variate'analysis using ffequency distribution table, bivariate analysis
u.éli.ng éhi-square and multivariate a’naiysis using binary logistic mbdgi. Cohabitation was quite
- »c_j.ommon. in _‘thc'l sfudy'. area, .Bi.\/ariafce analysié reﬁééled*re_ligipﬁ as tﬁe only variable that was
statisticaﬂylrelated "‘.to :clo-habitation Whileagé? ethnic group, fanﬁly type, pléce of residence,
1.‘esp0lndent.s level in fhe -ﬁniversity, inéOiﬁe and educational .level of respondents’ parentswere
nots)taﬁsticallj related tocohabitation in ﬂﬁé 'stﬁdy area(P-Vaer:O.dS). The multivariate analyses
reve,aied that ﬁ;)ne 'o‘_f .. the respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics had significant
rélziti01lsllii) with ,cohabite_ttilon in the étudy area (P-yaluez0.0S).' The study concluded thatonly
o re‘ligioﬁ bllt.;I;Ot age, e:thnicity., fami'ly‘typ:c:; place of re‘sidenée, respondents level in the uﬁiveisity
and ed.ilcationalllfl:\'/el ofi’espondents’ pareﬁts might be parz:..unomu factordetermining cohabitation

in the study area.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

.11 . BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

The increase in cohabitation is one of the major effect change in family demographics of -

) the pagt centﬁrir (Alo, 2’0708).‘ (::OhaBitEIltiO.ll. is. a phenomenon .pe‘rvadi‘ng-most, if not all, of the
' tertiary: i;lstitﬁtio1ls n Nigeria tddﬁy. "1:]1;3 practicé‘,i‘s S0 cémmgn tha-f for some stude{uts it hﬁs
.b'.'ecome a usllieilnway.ﬂo‘f'ca:rﬁ;‘)us life.“ Cohabitatioh lhas been C():nsisteﬁt]y z;lssociated with pot;-l'er
marital co-mmumcatlon quahty, lower marltal sat1sfact10n and 111gher levels of domestlc
~ violence. (Clarkberg, M Ross M. Stolzenberg and Lmda I W !995) SgomC call it campus
_ marnage Itis regm ded as an 1ndecent act perpctratcd 0ff~campus
| Accordmg to (Bacharach et al.; 2000). He deﬁncd cohab1tat10n is an dt‘fdﬂg@lﬂ@ﬂt where
ﬂ tWo“people' of opposi'te sex who are not, lcgally mar’ned“ live together in a sexually intimate
I' re‘lationﬂship: _for-e‘ll;long_‘ term: or on.a.pennailenj[ basis. .A quic‘kl look at our different campuses
* today’ shaws that Ia 1ar,ée'number of umﬁarriéd_ students indulge in this act. Cohabitation has
i aS‘Sumé,d to be ‘Aan alé_nning _raté in tlﬁe 'Lm.ilversities,” ponteéhnics, 1ﬁond-técl‘11ﬁcs and colieges of
| ‘I‘_educanon in ngena
The1c;, are. several. rcasons why students. cohablt accordmg o -some of them. Some
students thagreed tolezgcpl‘es.s their opinion on this 1 1ssues say it is by 11\;1 ng to gether.that the so
called “‘coﬁplcs”-‘ gétl to knlovs} if -tl;Lc—:y_; are comli‘atiﬂle or not fpr'fnalfiagei .'_F'hgey said is the reason
‘ why. t_‘jheyl 1i-;/¢ tdgéthcr as ‘_‘husband and lwiife” is_ to.tc.-:st‘ their cmnlpatibil'ity. ‘:Some cohabitéting:
3 ; students find it difﬁcul“u to live apart because of .the strong physical ‘iﬁtimz;cy betwceﬁ them, the

addictive prowess of sex ovér them may confuse sex for love. A relationship that has strong



K dependency on sexual int;hﬁa,cy makes it quite difficult for'the ‘couples’ to eeeother problems.
Some student-cohabit due to lack of 'accemlnlo_dation!and' they have to' live with their guy and
* they do not'see enything Wrong in it. While some cohabiting students find it difficult to live apart

" because of financial or academic dependency. Thus, cohabitation ‘is increasingly becoming a

- nat.ural'partef the courtship ritual, a transitio_n from dating to marriage.

12 STATEMENT OF PROBLEM
Cohabrtatlon as a lifestyle- is gn'the rise .among students in 1nodem soelety Indeed,
‘-unrversn:y has long served as a‘meetmg place in mate selection proeees fora mgmﬁcant riuniber
of" young adults or sturlents (Alice Walton 2012) Cohabltatlon has however beeome a deadly
trend in tertlary 1nst1tut1on (Abubakar 2009) It is now estlmated thet the number of
undergraduate whe live W1th their partner is above 25 percent (Seltzer 2000) Cohabltatron has
unavoidable eome‘ -to- stayw1th all its  assumed posmve and | negative
eonsequenees Notw1thstand1ng cohabitation 1s related to mamage but has some prominent
L functlon ﬁern maruage Themultr dnnenswnal consequences facmg cohabiters are qmte
ntunereus such ee jforgettin"g their main airn of being in sehool,unproteeted sex and its attendant
effect.l sn‘chas'. ;unpllann'ed pregnancyf and sexually trans1nitted dieeeses the use of orat
eontraeeptive.\by f_emale, studente and the ‘l:ngh risk behind it, d.istributi-‘enlof house chores anﬁhg
“them, and othereduc'ational Consequenees associeted with-eohabitatien. Eeonernic probl.ems is
also one‘of the problem currently plagumg cohabiting relatronshlps among unde1 graduates, it

occur as a result of greed onthe part of the partners and not w1111ng to be eommltted financially

Wthh has caused Scnous clash between eohabltlng 1e1at10nshlp(0 gjunsola 2004).



C_ohat;itatien__elnong ﬁndergr'aduete halsseri‘o.us health preblem to tlte female students that
: . involve in Jthe use of oral -contrecef)tive in otlier to avoid unwtmted pregnan‘cy that may lead to
: drop out of school But tzvhert pregnanoy oceur, the female student will seck abortlon as a way
. out, as a result of seekmg for abortlon may she m1ght be cxpose to quaek doctor who are not
‘ '1: hcensed pract1t10ner and- mlght result to serious health issues and serious negjatwe spillover
" e'ffects in the_-‘tong Tun (Ofoegbu? 2002).Howe\fer, some students may frown at abortion or they
1‘ni;ght .ttot lie.ve.ﬂle money to do abertibn.wlllich Will leéd 'togivihg birth to unwanted babies that

© were ot planned for and alsothreatened the acade1mc of the female student’s academic.

1.3 '._RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. What are the plevalence rate of cohabltatlon among female und01 er aduates in Ekltl State '
ngema?_ .
i 2. " What are the’ challenges faced by cohabiting female undergraduates in Ekiti State,
'Nigeria.? e o
3,. What are the factors that "detetmine or influence. cohabitation among female

undérgraduates in Ekiti State, Nigeria? |
1.4 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
" The: gener.al ebj-e.c'_t'ive of the study .is to examine the determinants of cohabitation among

- feh.lalelunder'gr'aduates in Ekiti State, Nigeria. The specific objectives ate to;

1 Ascetftatil the,"prevztlenee of cohabitatien‘a_ttlong- femate undérétaduates inr Ekite Sta.te,'
Nigeriet. . ”
Q. I' 'Inves_tigate the .‘pe_r.eepti.on of fé:métle'undergréduatés about c'ohabitetien in Ekiti State,
Nigerin, | | | -



T3, ‘Examine the factors that influence cohabitation among femaie_ undergraduates in. Ekiti
State, Nigeria, -

1.5 HYPOTHESIS

o £

1. Socm demo graphlc character1st1cs of undcrgraduate Wl]l not mﬂuence thc rate of cohabltatlon

©-2. Parental background - will not .influence incidence of cohabitation among female

" 1indérgraduate.

'1:6 JUSTIFICATION FOR THE STUDY

“"'I“_.he C)'bjecti.\/.es.of every research: work is. to ﬁnd,rsolutioﬁs to social problems. This
‘:r‘ésearch- work W().ulcl..\be usefui to the -acadel-nic's,.'.fami'lie_s, Non-Golvell'nmenta'l Organization-
(NGOs) and the general socmty at large |

E Thls study contrlbuted in the ﬁlhng of some gaps in the hteratule on deter’mmants of

COhElbltEithl’l among undergraduate students in ngeua The. study can also be Jusuﬁed on the

ground that it pr0v1ded a good understanding of d1fferent consequences of cohabltatlon and how

. -_LI the sffuauon can be controlled In addltlon the study shows the prevalence of cohabitation
- amongst undsrgraduate Few studles have been done on céhabxtatmn especially among fcmalc‘
uliderg'raduate students"in‘-order to bring to‘the fore the various reasons given by ths students for
their iﬁvdivén:icnt. |

Ti?:le wfd‘e de.ﬁ‘rth of knowle'dge as a result of rlittle work d'sl1é on this phenomenon wereslsd
" “bridged and T1'n_smbers "(‘)’f the public were aware of the cionseqll.éllpes"j that are jiﬁherent is such

practice and therefore be rational ellongh to decide against it.




" This study mi.gh't 'alsp h.;al.p to clarify some of the negative dangers in cohabitation for and help
- the unive._:rsity émd al.so‘the policy make;s_to know the prob-l_f':m and for. édequate measures to be
| -.:téken t6 bring the issﬁs ﬁndet cbﬁtrol.
éenerally, : Athi.s'. study " Wéﬁld ‘lhe.llph to alert thé undergradﬁateé on the ilﬁplications and
" Conséqﬁenc_e_s of coh-abitafio'n, in-order ;Lodisc(;tlrage them from practiciné jt; 's;)._t11éy can.fulﬁll

R 3

 purpos to betterthé family and the society, - .

' 17 DEFINITION OF SOME TERMS
o COHABITATION: Cohabitation is .cleﬁlmd' as an intimate sexual union between two unmarried
: parfllf;l's who share the same living quarter for a sustained period of time (Bacharach et al.,
) - 2000). Cohabitation it is an arfangmﬁeht where two people of opposite sex who are not legally
"married live together in a sexually intimate relationship for a long term oF on a permanent basis. -
UNDERGRADUATE:' This is defined as a student of tertiary institution who is taking the basic
education & training "fqr ,ﬁliatever major ‘ih, for 4 or more years of school in other to achieve a

R 4

first degree. - |

. | . ACCOMODATION: Accommodation is where ydu live or stay, especially when you are on
hbliday or when you are staying somewhere for a short amount of time.

MARRIAGE: Mérriage_ is a conjugal imio_n-between two people who has agreed to live together

- to form their own‘fami_.ly..-- It can be between a man and a woman, a woman and a woman or a

- man and a man.



" C.OURTSH'_I‘P:.This_ig a period in a 'couple relationship which precede their engagement and
- marriage or a period wheteby potential or inteﬁding couples tends to know each other and plan

. for their future and marriage.




CHAPTER TWO -
LITERATURE REVIEW .
20  INTRODUCTION
"This chapter reviews literature on the meaning of the concepté'of cohabitation and pre-,
marital sex; it also »rleviewrs the theoretical work‘ou social exchange and symbolic. interaction
g . theory, as well as empirical works on cohabitation and i)larijcal relationship in EkitiState, Nigcria
- and other countries. An_appfeci_a'tion of previous work in this area served‘two purposes. First,
_ exploring the existing literature helped maintain throughout the study, ‘a sense of the topic’s
' '1: perspective. Seéond, th'is'aotivity‘ raised the opportunities for articulating a critical analysis of the
' dctual meaﬁing of the-major concepts as well as the data collected when the data analysis stages

- of the research were reached.

