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ABSTRACT

Dramatic increase in the prevalence of couples living
together outside marriage has generated acute interest in the
legal and social issues associated with that form of living
arrangement. As a result of this interest and because of the
shortage of Canadian data on the topic, a survey of adult living
arrangements has been conducted by The Institute of Law Research
and Reform of Alberta. This survey documents the prevalence of
nonmarried cohabitation among urban Albertans and examines their
attitudes toward some of the legal issues related to nonmarital
cohabitation, The survey alsc compares nonmarried and married
cohabitants in terms of their socio-economic characteristics
{such as age, duration of relaticonship, education, employment
status, and religion) and their living arrangement {such as the
presence and relationship of dependent children in the home, the
ownership of property, and the type of agreements that exist
between couples). Some of the reasons pecple give for cohabiting
nonmaritally and maritally were alsc explored. In addition,
respondents were asked to indicate how important these reasons
were at the time their relationship was established as well as at
the time of the survey.

The survey was conducted in the fall of 1983 using Dillman's
(1978} total design methed for mail surveys. The sample consists
of over two thousand respondents, or over two-thirds of the
guestionnaire recipients. In this survey nonmarital cohabitants
wvere defined as persons living with an unrelated partner of the
opposite gender for six months or more. In addition, the
relationship must have included at least cone of the following
characteristics: sexual intimacy, the provision of emotiocnal
suppert, the presence of dependent children in the home, the
helding of preoperty in common, or the pooling of rescurces. Only
respondents 16 years of age or older are included in the sample.



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This survey is part of a continuing series of studies in
family law initiated by The Institute of Law Research and Reform
of Alberta. It was designed to obtain data about the living
arrangements of adult urban Albertans, with a focus on nonmarital
cohabitational relationships. In particular, the survey was
designed to determine the prevalence of nonmarital cohabitatien,
and to compare the socio-economic characteristics and living
arrangements of nonmarried cohabitants with those of their
married counterparts. The survey was also designed to examine
some of the reasons people give for cohabiting nonmaritally and
maritally, and document the attitudes of urban Albertans towards
some of the legal issues associated with nonmarital cohabitation.
The overall goal of the project was to cellect data which would
assist in determining whether proposals for law reform should be

initiated in this area.

In this study, nonmarried cohabitants were defined as
persons living with an unrelated partner of the opposite gender
for six months or more, In addition, the relationship must have
included at least one of the following characteristics: sexual
intimacy, the provision of emotional support, the presence of
dependent children in the home, the holding of property in
common, or the poeling of resources. Only respondents 16 years of

age or older were included in the sample.



A guestionnaire entitled "Survey of Adult Living
Arrangements” was developed by the Institute and sent to a random
sample of Edmonton and Calgary residents. A total of 2,355
completed questionnaires were returned, for a net return rate of
67%. Respondents ranged from 16 to 96 years of age, Males and

females accounted for 49,5% and 50.5% of the sample respectivelj.

Although the guestionnaire was long and some of the
guestions were expected to be of a sensitive nature, the survey
was favorably received by respondents. This was indicated by the
relatively high rate of return and by the fact that over 1,000

respondents requested a summary of the results of the project.
The major findings are that:

1. The prevalence of neonmarital cohabitation ameong adult.
urban Albertans was 6.2% (+2%), Among cohabiting couples,
the unmarried rate was 8.8% (+2.5%).

2. Overall, 27.1% (+2%)} of the respondents reported that
they had at one time or another cohabited nonmaritally
with an unrelated partner of the opposite gender for a
period of six months or more.

3. Nonmarried cohabiting respondents were younger on average
than married cohabitants, Three-guarters of nonmarried
cohabitants were under the age of 35 years.

4, The durations of nonmarital cohabitational relationships
were considerably shorter on average than the durations
of marital relationships. The median durations for
nonmarried and married cohabitational relationships were
2.08 and 13,33 years respectively.

5, Over one-half of the nonmarried cohabitants described
their living arrangement as "a common-law marriage,”
whereas most of the remainder used the term "a close
personal relationship,”

6. The education level of nonmarried respondents who had
been cohabiting for 2 years or less was similar to that
of their married counterparts. However, among those who
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had been cohabiting for more than 2 years, both male and
female married respondents tended to be better educated
than their nonmarried counterparts.

among respondents cohabiting for similar periods of time,
proportionally more nonmarried than married males were
unemployed and more nonmarried than married females were
employed. In addition, there were proportionally fewer
full-time homemakers and slightly more students among
nonmarried as opposed to married female cchabitants.

Nonmarried cohabitants reported lower family incomes on
average than did married couples who had been cohabiting
for a similar period of time.

The religious affiliations of nonmarried and married
cchabitants were not markedly different. However,
religion was important to about one-quarter of the
nonmarried cohabitants, and to a little more than
one-half of the married cohabitants.