9l ':'CONCEPT[lJAL REVIEW

201 CONCEPT OF COHABITATION

' ‘Coﬁabitation 1s a situation Where unmarried people live together Hk‘ehﬁsband and Wif%: to
‘ testlltheir cc')'mpatibility ..b,elforé the actual marriage '(Og%llnso}a, 2004). The in'c"reése in cohabifation
. stand ‘as the l1no-st-‘ signiﬁcalilt‘ chaﬁéés in uni01.1 fon’niati'on .iln fnoét devél_op’t—:d and d'éveldping_‘

' .'..cqul;.ltries.n :Thé -ilac;réasé -in-'- cohdbitation has; ocléﬁrred alongside with the majc;r demographic
“ shlﬁs, incllﬁd-i‘ng riéing‘ levels of divorce and delay in E;ﬁtry into marriage and childbearing (Coast,
; 2009),.‘.(Johabitat.i0;n 18 Dow a comﬁléﬁ prac;ciceh that_is ;31nergi11g adults to cohabit regardless of
- futurg marriage inte:nt{qn’s (Stanley, Rhéadeé, ‘&Fincham, 2011). With ,availalb-i!ity of birth
. control a__nd th_'e'. increased Iikalilﬁood.;)f ‘no‘n—marital_‘sex, thé .conccpt'of_ cohabitation among never

7




- ‘ marrled adults 1stu11da1ne11tally changmg and is becoming a part of our society, but has yet to be

‘.‘I accepted by the majomty of the older populatmn (Stanley, 201 1) The transition to adulthood now-

L seems to mclude at least one spell of cohabltatlon which shows that most of all the young adults
have cohablted (Chand1a Mamnez Mosher Abma & Jones, 2005; Manning, 2013). However,

B _]USt few cohab1tat1ons leads to marriage (Bumpass & Lu, 2000) and a lot of undergraduates are

" experiencing multiple cohabitations ( Lichter Tumer &Sassl er, - 20[0) insimiating that

1l00hab1t3.t1011 is becommg de-linked. ﬁom marrlage And in some cases, most marriages ate
preceded by cohabltatlon (Kcnnedy & Bumpass 2008} Just few cohabltels have the intention of
_ gettmg marry (Vespa 2014) Thus among young adults, mamage seems tg) be less of a part of
the cohabltatlon process even as cohabltatlon has become more stlongly linked to the marriage

o process. ‘

Tn oflier to deley aée at first marr’i.age, cohabi:tdtiori'has become a normal and acceptable
| ﬁnion for young adults,- and COllabiiation also prolong young adolthood (Settersten& Ray, 2010).
" The rate at ‘Whicli at Which young adult ase into. zi relationships is extreme-lyunstable and more
"young adults . are formmg hlgher order unions, which lead to increase in serial cohab1tatlon
‘_(Cohen & Mamnng, 2010 Llchter 2010) Commltment to mamage at thc starts of cohabitatlon
too, seems. to be wamng among young adults Wlth those entermg ihelr'umon w1th marnage plans
"' i)erhe.ps an mcreasmgly select group Wlth'the strongest, chances of marriage '(Vespa, 2014}.Shifts
in the socio-ecoholhic and demOgraﬁhic '_jf)ro‘ﬁies of co_habi.tm_'s', such as a éiowing prop.ortion of
illinoﬁty cdhab_iéofs_ or 1{1’101‘6 cohabitors with cl1ilcl1‘c11, .mayv also contrillu.lte to chanées in the
otitcomes of cohabiting umons over ti;'ne. Therefore, examining trends in cohabitiné outcomes.
_‘ duringl_youoé adulthood require's .iocfcescd at'tention_to.thepoteotial role of compositional

differences.
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| The role of cohabitation in the family life cousse appeafs;to ,be shifting. Today’s cohabiting
unions' are "-1essv1i1.<elly' to culminate in marriage and more: likely to e‘nd ?through separation'

| (Kennedy & Bumpass 201 1) Cohabltors less oﬂen report plans to merry thelr pattneh and serial.
- cohabltatlon is on thelr1se (Vespa 2014) Increasingly, oohabltors are not only partners but also
parents together One in ) five births are to cohabltmg parents and nearly half of children vx-fdl
spend some t1me ina cohdbﬁmg family (Kennedy & Bumpass 201 1) Cohabltat;on now appears
to have beneﬁc1al effecj;s sun'llar_ to marriage on psycho‘log1Cal Well—bemg, health, and somal ties
"(h/lusick& B.mhpass,' .‘2012)_. And, the Wéll-estabiisiled positive' association'be't‘iveen premarital
cohabitado’n and divorce ‘document'ed in an extensive bady of research in ,ﬂle 1980s and 1990s no
| longer holds for more recent mamage cohorts (Jose o’ Leery, & Moycr 2010; Mannmg, &
Cohen 20 12 Remhold 2010) Cohabltatlon is now w1de1y dlffused among, the U.S. populanon
and 8 V1ewed as a nouhatlve event in the life course (Bogle& Wo, 2010; Manning, 2013).
L‘ Dl[fusmn -;the()ry --indicates that the selectivity of cohahit.ation is U-shaped, declining as

o cohabltatlon becomes more. common end nsmg only when cohabitation becomes nearly
umversal maklng those who do not cohablt hlg,hly selectlve (Lc1fbroer&Dour1e1Jn 2006)
(.Zonsequently, tho union type d1ffcrenccs in relahonsl‘np quahty that were documented a couple
. of decades ago may have dmhr_ushed as cohab1tat1on has become more .w;despread, much as the.
: 'Jmarriage ed\'}el1;tage ih well—heihg seclﬂs to have' dwindled (Mosick&Bu'mpass?. 2012) end-'the
negatlve mﬂuence of prelhantal cohab1tat1on -on marital stablllty has waned (Jose et al.; 2010,

_ Mannmg& Cohen ?012 Remhold 2010) oo ' - e
- 2.1.2 COfIAEITATION AND PRE - MARITAL SEX_ )

Premarital sex is sexual intercourse engaged by a person or persons who are not yet
'+ married. It is generally used in -reference to young people who are presumed to be of

9



inaniageable_age, or Will_'one day be married, but who are engaging in sexual practices prior to
their being sanctioned within a marriage. Their sexual relationship should be placed in the
‘ category of preiﬁai‘ita_l.-sex, because they are having sexual intercourse before marriage (Lucas,

72000, Raniesh, 2008 and Barbra, 2001)

| In this 21-st century sexuel intefcoorse alznong' the young adult is seen as human eu[.ture
| Pfomjsleuity 1s regerdleel by inany as a virtue to porsoe (Maehau, 2008). Thus, voung adult who
) do not, engoge in pre~1oéfital sex.are‘ seenas uncivilized, borin;g and unsoploisticated person, due
. to the fact that young adull are preetlem.,gr sex at ea111er agcs than tlﬁe past decades. (Mashau .
1 .:2008) Perhaps we a1e in & culture of cohabltatlon since 1960 cohabltatlon zmd pre- 1nar1tel have
been.a _11festy1e andr are on_the rise throughout the world andA’frica is no exception.(Schetrer and
- Klepaki, 2004) ._C_oha.bi-teﬁonlis now beeoming a kind of normal l_ifestyleomongst students end

» wofking youth, .wlllo _notonzl'y choose to share their house, But also with their partners (Murray
- SW?:I_’l%, 20"(:)5).. Cohebi‘tatioohasbeen a growiog trend and it’s e%lso spreading into e‘very-‘part of the
) s'ociety, and 1t is eoncem for two reasons.’ First of '511, martiages as an | institution are

) oyerwheiloiog due to the sharp rise of "eolﬁabitation aod pre-marital sex among the young adults.

: Seeondly, religioos tetac.hi\ngs and our ’eulto%e : aloout pre—marital sex and cohabitation is

. . underneath a.senous attack Moreovcr cohabmng relat1onsh1p require an agreement of p1e~
dnantal eex between the couple Some oeople sec. cohdbﬁauon as a- way forwald to mamag,e.
while others>prefer .‘:t.o "cohablt‘for as long as theS/ stay together (Manning, 2007). However,

Thatcher (2000) outline three types of cohabitation, which are:
1. Tempoi‘ary or fortunate cohabitation entered into Wit_h little thooght or commitment,
. ‘Conseioué stepping sto'ne to marriage or test before marriage

10




ili. Cohabitation is viewed as marriage either because the couple is opposed to marriage
‘as an institution or because they live in a society .where cohabitation is an institution

-alréady. e

' 2.1.3 THE TREND AND PREVALENCE OF COHABITATION IN CONTEMPOARY

SOCIETY |

bohabitafiéll is I}deﬁned as a‘sys‘tenlq_Whereby two p‘eoplg of opposite sex stay who are not

- legally married bt sta;} tc.}gether like husb'ands;--and wives to know if they are compatible before

. the actual maﬁrﬁage[Col?abiti,ng_ parfnérs practice a lot of 'things- in which married people dogs
'V_such a,ls‘s_taying togéther in same roém, responding to some matlu‘i.ir'nlonial @ties, involving
t].éllfl:mselvesl 'iﬁ Séxual. irithﬁﬁte r¢1atidnships, sharing econofnio %esOurces and sometimes beaf&ng
of unwanted chjldreri;'Bsydnd do_cumeﬁtin‘g trends in cbhabitation, mucI“; of Are:s'ear'ch focﬁses on
" the ,meanihg of ‘cdhat)itation (é.g., whether it s -a preludé ot choice té marriage), how
cohabItatlon 'affects union  formation and dlssolutmn and how it " affects chil‘dren and.

3 E clnldbeanng (Hatch 1995 and Smock 2000).

C EV‘E-:H thoiigh“age‘qt marriage 1.1as risen (.I'(Zei‘\valnu.fa, 2009), young adults are still forming
re.si‘deﬁ.tlial urlﬁo;Ls at r-o{lgh‘l"y: the same ages‘ with theii‘ first ﬂunidn increasingiy likely to be
| ) cohabltatlon (Kennedy &Bumpass 2008; Ralcy, 2001) In. 1987 33% of women age 19-44 had
- gver cohab1ted as at 2009 2010 60% of women age 19- 44 as cohab1tc,d (Mannmg, 2013) As
| ”cohabltatlon .has beca;lﬁc vcrj rampart 1ésearcllers have tried to ‘under stand how it fits into the |
g relatlonshli) specire (GlZﬂiO,ZOOfE; Smo,c_k',- 2000), var1ously,ﬂ c:ohabltatmn can be c:hzu‘acterlzed as
©an e}lteme_lti';/(.a to being éi;igle; a stage in the marriage p.roce.ss.(either as a‘preﬁeée-ssor to marriage
o ora tnal 111§Lf1{ag.ej; and as‘anﬁ aItern.a:tJive to marriage.(Ellarac;ériéatibll attclmpfs, however, are
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- complicated by the heterogencous nature of cohabitors, because cohabitation is common across
 racial/ethnic groups, socioeconomic statuses, prior parenthood and union experiences, and so on.
. In the late 1990s, cohiabitation in the United States largely seemed to function as an alternative to

. being single (He}lveline& -Timberiake,r 2004). . - - e

o To underetendwhether, and how, ooh_abitation has changed, we must compare two trends.

) On the one - hand, most mamages are now preceded by eohabltatmn Among first marriages

- formed in 1980 1984 onIy 41% was formed by eohabltatlon in 1990 1994 56% ofmamages o

| were formed byeohabitatio"n, in 1990-1994 and to 66% for marriages formed in 2005-2009
(Manh_iné, 20i3‘), ass’urhiﬁg that eollabitation i$ now clearly ]eéalized as foorpath to marriage
‘. (..C.herli:n_,: 2009). Few ,cohabi'ta‘.‘tion lelads"‘to:marriage a pattern that imphes. a de-linking of |
‘ -flna.rriage a‘ndﬁeohabitﬁrion In 1995, 58% of cohabitations had Che.nged:to niarriaée within rl1t'ee |
years(BrarnIett & Mosher 2002) the rate of cohabrtatlon dropped to 51% in 2002 (Goodwin,
_ Mosher & Chandra 2010) and also dropped in 2006~ 201 Oto 40% (Copen Damels & Mosher
. 2013):._Onat-norn.1al level, the trend in oohabltatlon app’ear to be a dlsagreement that is, how c¢an
g ; 1nerriege hgve e.stron‘gliﬁ-ked to eo_habitatiorr Whi-le oohabitation has becorie less ﬁrongly linked
” to- 1ri'e11'rfioge? On further scrutiny, although it was widel'y eﬁ-plained with the fact that marriage
has become more seieetrve and rare durrng the transition to, adulthood whereas cohabitation has

- not (Vespa & Pamter 201 1)

< In Sod’th Afiica, it is usuallybelieved, that cohabitation is increasing, although there is little
‘concrete demographi-e‘ evidence to confirm this, It is difficult to determine the prevalence. of
cohabitation in So‘uﬂd Africa, because statisties do not provide conclusive evidence of thig trend,

given that'infonna:ﬁon relating f_o the number of cohabiti'ng oouples has been inferred from
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sfaﬁsfips feiaﬁng to mdrfiage, di\'force,r' remarriage and iIlegiti;nate ‘births‘.. The essence of this ié
c:_abturéd: in tlie folIowillg Wo}ds. Dﬁe to'the increase in the numbers t-of_ those who. cohabitr and
‘engage in pr'élﬁarital “sc"ax result to high.rate of unlplanﬁe_d prcgnanéy and thelélwidtla spfcad' of
Sekual_ Tré,nsmi.ssionDiSfJalse Sildhl as, Human immunodeﬁqiemcy Viru-é (HIV} and Acquired

- immune deﬁéiency syrn'druomel(AIDS) pandemic amongst the young adults il; greater proportions.
- 2.14 'DIFFERENTIATING COHABITATION FROM MARRIAGE

Fal.nilli_es have_che_mged iﬁ the last several decenﬁjmﬁ. ihstéad of young adults to get
’ 11iarried‘ they prefer start live £ogéther w1th their l‘partn'er‘ in a sexual relationship. Just few peéple

of ‘ih9§é thafﬁohabit re.‘vei@th.ally get malTiéd, IﬁOSF of the1;1 break up, Very‘ few stay together as
c-_c.)hab-‘i_tar;tslfo.r.1011g pefi'o'd of tiﬁe.Patricim Morgan write—upébolxt “marli’i age lite” (2000), in the
1Il1ild-19:6.bs it was stated 'trh‘ait‘onljrr S%':of s_inglé_womeri lived wﬁth a man before getting
"married.Byfhe_l199Qsl, _,about 70% of Wbmen dia 50. Sbe_' suggest tl:l:at most j;leoplfl) t_hiﬁk that
co.habiting: Will.c-leﬁr_l‘itely_lead. to Illarriagé; but often is ﬁdt the ca.se.- To some couples,
_ cohabit'atioi‘l'i‘s seen -aé: an alter;lati_ve tlé ‘marriage, rather th;m a prepar,éﬁon for it. _Patrician

Morgan (2000), @Xplained how cohabitation differs from marriage in the following sub-headings:

=1, Stability: ('?ohalbi.t'i'ng relationships is very easy to be broken. It is v;—:rj/ fragile and there is
'?_robaf)ility to bwak up than when a ma:rriage: 1s leéal between two adﬁlts irrespective of
"-theh.i age of average income. C.ohabitation last less than twol years béfore breaking up.or
transformi.ng.to ,ﬁ_iarriage‘. Howevér, cohzibitation also have a negative effect on later
‘f-ilnarrié_ge. Thé more -often and 1911ger that men and women .coh;ib.it, the more _lil:ccly they

are to,br‘eakup'.l




© 2. Cheating:Young adult who are in a,cohabiting relationship are more likely to be

unfaithful to their partnc-_:rs than married the married couples.

‘Economics: Economic problemé is also one of the problem currently affecting cohabiting

relatibnsllips amc_mg-undergraduates, it occur as a result of greed onthe part of the

- partners and not willing to be: committed financially which has caused serious clash

L 215

‘betvéfee,n cohabiting relationship

.;'Hgalth: ‘Those- in cohabiting relationship have more heaith problenﬁs than those who

married legally, due to the reasonsthat cohabitants put- up with behaviors with their

.pal'thérs Whicﬁ husbands-and WiVes_who got inal’fied legally would discourage mostly

“wher'it comes tp‘smc")king, alcohol and substance abuse.

'DYNAMICS OF COHABITATION

Cohabitation gotten to the point of crisis amongst youth. As mentioned above, it is

Widespread.amongst"the 'undergrad_uates and the working youth {Muraba, 2005). When taking a

" look at the dynamics of cohabitation and 'pfe-'marital S€X, thére are three types namely;

2

1. Tl;é_youth_ in crisis
2. The factor contributing to cohabitation and pre-marital sex

3. Consequences of cohabitation and pre-marita) sex.
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A Youth in Crisis

The increase in cohabltatlon and pre-marltal sex are ev1dcnce that undergraduates are in serious
problem and thls reﬂect 1tself in different ways. Accordlnb to- Mashau (2006), the following

o symptqms shows that the youth are in crisis:

i There i8 hlgh number of female student cohabltmg and engjagmg in premarital sex; as a result
of unwanted pregnancy n thelr early age and the maj orlty of them dlopped out of school These

* children choose o become sexually actlve at an early stage of the1r Tives.

_ii. There is increase in number of students are committing suicide because they can’t cope with

pt‘eeeures related to love, courtship and marriage.

. iii, Cohabitation is fast becoming norihal way of life amongst the undergraduates because they

- believe that they have ftl.ndamental human ri ght to live the life they want.

iv. The majority of the students are even exposed-to sexually transmitted infections (STIs) and

“diseases such'as HIV: and AIDS because they choose to be sexually active outside marriage.
. B.Factors contributing to cohabitation andj:)re-marital 5€X.

There are -d.ifferentr-factur that is ad_ding {o the problem thatiyeung adults are facin g in this age.
According to .M'aslaau-'(2006), factors resulting to the problem of cohabitation and pre — marital

séxl‘amongjst youth include the foildwing:

i Pub11c1ty The medla focuses more and more upon sexual actmty African youths are exposed

- to sex and related mattels throu gh the medium of newspaper, televt‘;lnn porno graphic videos, the
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. internet aiid various magazine, Explicit sex videos and DVDs are the most-popular sellers on the

" market, The,x,also ‘feceive-mixed messages from the media. (Anderson, 2000).

'ii: Peer Pre‘ssu'rell: Mots‘t,o,f the young adults involved in cohabitation and pre-marital sex 50

' b‘ecaﬁ"se of pe_cr_lp-ressure.'_:l“heyr. look at their environment and 'see what most people do and they
. d.é:(‘:ide“'to and they décide to give. in a try. Most of them cohabit it in'or‘dier to avoid being mocked
: at and to receive ésséttionfrmﬁ their friends. in the end, Qollabitatioﬁ and pre-fnarital sexr have
become kinds of norinai 'v\}ay of life and accepted in a p_articLlar_a@ group (Mpraba zﬁﬁ:’l Naidoo,
.2005‘7).‘

il E;;perilmén_tjn'g _with. VS;ex: C'(-):ilabitation is a ,growilig trend ambngv young people in
- A_flr_iééllthég,e da'ys.'Yéung.l.Jeoplé have the p'lersp‘e‘ctivc that ﬂ;wy are not ci-vilizec:i if they do not

) in.\r;)lve .or‘ pge;cticé sex before marriage_and thgy want té- familiarize thcmselvés with ma_ttersl

cqﬁcerrﬁﬁé 'sex ,b'e'for_e they get marrie'd. That is why. Ihaj‘on'ty. will' want to move in with their

: g_irlfri-ends or bo-yffiend'é.

v Drug and- Aleohol Use: There 1s a high relationship between atcohol and sexual experiénce.
A number of African youngsters always involved themselves in “drugs and alcohol abuse
immediaﬁely aftér‘théy get to tertiary institutions. Therefore, it is very di'fficult for those youths

to control their sexual urge when they are under the influence of drugs‘and alcohol.

V. Fashioﬁs in_-,C.-lothing‘: :Anothe'r“.ﬂ factor that is afifectillépré;mal'ital éex'-‘- amongst. youth isr
' quhi_én in :cIo-thing.. Tliese .aays it is difﬁcuﬁ for female stuc?;ant§ to put on a dréss that are not
" ré-ve'aling t'hei'r; body or tight-ﬁtting. Th.isl is giv‘ipg ladies the more willing to flaunt their boldi'es
z‘md makes them Vﬁlneljable to sexual‘ﬁrecliators that are Wil]in g Vto buy them expensive clothes in
- exchange for sexuél fa\{lbﬁrs.
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C. Consédueﬁcés of Cohabitation-and ]é;l‘e;Marital Sex

: ; Most ‘.of these mldérgraduétes Wh_o invoIveLl thélﬁselvcs in sex before marriage are not well
- iﬁfofme(i éboﬁt the consequences involved in pre-marital sex and those who are aware of the
cohseqﬁendé_s teﬁd to _‘igr_lqr-e them (lemning,. 2007). ISe'x before 'marriagé' is destructive and
: might even, cause -death‘. in Some instances. Sofne of the dangers and miseries bt‘btlght about by

*. cohabitation and sex outside marriage include the following:'

‘1, Unwanted and Unexpected Pregnancy: Majo.rity of the female students wh{(') are cohabiting
and engaging in ‘pre~marit'al sex ~get pregnént unexpectedly. As a result of unplanned and
unwanted pregnancies it force mahy of these children to seek legal or illegal ;abortions (Chitanum

and Finschilesan, 2003).

- 11, Shotgun Weddings': Cohabitati_on among yoﬁng people might occur as a result to unplanned
p%eg'hancieS' which might lead toshotgun weddiﬁgs. The so called shotgun wedding tries to make
' a marriage where ‘pone_, exists (Smock,‘ZOOO). The couple is forced to get married to themselves

* becatise of the unexpected baby or out of s:ympathy and not genie love.

" iii. Emotional Breakdown: Separation of couple might come as a result of the pre-marital
“sexual encounter. Those involved in it life might become miserable and disillusioned. Ladies are
the most frequent victims in this case, Tn most cases; young people hope and dream .can be

destroyed because the'y"dé' not know how to cope in a kind of situation.

v, Se}xu.ally' Transmitted Infections: Due to the increase in the number‘srof' those who cohabit
o and engage in premarital sex result to high rate of unplanned pregnancy and the wide spread of

Sexual Trahsmission Disease such asSyphilis, Gonorrhéa, Human immunodeficiency virus
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' (HIV) and Acquired ﬁmnuﬁé-deﬁciency' syndrome (AIDS) :'pa'ndemic' amongst the young adults

in greafef pfopoftidns.lt should be noted ﬁhat’ ahyone who live an unclean sex life runs the risk of

©. getting these dre“:e:tdful‘diseases (Smith, 2004).