Approximately one-third of nonmarried cohabitants, in
comparison to only one-tenth of married cohabitants,
reported that they had been previously married.

Approximately one-gquarter of the nonmarried cchabitants
had dependent children in their home. In comparison,
almost two-thirds of married cohabitants, who had been
cohabiting for a similar period of time, had dependent
children in their home,

Nonmarried cohabitants who had children in the home
tended to have fewer children than their married
counterparts., Also, their children were more likely to be
from a previous relationship,

Nonmarried cohabitants who described their living
arrangement as "a common law relationship®™ as opposed to
"a close personal relationship™ were more like married
cohabitants in terms of having dependent children in
their homes. Also, their children were more likely to be
from the current relationship as opposed to a previous
relationship of either the respondent or their partner,

Nonmarried cohabitants reported having separate bank
accounts more often and joint bank accounts less often
than did their married counterparts.

Home ownership was less common among nenmarried
respondents than among married respondents who had been
cohabiting for similar periods of time. Also, nonmarrieds
who owned a home were less likely to claim joint
ownership than were their married counterparts.
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Nonmarried cohabitants who described their relationship
as "a common-law relationship™ were, in some respects,
more like married cohabitants in terms of their financial
and property arrangements than were those who used the
term "a close personal arrangement.”

Although the overall frequency of economic difficulties
was low, nonmarried cohabitants reported proportionally
more difficulties in getting government benefits and
employee benefits than did their married counterparts.

In general, the break up of mgrriages was reported to
cause more economic difficulties than the break up of
nonmar ital cohabitational living arrangements,

Both nonmarried and married cohabitants rated love as the
most important reason for choosing to live with their
present partner or spouse, both at the time the decision
to cohabit was made and later, Companionghip was rated
second by nonmarried couples and third, behind personal
commitment, by married couples,

For nonmarried cohabitants in general, avoiding the legal
commitment of marriage was rated as a fairly important
reason for not marrying. About one-quarter of the
nonmarried respondents also cited as important the fact
that one or the other partner was not legally free to
marry.

Married respendents, particularly females, reported that
the legal commitment involved in marriage was a fairly
important consideration for them.

Nonmarried cohabitants, as compared with their married
counterparts, placed a higher degree of importance on
economic reasons {"its less expensive to live together"}
and convenience {"its easier this way™) as reasons for
cohabiting with their partner, Nonmarried cohabitants
were also more likely to indicate that their living
arrangement wasn't planned.

Nonmarried cohabitants who described their living
arrangement as "a common-law relationship™ rated such
considerations as convenience and aveoiding the legal,
personal and social commitments that marriage involves to
be less important reasons for cohabiting than did those
who used the term "a close perscnal relationship.”
There was a high degree of consensus among all
respondents that couples cohabiting nonmaritally sheould
not have the same adoption rights as married couples.
Also, there was a high degree of consensus that the
surviving children of a "common-law union” should be
entitled to a share of the estate in the absence of a
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will, and that urmarried fathers should have the same
legal rights as unmarried mothers 1n situations where the
family is living "common-law,"”

On the other hand, there was a relatively weak degree of
consensus among respondents concerning the issues of
whether unmarried couples should have the same rights and
responsibilities as married couples in contesting the
estate of a deceased cohabitaticnal partner, and in the
division of property when there is a break up of the
nonmarital cohabitaticnal living arrangement,

There was a high degree of consensus that agreements
between nonmarried cohabitants should be legally binding
in matters having to do with child care, property,
arrangements to be made on break up, and the division of
expenses. On the other bhand, little or no consensus among
respondents was observed reqarding the degree to which
agreements involving either sexuval conduct or household
chores should ke legally binding,



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCT ION

The purpose of this survey was to obtain data about the

living arrangements of adult urban Albertans and to document

their attitudes toward some of the legal issues which affect

couples who live together ocutside marriage. The overall gcal was

to collect information which would assist in determining whether

proposals for law reform should be initiated in the area of

nonmarital cohabitation. The specific goals of the survey were to

document:

*

The prevalence of nonmarital cchabitation among urban
Albertans.

The social and economic characteristics of individuals
who are cohabiting nonmaritally as compared to those who
are cohabiting maritally,

The nature of the living arrangements of couples whe are
cohabiting nonmaritally as compared to those who are
cohabiting maritally.

The freguency and nature of economic difficulties which
are related to the cohabitational arrangement.

The reasons people give for cohabiting nonmaritally as
compared to the reascns others give for marrying.

The attitudes of urban Albertans toward scme of the legal
issues pertaining to nonmarital cohabitation.