’ V:Suicide:'aqlults who cohabit tend to lost mutval trust and communication among themselves
Which,ijs dangerous to a relationship. Fear aﬁd guilt in the life of the cohabitant engaging in pre-

- marital sex brings about depression and can also lead to suicide.

+ vi.Marriage Breakdown: Cohabitation and sexual experience from the past might even cause a

" <breakdown in marriage when they haunt one of the partners,

g Fu.rthermo;'e, accorciing to. Stém (2006), people who cl;_ooéé to live togéther in mutually
: support‘ive'll(l).l_lg term fél.éltion.sh_ips withqut‘ getting n’iérried ‘do' not enjoy-.o*r éré not.eligiblé to
- certain legal' rigllts‘-that are- a:f)plicabllg to married couplés, as ;:Ohébitation has né status in African
- lay\(‘.-'_"lh"hisuis hbWevér fﬂrthd assérted by Gus:taffo-n' and Workil (2006) that "cohabi:tation in Africa
" h‘as‘ no 'lelgétl béariﬂg in terms of ownership of aSsets,’uhlesé the property is registered under both
pm"tne@ ﬁéﬁ;_e. It is hov‘yeverr.very clear frém the foregéiﬁg‘that cohabitation and pre — martial sex

- are two trends that are on the rise and are becoming more socially

2.1.6 ADOLESCENT COHABITATION EXPECTATION AND SUBSEQUENT UNION
' FORMATION

L &

‘Pa'.ttém's of ﬁdoléscent dating_ in ’til-e"Ul.S. have changed._dramati"c,ally since the past few
decennium. Nof .only‘the age at first marriage reached its highest point in U.S. history(Manning,
| -‘_b Brown, &;Payne,_2014), there has also been a fast increase in’ cohabitation (Bumpass & Lu,
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2"(’)00; Malrﬁrnél'2014-). The”resu'_lt of-these trends shows tha.t, young adults prefer to cohabit than
E to merry (Lamidi& Mernrthtg,. 2016). Despite ‘the prevalence of cohabitation. 'a‘n.d the _increase in
' support‘ive.attitudes‘ toward _cohahitetiOn (Aﬁders&], 2016; T_;hornton & Yot;ng-DcMarco, 2001),
' Americem youtl"'r "'repo'r-t greater expectations to marry than to cohabit (Cri'sse-y, 2005' .Manning,'-
Longmore G1o1dano 2007;Manning, Smock, Dorius, & Cooksey, 2014) While adolcscents
- have rather amblvalent expecta’uons for- cohabltatron compared to marrlage little is known
| rege_trdmg how suoh exoectatmns mﬂuence subsequent union formation behavior, Ajzen’s (1 985)
| theorg'f of plamtedbehavi‘or and ‘empiricat research demonstrate that expectatioos are salient
. predlctors of demoglaphlc behavror such as fertility (for examplc see M1ller Rodgers, & Pasta,
-:2010) Thus, we antlclpated that adolescents colqab1t'atro11 :and mar1ta1 expectations 'would

predict umonfomlatron behavror- during young adulthood.
22 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK . - R

‘ Tl_le'-'l-eq#ﬁf@ilent Ifor a sufficient theoretical ol-.ientation in eny re-sea.l;-oh work .cannot be
' over~ernplrasized.T_heoreticel schemes do not only guide research "For significant 1'etz%tiozts]1ips
- a;tnong.the hh’litlees fects that exiSt in ari.'enviromne:ntbutlalso create the different between the
| hriowledge Io'f aﬂfact aild'understanding what it means. Thﬁs this part of the essay is consecrated
i makmg analytlcal problem clear. I—Iowe\ter thc aim of thls résearch is to adopt social exchange
.. theory ‘and Symbohc 111te1act10n theory to explam determmant ot cohabttatlon among tcma]o

‘funder graduates i in hklllutate ngerm

SOCIAL EXCHANGE T

£

The 11’121]01’ research of halhnark on socml exchange in the tlcld of soololo gy 19 to l<now

the relatlonqh1p between social exchange theory and theories of gocml status mﬂucncr social

19




. retwork, solidarity, trust, affect and emotion. Homans(1961) one of the exponents of social
exchange theory defined social exchange as the exchange, tangible or intangible and more or
less rewarding or costly,'Between at least two persons. This theory comprises of five central

.8

~ elements _(H01nans,"1961-) which are:

K it Behaviour-is believed upon the notion ‘of ratidnality: If a behaviour results in a reward,
- thenindividual will act in that way. However, the more an individual receives a reward, the [css
b Véllued it becomes and the individual seeks alternatives rewards through other behaviours from

other sources.

" ii:The relatidnships is based. upén'rgpiprocatign: Each individual in the relationship will
"""._.‘:p'rovidé benefit to t}ie.other, bécause, ‘exchange xs equitable and tl-l(")'L.lIlitS of eﬁcchal@@ are
i;ﬁportant t:d.thé.parties: Aﬁ exé_ha_r;ée between t\R;O individualé lll’ll:lst be seen as fair by both for
the rélation‘t‘o contin.uj'e.of at least to coﬁtiﬁue'étrongly.‘This-“means that it.'is iihi)-()ltazlt.to rléspond

 fairly, but alsé with an item not (necessarily material) deemed to be important by other person,

. . ii. S&éiél' t;xchange ilél‘ ba.slt}d on justif:e principle:lh each ekchange there should be a norm of
; f_a.xilj.mss gqu;ﬁillg‘bel}aviour, thét is,r the exchange must be viéwéd as fair when C01111)ar¢d in the

o cbntext" ofa, wider-network or to‘the thlrd and f:ourth parties. This notion df distributive juéticé

‘ gbés _wbleyonc‘il the 'quu{ty.._ﬁetweerl the two p}ingiﬁals coﬁtribution. It iﬁvolve‘s. each person

i cémpariné hIS orher. relvs./érd to"tliat of others who have dealt:wi'th this iﬁdividualand what they

- receive for the same or similar contribution.

iv. Individual will seck to maximize their gains and minimize their costs in the exchange
relation: The notion of cost does not exclusively relate to financial issues, rather, costs can. be
incurred through the time and energy invested in a relationship.
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. v. Individuals participate in a relationship out of a sénse of mutual benefit, rather than
" coercion:Coercion should be minimized, having known what social éxchange theory entails.
Thus, individuals engage in cohabitation to achieve a nced or some needs which may be

important or not. Thi'sneedsr.servgs as a motivation to engage in cohabitation.
. &

However, following from. the five elements explained above, certain exchange must occur in

_order for an individual to sustain involvement in cohdbitation;

" i;"‘(ﬁi)‘habrit(‘)rs_..\'zvill ‘keep cohabiting if th.ey‘keep receivin g-tlhe needed satisfactioﬁ that they want
inliltiall.y-_. and“as_,i;t"inv_o_lved through Il)aitiéipénts.Whih 'thi‘_s is fegular with thewish for each-of
: themto have a match bétv?éen their relatioilshil-;s, thié might not be the only_ reason whythey seek
. to.satisfy, for_léﬁamﬁle, sécial interaétibn (éexual intercourse) needs may be very high and may
“have sér‘./e;d as their main feason' for coilabiting. Tﬁ.e‘refo;e,doing it vely well or having fgélings
of doing. 11: Well in _.:the‘ -a@tivity méjz not be important. Wha'{cve‘r the need, cohabitation '\;vill

continue as long as ‘they pereeived it to be satisfied.

ii. Cohabitors experience a sense of reciprocation: through their involvement in
_cohabitation;those ccohabiting make sure they receive something tangible or not tangiblethat is
néaﬂy close to their cont_ribution‘ to the relatlionsh.ip_. This may be an enhancement in their

+ . intimacy, emotion or even the views byliothers that they are involved in cohabitation,

- iii. Cohabitors make sure-they get a tangible reward which is equal in returns from their partner.
. For example, when' an individual who are incohabiting relationship display more love.and
affection to his or ‘hefpértner and the partner is showing less, this can‘_jrééult to individual having

the feeling that thesituation is unfair and that the normal distributive fustice has been isolated.
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| 1v When coﬁabi_taﬁné éoqples are maximizing the1r Iﬁroﬁt in eﬁchange of relation, they will have
i tc;l'mi‘nimizé théir co'sts..Howev"er; stOpping'co‘habitation 1nigl{t follow frélﬁ cost invested in the
- r,clatioﬁs,ilip béing.dispfopdrﬁonate 1o tlie-:return. If lf:.ohabitdrs ‘includc-:jduration of their time, ahd
: Iro"r energy, e1§10t‘ions,'“ fé.ehn'gs in their aééessment of the éosts and.bc;eﬁté in é.;)laabitatioﬁ, tl'ieh
théy - will | inevitably, be. -mak.iné differen‘; - decisions from | those_: inferred from existing

. measurement devices. L S e

v, The -probleﬁi of f-coérc;ion seems to have littie bearing on cohabitors _excep.t in one
 citcumstance. If family or friends forced couples to cohabit, they might stop cohabiting as their

. motivation will be extensive than those who choose to cohabit themselves.

~ Thus, social exchange theory is based on the pfinciple that we enter into relationship in which we

. can minimize the benefits to us and minimize our costs (Peterson, 2000). We form associations

 that we expect to be reWa;fding, and we tend to stay- away from relatiénship that brings us. pain.

7 People cohabit for different reasons such as love and C011115a11i011sllip, sex, status,. [JI‘esffge,
security etc. people are usually satisfied with relatiOﬁships that at least partially fulfill their

- expectations and that do _nbt éxc«;e‘d the price they expected to pay. : R

_ SYMBOLIC INTERACTION THEORY .

The symbolic interaction is a major framework of sociological theory, it is a theory about

' social ,b"ehaviorr_and interaction. This theory focus on the symbolic meaning that people create
. and depend on the'pl'oc'és,s of social interaction. Though symbolic interactionism trades its origin

) to, Mark Webeif"s assertion thd individuals reactdue to the way they interpret meaning to their

" world.Symbolic interaction theory looks at how the society interact- with others and navi gate.
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+ . meaning base on abject, events, and behavior. Subjective meanings are given primary because it

is believed that people act'based on what they believe and not just on what is objectively true.

.’Althopg.h, sdcigty 18 ‘ac‘idress‘ed‘ to be socially foi‘m thréughlhuman interpretation. brut
.__p'eople- i’n‘;erpret One.f‘ahother’s' Behavi;).r.which form the social bongi.' Even though, :syllr-ibolip‘
iﬁ’;eraction:tl.le'()-;:y. refers ‘cblllabi'tati-'oii as a unity o-f illtcractﬁng ipcré;onalitics. It focuses attention
on the way that cohalb'itor_l's inﬁeract throﬁgh syinbols, W(l)rds,‘ gestures, rulhes‘ ana '.rol‘es. Peoialc, are
been socigiized to‘h‘ave the knoWIedge of different l{illd of .syllnbdls and 'hgw‘ it can b¢ used in

: passir_;:g _infd-rr'natidn,‘_,feeling.s, intc—:ntions- an_:d action's?thabiting éoupleScoﬁlmunicate through
symbols é‘nd :tl.ley i)ofh d'eveloﬁthe rules and régulationl guiding -their ”relatiolnship' and also
ei‘ét;iﬁut’e a ‘r'ol'eof Boyfriends and girlfriends or ﬁerhaf)s:hu.sband and wife. Each acts adjusts their

| Behavi’our tﬁo-whéf; he or she thinks. thé other person is gdin_g _tc; do. Cohabiiors obtain much of
' their %elf—-notions 'ér thinl{ihg agd-feelings :about themselves. These feelings may be expressed in
- words ‘_Iilge 1 lo\./e yoﬁ, I can’t.do withoﬁ_f; you, you are cute énd -Iooking_ g;r,o'od, ete. it might aiso be

- expressed in action such as kissing, hugging and having sexual intercourse, .

‘Syr:nboli(;, i.ntel_'_actio.nl_is \}erif importlant'--because the way we act anci feels is determined not
_just by.whe@t' 'happe_'né fo 1ise but .alsp byl lhow_we,understanld the s_ituati_on,: I‘ or éxamplﬁ, pedja}e
Iové is Véfy_diétjpét. Somé ﬁeople believe ton show caré, to le? and hug is a sign of love, while to
- : somé: se;xi}al intéréc)ufée is their own sign of love. 'Symboli'c intoraction théory is"commonlyused.
- 11; fo l_lélp' ,ip&lividuals WhOV are cohabiting to know 11Qw the& can changetheir belicf and
| béhavi_qlﬁfs in other to achigve a molrer reqsonaﬁle a1‘1d‘ appropriate relatioﬁship. However, tl.li.s
, theéry was suggeéted Ilf)y.:.George Herbert Mcad p_oiﬁted out‘ thlat man is raised to a qualitative]y
) » differel_lt Ievei of exis',tenbc‘e, an éxistehcé coxﬁpﬁséd of symbolé, héving conditional meanings and

' usuallj t-:1'm1511:11‘;ted thr_oUgh 1511guage. | |
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| Tﬁis ﬁ'aine\‘\x}ofk is built i_n other to eia1ﬂilieif cohabiﬁngland martied eoep]es enjoy the
" s‘éme lev.el's. oi; reléitionshi’p’ quality. Thie theory Lcons‘id'ers fhc different among both married and
these eelleliifcing; 'diffeyentiating mhen'g fh_oée who Ieafrie_d directly, some people cohabit as a

- stepping stone to 'manj}age, cohabiters with piells to marry,;and cohab_iters with no marriage
“ . plans. The ge.tp" betv\.feen the tWo types ef relationships are arguably blurrier today. Most of
'.marriaéesare preceded by collebitatio;l even ‘thoegh just few eohabitéﬁons result iﬁ 'ma‘rriage
(i\/.Ialming,l‘ZOi.é), With '_tirw i'pcrleesing trend of prema‘rita]‘: cohabitation and the- groWing
privileged of having‘:'plansl *t(l) m_a.fry among “cohabitofs, we - expect ‘thet Itholse who co‘hab_i‘ted
~ before ma.friage majf heve siinilaf relationship‘- qulity to c.un'eﬁt cOllabitde fwi-th plans to marry.

- Those.who, mamed d1rect1j are a highly select group and thus they 1ﬁay repo1t rclat1onsh1p
B qualllty thet is mgmﬁcantly hlgher on ‘average, than elther marrieds. who cohabltcd premaritally
| (Ja.mes & Beattle 2012) or those cohabltmg recently (irrespective ofmarriage plans). It is

‘ exp_eet‘ed that those who eqhablt w1thout any p_}ans to marry themselves should understand that

" their 'felat-io.nship bquzlllit.y '_is Very poor on eyerelge," than cohabitors with marriage .pllans and both

K olf-‘the.t\?vo typ"es of marrjed- 0011p_1es.SeVeral other featufe_s of the current inquiryimerove its

| ‘._‘ebility ‘to contribute to the field. ‘To rely on new national data to Gxalrilil.lle a recent u-nioe cehert:
th‘ose who ,haVe beeit in their relatiohnship with their spouse 01‘_' paftnef for yea;"s. This 'appreach
also ensures maxnnum comparablhty bch@en the two’ types of unions since cohabiting
| relatmnshlbs are 1a1her short—hved lastmg Just a yeal or two on average "wherea% the average

‘ mar}t,al duratlon-ls neaﬂy 20 years (Kennedy & Bumpass, 2011; Payne & GlbbS, 201 1).

- Empiriefil eyi.derlce suggests that cohabitors are.unlikely to_'_be a homogeneous .greup is gradually
| acéu1mﬂating (Parker, 2000). Yor exdmple, the age of c'ohabitiﬁg partners was recently found. to

~influence reported quaiit_y and stability of the relaﬁonshiﬁ (King & Scott, 2005), with older
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- cohabitors being in happier and more stable relationships. These authors also found evidence to

- SLiggQS-t that cohabitation is viewed differently by'ﬂ1dse in different agcz— groups; “for older

S respondents, cohabitation appears an alternative to marriage, while for younger cohabitors it is

seen as a prelude

2.3 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

- Iﬂ':this‘-framework, X and y will represent the variables. Indepcndenf variables will be denoted as

X while the dcpendenf-yériable will be denoted as y. Therefore, .

x = independent vatiable

' Yz_dependent;‘variable .

| ACCOMODATION (X)

RELATICNSHI‘PCOMPATW

" | PEER PRESSURE(X®)

PEER PRESSURE(X®)

SOCO- ECONOMIC

- BACKGROUNG oF

' (PUBLICITY ORMEDIAK)

| conaBITATIONGYY

TABLE ADOP'l ED FROM ALALAD]: OLANREWA]J U

25




- Accommodation=X" }

Relationship compatibility = X*'

- szeff.l.ore.ssi#e =x%

Séxﬁal '?xpérimepgatid'n _xt
| ?ubng;ty of Media = X° - .\
K Péti‘ent%il __background=X6 o

- ‘Cohabitation = v
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- CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY -
31 INTRODUCTION
L This study is to invest:ig'ate the factors determiﬁing or inﬂuenci_ng‘oohab"itation among female
" Iifldergl'aduat'eS in Ekiti State, Nigerta. The chépter therefore describes the methodology of this
‘ research work i.e. 1t attempts to exelaiﬂ how the data that We_re.u.sed for the.sfudy were collected,
- and How they analyzed and tested.
“ 3.1.2STUDY 'AREA.

The study Wa‘s'conductéd inEkiti Sta&e Nigeria in public U‘niversities (Ekiti State University and
. Federal Unlversny Oye Ekltl) Ek1t11s a state in Westem N1gcr1a declared a state on 1 October
1996 by the mlhtary under the dlctatorshlp of General Sam Abacha Ekiti State is situated entirely

: W1th1n the troplcs It is located between longltudes 40°51 and 50°451 'Bast of the Greenwich

3 K merldlan and Iat1tudcs ’70"151 and 80°51'North of the Equator. It lies South of Kwara and Ko ai

State, Eas_t of Osun State and- bounded ,‘byOndo‘,State in the East and in the South; Land Area -

5887.890sq km:

| ) Ek1t1 Stafe Uﬁiversity Ade-Ekiti (EKSU) was established as Oijafemi Awelewo University, Ado-—
Ek;.iti 0‘1‘1:‘3 Oth‘Mareh, 1982 by the ac-hninieltration of late Chief .Michaei AdekunleAjasin; the "ﬁfst
civilian gofeLﬁor of Ondo  State.. The univer.si‘.ties is ‘a m.embefr of the:ri.Asseciat'ion “of
Cdmmoﬁﬁealth ‘U.ni‘\'fersities It is located aboﬁt 12minutes dri\}e from the center of the city Ado
| = Ekltl E1(1t1 State n South Westem Nl.gcnﬂ The student’s total populatlon i525,000(40% male

and 60% female)
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Federal Umver31ty Oye —Ekiti (FUOYE) was estabhshed in 2011 by the Federal gsovernmcnt of
" "‘ngerla under the 1eadersh1p of President GoodluckEbeIe Jonathan The umvelslty is in the
anclent c1ty of Oye Ekltl Wlth the total populatlon of 6,000 undcu,raduwtcs ch is a town
| andheadquarter of Oye Local Government Area in Ekiti- State Nigeria. Oye Local Govcmment
was caﬁed_oﬁt OfEICItl North 1ocal-?.-gover.nm(;nt on 1~7th may 1'989, Oye Local Government is
boun(iéd bj.f Ilej;mejé”_Local Government to the Nbﬂ:h, Iraﬁodun/lfglodup to the Sguth, lkole
‘.,I Looal GO\?/emment to the. Easf and ldo/Osi Local GOveﬁnﬁenf to the west. ch Local
e Government has the total popula‘uon of 137 796 as at-2006. 69,811 for males and 67,985 fo1

females It was pI‘OJ ected that by 2015 the populatlon will be 181,900.
313 Study I"opullation

The population was. female undergraduates in public unilversif_ies in Ekiti State, Nigeria.
These tertiary ilistitﬁti01ls Combinéd, have one of the most diverse student bodies in the nation.
Its attendants vary widely by‘age-, gender, and race/ethnicity, allowing fOI';'[glG study’s samplé to

be more 1'ep_reéentative of the general“populéﬁon.
*3.1.4 Research Design and Sampling Procedure

o The stﬁdy _i:nlvolvgd the admlinis'tratioﬁ of quesltionnair.es‘ to gather -data from a repreéantétive
sﬁb’set;'-lof the tétal poﬁﬁlati§11 whose angﬂysis‘“ were genérali'zab]e on the entire_population.A
sﬁ;lpie o.‘f '20'0‘-pa1'ti'ci15£u‘1ts were selected from the populatlion,' using :thé systematic random
sa;npliﬁg teclﬁqqe ie. 100 'St}idelifs each from Federal University byc—Ekiti, and Ekiti. State
‘University, Adé—Ekiﬁ: Requirements for paﬂicipaﬁts wér¢ that'th.ey "hms't be 5%115;13.,‘ dafing; or
_cu'rre_nt_ly- in a cohébit;i;lg Qf_mari‘ieél relatiopslﬁp, less than 30, and be hetéro'sgxual. The less than
30 age range was'clholsenxbaséd o.h curreﬁ.t s_olclio-._demo‘graplﬁc tmnds éllloljg youth. F or example
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Cat agé 18; individuals are allowed to make decisions that can potentially -affect the séciety, such

" as voting, and. unlike past generations, couples are marrying at later ages.

315 Sources of Dita

This researqh' study elnpld};ed primiary data, using strtlct.u're'd questionnaire to elicit data on the
o “factors influencing or determining cohabitation among female undergraduates in Ekiti State,

Nig.eria_t.' '
'3.1.6 " Questionnaire. * -

The questionnaires were thus structured and unstructured. consisting of open and closed-ended

. questions.