This report is part ¢f a continuing series of studies in

family law initiated by the Institute of Law Research and Reform

of Alberta. This particular study originates from a family law

project dealing with an examination of law as it effects people

who live together outside marriage. Other reports related to this

preject include: Living Together Qutside Marriage {a research




paper prepared for the Institute by David Cruickshank, 1979).

Living Together Qutside Marriage: Commentary {(Olive Stone, 1980).

Living Together Outside Marriage: A Position Paper {M. Deborah

MacNair, 1980). Proposal for an Empirical Study of People Who

Live Together Qutside Marriage (M. Deborah MacNair, 1981). Living

Together Survey of Edmontonians (a methodological study prepared

for the Institute by Donald G. Fisher, Kirsten Posehn, Marvin

Brown and Ronald Fritz; 1983).

As argued in the "Proposal for an Empirical Study of People
wWho Live Together Outside Marriage"™ {(MacNair, 1581), the present
survey has been necessitated by a lack of available infermation
about the prevalence and nature of nonmarital relationships in
Canada, and by a lack of information about the attitudes of the

public toward these relationships.

For example, census data collected by Statistics Canada does
not currently differentiate between couples who live together in
nonmarital as opposed to marital relationships. As a conseguence,
all such couples appear as a husband-wife family in the 1976 and

1981 Census reports (see MacNair; 1981, p. 97).

A notable exception is the Edmonton Area Survey; an annual
survey conducted by The Population Research Laboratory,
Department of Sociology, The University of Alberta. In the 1979
survey, 3.6 percent of the 440 people interviewed claimed to be
living "common law.” In the 1980 survey, this figure had risen to
6.3 percent {(Edmonton Area Survey; 1980, 1981. See MacNair; 1981,
p. 98). |



Defining nonmarital cohabitation has been problematic for
researchers in the area and no definition or set of criteria has
emerged which satisfies all the needs of the various research
endeavors. Critical issues have to do with the length of the
relationship, the gender of the partners, and the degree of
interdependency and/or emotional intimacy. Recognizing the
limitations inherent in a highly specific definition of
nonmarital cohabitation on one hand, and the interpretive
shortcomings that can result from a lack of definiticnal
precision on the other, the Steering Committee' for this project
has prepared the following definition {see MacNair, 1981, for a

discussion of these definitional criteria}.

For the purpose of this study, nonmarital cohabitants are
defined as:

x two persons of the opposite gender,

* who are not legally married to each other,

x who are of the age of 16 years or more,

* vho are not related within the degrees of consanguinity
or affinity prohibited by law, and

L who have been sharing living qQuarters on a regular basis
for not less than six months,

'The Steering Committee for the "Project of People Who Live
Together Qutside Marriage™ is a multidisciplined committee
chaired by George C, Field, Assocliate Director, The Iinstitute of
Law Research and Reform. Current members include Elaine Callas,
Crown Counsel, Legislative Council, Department of the
Attorney-General; Gayle James and Richard Nutter, Paculty of
Social Welfare University of Calgary - Edmonton Campus; and
Deloris Russell, Research Officer, Social Services Planning
Secretariat, Department of Social Services and Community Health,
Province of Alberta.



In addition, one or more of the following characteristics
must be in evidence:
£ the persons are sexually intimate with each other,
¥ there is a dependent child in the home,
* the persons share financial obligations,
* the persons hold property in common,
* one of the persons is providing either total or partial
financial support for the other or for any child in the

home, and/or

* the persons look to each other for emotional suppeort.

In preparation for this survey, a pilot study was conducted
to assess the relative merits {in terms of quality of
information, return rate, and cost) of three survey technigues:
telephone interviews, home interviews, and mailed guestionnaires
(Fisher et al., 19B3). The pilot study was also designed to test
the format, content and public acceptability of the survey items,
and to assess the relative merits of sampling hoth partners in a

household as opposed to only one.

This pilot study revealed good public acceptance of the
survey. Moreover, it showed that a very acceptable return rate of
approximately 70 percent could be achieved from mailed
guestionnaires using Dillman's (1978) total design method for
mail surveys. It also showed that the gquality of the information
obtained with the mailed guestionnaire was equal to if not
supericr to that obtained with either the telephcone or home
interview technigues, There was some evidence to indicate that

the telephone and home interviews generated a greater "social



desirability" response bias than was the case with the mailed

guestionnaire (Fisher et al,, 1983, p. 11),

As a result of these findings and the fact that telephone
and home interviews were found to be considerably more expensive
than mailed questionnaires, the latter was adopted for this
investigation. 1t was also determined that only one member of a
cohabitational relationship would be sampled due to limitations
in funding and because intracouple response patterns revealed

relatively high intracouple agreement.