Part I m-l?eﬁﬁ;;qraphicié'S;trvei(: {115t1'a11y, participants completed a-demogra;phic survey .{'hat
provided informatioﬁj'oni 'p'articipants’ jage, s'éx/gendér', soci(yeconomic; stétﬁs whiqh ii;cludes
' edu_cationai 1eyel,‘.i1.1(:ome,_ pccupatipn, rac.cf:/éthll.it:ity,. religipsilcl)rn,: etc. -rthéii‘ cohabitation status
: (n01}—§ollabifing'fbr: cohab'itilnlg), and the ]éng?h of cohﬁbitatjo?n (froﬁi less than 3 lmontl'i-s, 3 rio 6,
or. more than 6 montl.ls)l.ﬁT hese' demographic ;fariables will be used tonassess differenccs in
partmlpants’ "'fesponsé‘s to. fhe survey q_uestions: =that:aék about_ their beliefs aﬁd attitudes about

' cohabi'tation:

Part Il — Cohabitation Survey: Participants were asked questions that pertain to their beliefs and

- a{ttitudésf about cohabitation (a sample ‘of questions is contained in Appendix B). Respondents

" answered questions ﬁsing a S-point-Liker-type scale in which participan't’s rate the items, 1 -

29




" strongly diéa;greé‘to S - strongly élgrée. The sample questioné developed in the Appendix B

- incorporate the conclusions derived in this analysis.
o 3.1.7 Data Processjn'g and'Analylsis .

The data. genei’ated for the Stud'y were analyzed uSing descriptive technique. After gathering the
. necessary information, descriptive technique was used for the analysis of the data in anéWering

" the propo_séd :eseardl1 questions. Data checking and entry were.done using Slatistical Package for

- Social Scientists:(SPSS 20) computer soffware, and the data were exported to’STATA for further

~ analysis, Univarjate analysis was carried out to produce frequencies and percentage distribution,

vi%hﬂé the bivariate allalysié of the independent :\(al'iaiblés and dependent variable was carried out
" using -'011i~9k111are '(for bivariate analysis). Furthermore, -the multivariate analysis was done

" empldying binafy lo gist.i‘c "regre.fssion.
3.i.8 :‘Measﬁrement of Var'ia.b.les‘-
I;ldepgndgné Vﬁrial}lles':' ) .'
:' Age:it isa cohtinu0u§variable.'Itﬂis categbrjzéd i__nfco four gr(;u}.)s; l§~20, 21—?4, 25-.19,‘ a1_1d 30+,
, Place;‘of_ Residence: IFis-dli\-/lided i;lf; two (2) cétegor_iés; 'RLlI'E;LI aiild U 1‘ban;

Lével of Education: Is a categorical variable divided into four categories; No Education,

-, Primary Bducation, Secondary Education and Tertiary Education,
. Religion: Is measlired in three categories; Christians, Islam, Traditional.

. thnic_it.y: It is classified into three (3) categories; Hausa, Igbo‘ and Yoruba.
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’ Occup_at'ion‘:‘ls classified into 13 categories; Civil servant, Fashion industry, Commerce and
i-ndust_r_y, Armed forces, Health sector, Education sector, Agricultural sector, Building and

, q(?ﬂst}jlct_i.op worlcé, Fin&ﬁce industry, Engineeri;lg_,wérks, Trar}sport Scctql‘, Law and Media.
Famlly type:lI‘.t 1S di.vid.ed into two (2) .qategories; Monogaﬁiy and P-oly.ga.my.
‘ ‘:Socio-ecqhojr.hi'c‘ S-tat';ix.s[ iln_éolme status: .I.s a cg11tir‘1uous Qariablé
DEPENDENT VARIAB'LE |

Cohabitaﬁon‘; do you live together with your boyfriend? |
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CHAPTERFOUR
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

| ﬁl.‘O‘Da"t'a Pte'seiitation-'an_d Analysis olf Reésults
| INTRODUCTION |
o Th1s analys1s presents the detall result of the. analyses carried out the Detetnnnants of
-:eehabltatwn among female.‘undergra.duates 1n El(lt_l State,' Nigetia. Results of theSe analyses vlv._er-e
presented, rtbllowed '_byl eemprehensive i11te1]jtetation, ancl explicit disenssien ‘of ﬁnding_s. The
analjtsi.s was done in tesneet to the rescarch questions. and ltynothesis Simple pereen.tages were
used to present the umvanate and blvarlate resultsﬂ while the hypothems was tested at OS level of
s1gn1ﬁeance us1ng l’earson chi- square and logistic regresslon .

| 41 SOCIO DEMOGRAPHIC AND OTHER SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF

. RESPONDBNTS.

. Thls _‘;section exalnines" the Socio-Demograph‘lc nattributes .of respondents such as their age,

) | religien ethnle‘ﬁy, levell -edueational level, | place of residence eeeupatien family type, wealth

" index, ete. Table 4.1 reveals the percentage dtstnbutlons of female students aecordmg, to level of

| ‘:the respondents 27 50% are in 1001,30. SO% in 2001 which has the largest percentage, 21.5 O%m
3001 14, 50% in 4001 and 6. OO% in 5001 The’ respondents are categortzed 1nto four age gtoups
: Age group 16 ZOyears const1tute 19. OO% of respondents 21 -24vears eonstltute 46 00%, which

~ has the la1 g_est pereentage, 25-29 Wlneh constitute 30..78%, ancl respondent within the age range

- ot 30years eonstittttel 4.50%. Respondent’s ."‘fathers with ne level of education censtitute 8.08%

" réspbndents parent with pﬁmary level of edueation COnstitnte 13.13%, respondent’s fathers with-
seeondary Tevel of edueatmn constitute 118 19%, respondent s fathers with tertiary education

- constitute 60. 61%whi ch has the largest peleentage Mothers w1th no level of education constitute
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8.59%, resporident’s mothers with priln""zrry' level of '..edueatfi.on.,constitnte 8.08%, respondent’s
mothers with. Secondery‘IeV61 of education -constitute 28.28%, and respondent’s mothers with

}‘ tertiary level of education constitute 55.05% which is the largest percentage.

‘ Chrlstran has the hlghest percentage w.hlch is 80 37%, Islam constitute 18 69%, and tradumnal
_ constrtuteO 93% The Igbos Wlth 21.12%, foﬂowcd by the Hausa with 6. 56%, Yoruba’s wrth

) - 64 14% whlch has the largest pereentﬂge and then others constitute 7 48% For the monthly
- al]o-wance 1 000 4, OOO constrtute 14. 89%, 5, OOO 8 OOO const:tute 46. 15%, 9,000-12,000,
' ‘Constltute 23 59%, and 13 ,000-16,000 eonstrtute 1] 28% and 17 OOO 20 000 constitute 4. ]O%

. Parents Who resrdelnthe .urban srea eon.strtu.ted 72.82% an_d _those who reside in the rural area

Cwith27.18%.

: Respondentthet'_hets boyt"rietrd constitute 83.08% which is-the lrighest' ‘0.‘{)3% don"t har/e a
3 boyfnend 78 05% of respondent have one boyfr1end 15.24% have two boyfnends and 6.71%
“ hdve m01e than three boyfnend 68.09% respondent S hves wrth their boyfriend which constitute
| the__hlghest, a;nd 3 1.. IO% are not eohab1t1ng.' As for the respOndent reasons for cohqbltmg, 10.34%

 are eohabiting due to academic_,reason,121.‘5_5% was due financial reason,-and 36.21.% was due to

R aeemnrnodatiOn prooleln which is the htghest. 6.90% respondents 1itxe togetllet‘ to test themselves
cb‘efore 1narriage 1l8.1--0% respondents stay With tltetr boyfriend' due to llove an‘d intimaC}r, and-
others reason for’ 1espondents to live together constitute 6.90%. 41 74% 1espondcnts are very
’”': happy to cohabrt 34 78% are Just happy and 23.48% are not happy hvmg w1th their boyfriend.

| 55.26% respondents think is appropnate to cohabrt ‘which; oonshtuto the highest and 44, 76%

‘Mresp_.ondents thrnk is -not appropriate to cohabit, As for the respondent opnnon if relrglon is
l inﬂnenciné cohabitation, 5.5..75%‘ respondents strongly disagreed which is the highest respond ent

- percentage, 23.89% 1'eSpondents disagree:d', 9.73% respondents were neutral, 98.85% respondents
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egreed; 1.77% respondelifs. "'stron'gly aéreed.'Respondent’s"'opinion is cohabitation can lead to

| marriage; 12.:39'%, " nespendents' strongly' disegfeed 15, 93% rcspondent; dxsagl ccd 36.28%

respondents wexe neutral which constitute . the highest 20.35% rcspondents agreed 15.04%
‘ respondents strongly agreed 15.93% respondent strongly disagreed that cohabnatlon contribute
L te reduetlon in dlyorce rate, 39.82%‘respondents disagreed, 33:63% respondent neutral, 7.96%
.respondents- 'agfeed, 2.“65% "respondents sfrongly agreed. ‘As for respondents opinion if soeial
rnedi;i c.g. mdvdes cadoons- and music rinﬂnence opin;ion. about' cbhabitatidn. 35.71%
'resinondents strongly dlsagreed whlcn constitute - the hlghest 29. 46% despondcnts dlsagrced
'-‘1-6 86% respondents were, neutral 16.96% reSpondents dgreed O 89% reqpondcnts strongly.
agreed. 21.43% respondents strongly d1sagreed staying ‘together wdl | af‘fect academic
perfonnance“ 26.7'9% . resno'ndeilts disagreed 27.68% fesnondenfs w'ei'e . neutral 14.29%

respondents and Strongly agrecd 9 82% strongly agrced that cohabltanon can influence

L acade‘mlc-perfonnance, _
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TABLE 4.1: ‘Distribﬁtion of Respondents by Socio-demographic and other selected

Characteristics

- £

VARIABLES .« TFREQUENCY - [ PERCENT%

LEVEL | A
.l tooL. o U _ 55 : 2750 .
12001 _ S .60 "30.50
300 o 43 L 21.50
“400L . | : . 29 . 14.50

" |-AGE

5000 ’ 1 ) ' 6.00

1620 .. . 38 \ 19.00
21-24 . T 92 .- : - 46.00
25-30 C o 61 30,78
30# 0 0 ‘ 9 : 1 4.50

| FATHERS LEVEL OF EDUCAI‘ ION

No formal education . : | 16 : 113,13
" Primary : S |26 ) : 1819
| Post-secondary ~ ~ ' 36 - 60.61
Tertiary - - : | 120 L T 808
MOTHERS LEVEL OF'E EDUCATION \ . :
. | No formal education ‘ 17 ‘ .| 8.08
| Primary - o . o116 . _ 28.28
Post-secondary. - Lo | 56 . '55.05

Tertiary ‘ o ' : 109 .. o 1859

RELIGION _ . ' : o
Christain o " 86 f : ‘ | 80,37

o slam o 0 T 20 ' . 18.69
- | Traditionalist - . . ‘ | ' 093 ¢
Ethnicity ‘

Igbo . e ' 21.12
Yoruba - : , 1 ' : : 6.56

. | Hapsa . - ‘ S 127 o : 64.14

‘Others o ; o Co 17 : o 8.59

Monthly allowance - .
1,0004:000, | 29 - | o] 1489

" 5,000-8,000 Lo ; %0 " | 46,15

9,000-12,000 : | 46 B 2359
.| 13,000-16,000 . S I . R <] 1128
17,000-20,000 L -y , T 400

Family type : - _ : . o
‘Monogamy - - o - . i69 C - | 80.50
Polygamy . = R ' 31 ' | 19,50

. | Place of residence : ‘ : . .
| Urbhan - B 142 ' o 72.82
Rural : ‘ . o | 53 ' ‘ -27.18.

Do youhave aboyfrlend‘? ' . C S A
Yes o S R [/ S : | 83.08
No L ‘ C 33 f _ 116,92
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| How many?

1 128 7R.057
2 25 15.24
3+ . 1T 1 6.71
| Do you live together? o
Yes . 113 68.09.
No _ o ) 51, 310
Major reason for staying together? )
Academic reason 12 | 10:34
_ | Financial reason 25 2155
| Accormodation probleni 42 36.21
As a test before marriage g 6.90
Jlove and intimacy 21 18.10 -
Others o ' 8 6.90
.Are you happy living with your boyfrlend'? '
Very happy * ‘ 48 41,74
Just happy I To I 3478
Not too happy _ 27 - 2348
. | Do you think is approprlate to cohablt" :
| Yes 63 55.26
No-' : 51 44.76
1 Do rehgmn influence reason for cohabxtatmn‘?
Strongly disagree 63 - 55.75
't Disagree 27 L 23.89%
Neéutral 11 9.73-
Agree 10 8.85
_ Strongly agree 2. 1.77
| Do you think llvmg together can lead to |
marriage? Lo ' :
Strongly disagree 14.. ~ 12,39
Disagiee - 18 15.93
Neutral 41 136,28
-Agree 23 20.35
Strongly agree . 17 15.04 -
| Do cohabitation contrlbute to divorce rate? °
“Strongly disagree - 18 15.93 -
Disagriee . 43 39.82
Neutral 38 33.63
‘Agree 9 7.96
Strongly agree . ‘ : -3 2.05
Do media influence oplmon about cohabitation?
-Strongly disagree : 40 35.71
| Disagree 33 29.46
Neytral - 19 16.96
. Agree 119 16.96
~|_Strongly apree ‘ : 1 (.89
- Do cohabitation affect academ:c performance? .
:Stmngly dlsagrec - 24 21.43
Disagree 30 126,779
| Neutral 31 27.68
| Agree 16 14.29
Strongly agree - 11 -9.82

- Sources: Nwoke]emc, 2(}17
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.-42:  DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY THEIR SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC

| CHARACTER'ISTICHS BY KNOWLEDGE OF COHHABITA__TION[

The Table 4 2 .revealed female undetgraduates who are cohabltmg by thelr levol From the table
E 2001 female students has the hlghest rafe of cohabitation (37. 38%)followcd by the 3001 students
| (20.56%) lOOl Has (17 76%) and 400] has the rate of (135. 89%) SOOl female stndents has the

lowest rate’ of cohabltatlon (8.82%). There is no s1gn1ﬁcant 1e1at1onsh1p betwocn respondents

o cohabltlng and those not cohab1t1ng (X =0.5145 Pr= 0 972) -

e Respondent between the age group 21- 24(47 66%) has the hlghest rate of cohab1tatlon followed
1espondents between the age group of 25-30 (34 58%), followed female age group 16-
| “ 20(13 OS%)and the lowest rate is among female age 30 (10 00%). Thele s 1o s:gmﬁcant

" relatlonshlp between rcspondents cohablnng and those not cohabttlngs (X"‘ 4.9590 Pr= 0.175)

(82.3 5%) of Cbristia-ns 'eohabit,' followed by the Islam with the rate of (1,6.67%), the lowest rate

. are the traditionalist Wwith the rate of (0,98%'). (X*= 5.9011 Pr = 0.05). Thelre is a significant
' relationshin between respondents Ieohabiting_ and those not .cohabiting

Yoruba has the bighes‘t rate. of cohabitation (63.73%), followed by the Igbo (23.53 %) others has

. the 1ate of (6 86%), Hausa has the lowest rate of eohab1tatlons There is: no significant.

o relatlonshlp between respondents cohabltmg and those not cohabltmg (X = 3.7392 Pr= O 291)

. Respondents w1t11 the 1nonthly allowance of S OOO 8000 h‘lS the lnghest rate of cohabitation
) (48 04%), followed by the rcspondent w1th monthly allowance of 9,000-12,000 (22. 55%)
K f.ollowed by the respondents w1th the monthly allo_wance ot 1,000-4000 (14.71%), followed by

; réspondents with m@ﬁhlyhllowande of 13,000-1-6,000(8.'82%), respondent with the monthly
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‘ aIlowanee Of 17 000 20 000 has the lowest rate of cohabltations (5.88% ) There is no significant

) relatlonshtp between respondents oohab1t1ng and those not cohabltmg (X =1.8206 Pr=0. 769)

L 75.49% of respon'dents. in urban areca cohabitate which is the _highefst,‘and 24% in rural area
cohabitate which is the lowest. There is no significant relationship between respondents

" cohabiting and those not eoh'abitin‘f_g(x2 = 0.0527 Pr = 0.818);

(99. 02% Of 1espondents who has a. boyfnend eohablt whlch is the hlghest and 15. 69% don t
.‘,have a boyfrlend 80. 39% respondents has one boyfrlend 15.:69% has two and 3. 92% has above
| tlnee boyfnends There 1s no mgmﬁoant relat1onsh1p between respondents cohabiting and those

o not eohab1t1ng()( 3 4213 Pr= O 181)

_ 36.2’1,% cohabit. dUe to aCCOInmodation probletn,, which is the highest. 20.59% cohabit due to

) financial reason, follow b.y Academic reason vtrhioh constitute 10.72%, follow by as a test before

‘111arriaée (6.86%): Other reasons why"‘ they cohabit constitute 6.86%. There is no lsi:gni'ﬁcant
reIationshipbe’tWeen,_respondents cohabiting and those not ooha"biting()(2 =1.6517 Pr= 0.895)'.”

U 44.12% of the respondents aire very happy' to cohabit Which" has the highest -rétte 34.31% are-not

happy and Why 21. 57% respondent are ‘not too happy for- cohabltm;__) Thete is no significant

‘ relatlonshlp between respondents cohab1tmg and those not cohab1tmg,(x e 9823 Pr= 0.371).

Aniong the female respondents that cohabits, 56.86% think is appropriate to cohabit has the rate
b of ‘which has the highest respondents!':43.1-4%‘said is bad to' cohabit. There is no signiﬁennt

relationship between reSpondents cohabiting arid those not cohabiting(x*= 1.0471 Pr = 0.306).

- 50: 86% of respondents that eohablt strongly dlsagreed that rehgion influence the rate of

| ‘ col1ab1tat10n Whlch is the hlghest 1espondents followed by 22.55% 1espondents wh1oh dlsagleed :
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-8 82% were neutral, 9.80% agreed 1. 9% strong]y agreed.There is no SIgn]ﬁoant reiatronship

between respondents cohablting and those not cohabltmg(x2 =1.6589 Pr= 0 798).

- Respondents With the rate of 33 33%‘ were neutral that cohabitation can‘lead to marriage which is

| 'the hlghest 20. 59% agreed that oohabltatlon can 1cad to marnage 16. 67% wSpondcnts

dlsagreed 15 69% strongly agreed 13.73% strongly drsagreod whieh is the lowest percontage of
. the respondents Thore 1S O 31gn1ﬁcant relationship betwecn rospondents cohabitmg and those

AN 4

" not cohabltlng (XZFZ 5564 Pr—O 635)

~ Among the respondents that cohabit 41.18% disagreed that cohabitation can lead to divorce

| ',_‘ Wh1ch has the hlghest rate, 32% were neutral 16. 67% strongly disagreed 6.86% agreed, and.

L o strongly agreed.There is no significant relationship between respondents cohabiting an
294‘Vt glyg d. Tt gf t rel hip bet pondent ibt d

those not cohab1t1ng (X -2 1364 Pr=0.71 1)

. _ 35 29% of respondents that cohablt strongly dlsagrecd that media influence the reason for
L eohab1tat1on 29 41%. dlsagiced 17. 65% were neutral 16 67% agreed and 0. 98% 1espondonts.
str ongly dlsagreed There 1s no srgnlﬁcant relationship between rcspondents cohabiting and those

*. not cohabiting (x’=2.7416; Pr:O.Q_OZ)

T

$30.39% o,f respondents‘ that cohahit Were:'nentrah that ;colh_abitatioh' can  affect academic
“perf_or:manc‘e leiichis--the highest, 24.52% agreed, 2353% .Strongly agreod; 12.75% .‘disagreed*
' and 8.82% strongi_y- disag‘r‘eed _that cohabitation will affect a‘cademie perlforiliallce.’fllei'e is no
- si-gniﬁoant reiationsllir) between-respondents e:ohabit.ing and those not cohahiting (X*= 7.9571

Pr= 0.093) -
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o -TABLE 4.2: D_istributibn of R'espbndents According to Socio-demographic and Other

Selected Characteristics by Cohabitation Status

‘COHABITATION STATUS

| VARFJABLES

YES . NO
LEVEL o
100L, 19 (17.78) 12 (0.00)
. | 2061, 40 (37.38) 2 (40.00) 2
 300L 22 (20.56) I (20.00) | )Pfr fg;j;
| 400L 17 (15.89) 1 {20.00) e
1"500L 9 (8.41) 0 (0.00)
AGE YES NO .
16-20 14 (13.08) 0 (0.00) X*=4.9590
21-24. 51 (47.66) 0 (100.00) - Pr=0.175
25-29 37 (34.58) 0 (0.003.
30+ , 1 5 (4.90) 0(0.00)
Fathers level of education. YIS NO.
No formal education - 9(8.41) ¢ (0.00) 7
| Primary 14 (13.08) 0 (.00 X= 2.7591
Post-secondary . -18 (16.82) 2 {40.00) Pr=0.430
" Tertiary 66 (61.68) 3 (60.00) .
| Mothers level of education YES NO
No formal educatmn - 9 (8.41) . 0 (0.00) XP= 1.1155
Primary” 8 (7.48) 0 (0,00} Pr=0.773
| Post-secondary - 30028.04) 20(40,00)
Tertiary =~ 60(56.07) 3 (60.00)
RELIGION YES NO
| Christian - | 84 (82.35) 2 (40.00) - 50011
Islam - 117 (16.67) 3 (60.00) Pr=0.05
Traditionalist 1 (0.98) .0(0.00)
| ETHNICITY YES NO e
- | Igbo ' 24 (23.53) 0 (0.00) X 3.7392
| Hausa 6(5.88) 1 (20.00) Pr=0291 -
{"Yoruba 65 (63.73) 3 (60.00) L
Others : 7 (6.86) 1(20.00)
MONTHLY: ALLOWANCE ' YES NO
1,000-4,000 5 (14.71) G (0,00)
5,600-8,000 49 (48.04) 3 (60.00) - X% =1.8206
9,000-12,000"° | 23 (22.55) 1(20.00), Pr=0769
13,000-16,00¢ - 9:(8.82) 1 (20, 00)
17,000-20,000 6 (5.88) 0 (0.00)
FAMILY TYPE .. : ' : g
| Monogamy 91 (79.13) 70 (82.35) X:= 03233 °
. I'Polygamy 24 (20.87) 15 ¢17.65) Pre=0.570
| PLACE OF RESIDENCE YES NO
Urban 77.(75.49) . 4 (80.0M 2= 0.0527
Rural 25 (24.51) 1(20.00) P2 0818
1 DOYOU HAVL A-BOYFRIEND? "YES NO
Yes 101 (99.02) 5 (100,00) X=3.4213
No - 0 (0.00)

1(0.98) -

a0 -

Pr=0.181




[HOW MANY?

NO

YES
bt 82 (80.39) 4 (80.00) X% =3.4213
2, 16 (15.69) 0 (0.00) Pre0.181
13+ _ . 4(3.92) 1(20.00)
Major reason for staying together? YES ‘ NO
| Avcademic reason 10 (9.80) - 1 (20.00)°
| Financial reason 21 (20.59) 1(20.00) ~ X?=2.0247
Accommodation problem’ - 37.(36.27) 2 (40.00) Pr=0712
As a test before marriage 7 £8.86) 1 {20.00)
| love and mumacy 20 (4.90) 0 {0.00) .
Others ' | 7(6.86) 0 (0.00)
Are you happy. staymg w1th youl boyfnend" YIS NO*
| VERY HAPPY - 45 (44.12) 2 (40.00) X’=1.9823
© | JUST HAPPY 35 (34.31) 3 (60.00) Pre=037]
| NOT TOO HAPPY - 22 (21.57) 0 (0.00) -
Do you think is appreprnte for student to | YES NO
cohabit? - : : 58 4 :
Yes (56.86) (80.00) Xt = 1,0471
No 44 1 Pr=0.181
. ) {43.14) (20.00} ‘
| Do you think, = religion is | influencing | ¥ES " ‘NO .,
cohabitation? =~ o : 58 (56.86) . 3 (60.00)
Strongly disagree . 23 (22.55) 2 (40.00) %= 1.6589
| Disagree - 9(8.82) - 0 (0.00) Pr=0.798
. Neutral 10 (9.80) 0 (0.00)-
- Agree 2(1.96) 0 (0.00)
| Strongly agree
Do you think cohabitation can lead to marrmge‘? YES NO
. | Strongly disagree - 14 (13.73) 0(0.00) ~
| Disagree 17 (16.67) 0 (0.00) X2 =12.5564
Neutral - 34.(33.33) 3 (60.00) Pr=0.635
Agree 21 {20.59) 1(20,00)
| Strongly agree - 16 (15.69) 1 {20.00)
Do you agrec that cohabltatmn contrlbute to | YES NO
divorce rate? . - D .
Strongly disagree 17 (16:67) 1 (20.00) X* = 2.1364
. [ Disagres . 42 (41.18) 1 (20.00) ‘Pr=0711 .
~ |.Neutral 33(32.35 3 (60.00) : ]
| Agree 7 (6.86 0 (0.00)
Strongly agrce 3(2.94 0 {0.00)
Do you agree that mcdla mﬂuence nplmon of | YES - NO . .
cohabitation? - - 36 (35.29) 3(60.00) -
Strengly disagree 30 (29.41).. 2 o X= 27416
Disagree 1 18(17.65) (40.00) - « Pr=0602
Neutral 17 (16.67) 0{0.00)
Agree ‘ 1(098) - 0(0.00)
{ Strongly agree : 0 (0.00}
. Do you think cohabitatmn affect academic |"YES - NO
I performance? " . 24 (23.53) 0 (0.00}
| Strongly disagree 25 (24.51) 3 (60.00) ¥’= 7.9571
| Disagree 31:(30.39) : 0 (0.00) Pr=0.093
Neutral 13 (12.75) 2(40.00) - '
| Agree "9 (8.82) 0(0.00) -
Strongly e '1gree :

Soure.es qukelem&, 2017
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- TABLE 4.3: Estimiate of Odd Ratios Pre’dlici:ingrCohabitatioh Status -:Aﬁﬂmg Respondents.

" *Cohabitl .  OddsRatio - P>z {95% Conf. | Entervai

. Re‘aSqns for cohabitation
Academic reason  1.0{RC)-

~ Financial problem 2,140,689~ 051. 89.66 _
. Accommodation prablem 3,94 - 0.403 157 98.59 -
As a test before marriage” © . .0.23 0.389 .01, 647
Age - o
16-20 © 1.0(RC) _ - .
20-24 0230407 007  7.26
12529 - 11.130.262 ..165 . 748.49
T30+ " 551 0.692 . .001  26083.89
Religion ' ' B

g ‘Christian1.0(RC) .. .
Islamic 0.28° 0.282 . .029 2.79

Traditional ©  0.48  0.905 3.98 59971.52
Ethnic group ‘ o ' ’
Igho 1.0{RC)

_Hausa - - 002 - 018 .00 619 - . .. o e
Yoruba = - - ° 0280482 .00 = 9537 - o
Others . 0.040.217 *.00 616

o level . . L

-100L  1.0(RC} . :

- 12001 1.410.822- 07 . 28.12

" 300L © T 3750467 10 132.62

400L° . 0.05 0.192 -00  3.98

~ 500L 1.04 0.990 .00 765.37
. Father's level'of education ‘

No formial education - E.O{RC) :
~ Primary L ©1.28 0.927: .00 28298

Secondary~ - 0.96 0989 .00 97.88 :
Tertiary 0.750.938 = .00 245.97

.+ Mother’s level of education ‘

" . No formial education . 1.0{RC}

. Piimary  0.45 0.807 .00 279.04 ‘
'secondary . 1.23 ' 0.949. ' .00 _682.60
Tertiary 4.31° 0708 . .00 °  9083.89

Place of residence . :
Urban - ~ . - 1Lorc)

Rural © . 374 0385 .19 73.43

. Family type ©~ - L o ek
Monogamy . -~ " LO(RQC) ' : S '
Polygamy . 168 0.752 .06  743.75

" Sources: Nwokejeme, 2017.
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' CHAPTER FIVE
_ JSUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECQMMENDATI"ONl
5.1 §UM1_\/IAR§- | o
‘ .‘.: Thi_é,r.eseetrch.vtork’ .der:tls- thh thé determinatlts (l).f .cohabitation among female un-derg‘raduatcs (a
0 c‘ése” st-utlj of putﬁlic" uniVersitiQS in Ekiti).TH@ basic summary of the findings reveals that
éol.tabitétioﬁ_,iswtciesprpad among ‘fe‘lriale .ﬁnd_grgraduate,kbecause most students cohabit as a
: re_sﬁlt‘j’. of. accomr'nlodat_itqn" problem, Jove and‘ ilntimacy, as a test before marriage, financial
B pro'blei'-ns and so on. Thiswas. c‘;onﬁrtnéd by signiﬁcant prdportion of t,ﬁe' respondents.Also from
":thlS study, 1t was cllscovered that cohab1tat10n has someadvantages but it is lowcr whcn
ctnnpared tct the. level of dlsadvantagcs ofcohabltatlon land the challcnges been faccd by
cohabiting couples. And most of them don’t actual]y cohablt as a result of that Ahi gh numbcr of
" the respond‘ents th;tt there _a__rt:severalldisadvan'tages or c11a11§11g¢$ of cohabitation such as sexual
: andp}tysical“abulée,j ab'oft'ion,. etc. They also gscet'tained that t‘;ohabi-tationlmiéht have a nc—:gtltive
: effect onthe ac:ademics‘ of an undergraduate as such an undergraduate may‘.bé distracted and lose

focus.

52 ‘CONCLUSION

E Cb-habt-tation 'ainong the undergradu'atég of public universitiés -inEktti S‘tate is quite com:mon‘ and
‘;c.‘;aused 1ilain_ly by.acctc)mmodat.ion problem, thé stﬁt‘tents- see cohabitatiotl as noermal way- 6f tife'
and their fﬁndaméntél humcm tigh-_t to choose the‘ life they want twhioh uhaé 110.t'hing. to cl_o with
' theiriftiends.business:‘i.n st:tioot. The hi:g‘l'llaWareness_of coﬁabitationﬂmongth-e students imply

that cohabitatioﬁ is general -qccépta;jge of thiis ‘11iving style in school. However the students were

~not counseled to handle the socio-economic and physiological consequence of cohabitation.
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‘:Fronl the study it Wee _obs'efved that most of the eohabtting stndente:’ pa.rentsi“:oon’t know that
their.daugnters ere living 1n a sexnal relationship in SChOOl,, antl some female parents kneéw that
. they are coll‘létbiti.ng_‘bnt tttey don’t see it as a bad idea. ‘Therefo_re the decision of cohabi_,ting with
~ someone your perents never:’approved can eause a greot probleln to the students when things go
- '.lf wroné. | | |
" Moreover the school security mlght not be able to control the conducts of studentslmngj oft
oampus Where most of the cohabltatlon usually take place Though the rational theorists believe
. that cohabltmg students hat/e made a sound Judgment by con51dcr1ng thebcneﬁts of cohabitation

) ‘ before"gomg‘mto it, suoh cal_cnlations-mey be based on iinmed.iate gains against future lifeand
'relationstlips.-So 'coh_abitettion -could expose the “studentsl to a.busee;- and other sociaily"risky
‘a"t'titudes ,and-.eol'l'd.uc_tsth'at 1nay jeopardize their future happinese and ﬁl‘lﬁl‘ltncntl
The main eause of oohabitation »_a‘lnonﬂgnnde'rgraduat'e studente in p_ubllio universities in Ekiti-

- state, Nigerienas -be'en.l oosefved that tllel'e"_is. no enough hostels by the "Lflli\}ersity .for female

, studel‘_lt.Cohabit-ationca—n a;ffeet the life and nttitude of tno students positively or ncgatively_

.-7,: dqpendjng experiences 'of.- the .st_udents. It eknoses students to _pre-marital :sex_ ‘and other

" eonéequenees' suctt as unp'lanned pregnancies, nnsafe abortion and high chances of contacting

.' s'exuall_)l/ trainsmitted diseeses. The tretuina the studen_ts faeed_ at tllis part could affect their future

- relatidpnships end '\tiew end believe of opposite Sex."

" On thé-,other I}end, 'When female.students who cohabit have good experiences it fosters tolerance,
‘.:a'nd enet)urages thent' o know each other better for a permanent fntnre relations-hip‘ thtough‘
neaniage It helns the partners to see and expenenoe their pdrtnel s where they are dating fm they
ctctually are and make 1nf01med decmon about their eontmued stay 1nthe 1elat1on°,htp Anothen

- good reason here '15 the age at whi'ch the students engage'in eohabitation will increase. It
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- Wasobsefved that some of the students ‘were in their Jate tecns ear[y 20s.and were not rcady for
' ‘mamage They Jusi sec cohabitation as fun and opportumty to exp ore thcn new found

mdependence and 11berty in the un1vers1ty

' S.3Rec0m1.ne1”1dati0‘ns :

g The followingf” recommendﬁﬁoms | arff rﬁade _-tjo reduce the neg;ﬁtivé cgnsequcnces of
f.‘ clé"h:ébit?tio;ll afmong- thf; un_d_e.rgradﬁéte students of Ekit@ s:tate "Iuni'veréity- flnd Federal 'Ulniveréity Oye-~
Bkiti. |

. . 1.The -§ch001 _‘au'thority .sﬂould-lpr.qvidgl ac.ieq:uate and conduci\?c‘ ilqs{éIS‘fo_l‘ female students to stay.

- 2. Accommuodation shouldbe made affordable to students on campus so that indigent students

could not be made vulnerable for all kinds of exploitation itlcludillg cohabitation.

3 The Un1ve1s1ty authorlty‘ must find a way of 1cguiatmé and mOmtormg the conducts of the
: students who llve off campus w1th the. help of the commumtiy 1eadets within thc neighborhoods
" Whé're studenté live. |
. 4. | Stu_de;rllts. should 7 be_ acllequate'ly‘ ‘eniightened dﬁring oriéntations about the danger of
< q(‘)_h-abitatilon. ‘ . | |
. 5..Paronts shdtﬂd be"en(;o‘uragéd to '\.fislit théir ‘children and find Wh‘erc and whom they live with

e _ “while ih'school.,

6. Students should be encouragcd to meet social oounc:lors whenever they are in dang,el or bemg

~ abused- by the1r cohab1ters qu1ck to save their live and enhance the1r academlc performances
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