CHAPTER TWO

METHOD
The Questionnaire

An 18 page gquestionnaire, entitled "Survey of Adult Living
Arrangements,” was developed for use in this study (see Appendix
A). The eight part guestionnaire consists of 45 guestions with a
total of 176 individual responses {respondents were not asked to
answer all guestions, as some would not pertain to their living
arrangement), Though substantially modified, this questionnaire
is based on a preliminary version developed for use in a
methedelegical investigation that pilcoted the present study

(Fisher, et al., 1981).

Questions concerning the marital and nonmarital status of
the respondent's past and present living arrangements make up
Part 1 of the guestionnaire. Part 2 includes questions about the
presence of dependent children in the home, their relationship to'
the regpondent and to other adults in the home, and the source of
their financial support. Part 3 contains brief descriptions of
some situations in which the legal rights of couples living
together outside marriage differ from those of married couples in
the province of Alberta. Respgndents are asked whether they think
nonmarried couples should or should not have the same legal
rights as married couples in these situations. In Part 4, a list
of reasons for marrying and for living together outside of

marriage is presented. Respondents are asked to rate how



important these reasons have been, and currently are, in terms of
their decision to marry or to live together outside of marriage.
Part 5 includes Questions about the types of financial
arrangements and agreements couples have between themselves.
Parts 6 and 7 contain Questions about economic difficulties that
respondents may have had because of their present and past living
arrangements, respectively, Basic demographic questions make up

Part 8.

Parts 1, 3 and B contain Questions relevant to all
respondents. Parts 2, 4, 5 and 6 contain guestions feor
respondents who are currently living with a partner of the
opposite gender either maritally or nonmaritally. Part 7 contains
questions for respondents who have experienced the break-up of a
cohabitational arrangement prior to their current living

arrangement.

The Survey

Sampling strategy

Individually addressed questionnaires were mailed to a
randomly selected sample of adults living in and around the
cities of Edmonton and Calgary. Rural Albertans were not sampled
due to limitations in funds. The survey was conducted during the

months of September through December, 1983.

The strategy of using mailed Questionnaires as opposed to

telephone or home interviews was adopted following



recommendations made in a methodological study which compared,

for the purposes of the present research, the merits of each of
these procedures (Fisher et al., 1983), The specific techniques
adopted for the mailing procedure are based on Dillman's "Total

Design Method" for mail surveys {Dillman, 1%78).
Procadure

A sample of 4,000 names and addresses were drawn at random
from the telephone directories of Edmonton and Calgary. Half of
the sample (2,000 names) were selected from the approximately
236,000 noncommercial entries listed in the 1983 "City of
Edmonton and Vicinity White Pages." The other half were selected
from the approximately 210,000 noncommercial entries listed in

the 1983 "Calgary and Area White Pages.”

These people were then sent, via First Class mail, an
individually addressed cover letter, the guestionnaire, and a
business reply envelope , The cover letter included a brief
explanation of why the survey was being conducted. It also

included an assurance of complete confidentiality.

»
This initial survey material was followed-up in the first

veek with a post card thanking the respondents for their
cocperation and urging those who had not yet responded, to do so
as soon as possible. In the fifth week, a second individually
addressed letter (including a second copy of the guestionnaire
and another business reply anvelope) was sent, via First Class

mail, to all those who had not yet responded to the survey



request. Finally, a Special Delivery letter (including a third
copy of the gquestionnaire and a business reply envelope} was sent
in the eighth week to the remainder who had not yet responded.
(Texts of the cover letters and the post card can be seen in

Appendix B.}

Because public telephone directories contain proportionally
more male than females names, half of the respondents in the
sample received the follewing request: "we would like the
guestionnaire from your household to be completed by an adult
female. If none is present, then it should be completed by an
adult male.,"™ The other half received the opposite request: "we
would like the questionnaire from your household to he completed
by an adult male. If none is present, then it Should be completed
by an adult female." Although the use of this stratified sampling
strategy may result ip a sample that is not truly reflective of
the proportion of males and females in the population, its
omission essentially guarantees an over sampling of males when

the telepheone directory is used as a source of names.



The Sample

The use of the telephone directory as a source of names and
addresses unavoidably eliminates from the sample some individuals
who live within the catchment area, Missing will bhe those with
unlisted telephone numbers, those living in group accommodations
who do not have a telephone number listed in their name,
residents who have moved into the area since the directory was
published, and those who do not subscribe to telephone service.
Although it is difficult to determine the number of people who
will be missed for these reasons, estimates for urban areas, such
as those under investigation in this study, are reported to be in
the 5 to 10 percent range (personal communication, The Population
Research Laboratory, University of Alberta, Also, see Dillman,

i978}).
Raturn Rates

Of the 4,000 guestionnaires mailed out, 496 were returned by
the Post Office stamped "Moved, Address Unknown.," This is a
higher rate of nondeliverables than expected; however, it
probably reflects the fact that a large number of people were in
the process ¢f relocating as the result of a significant downturn

in the Alberta economy at the time.

Of the remaining 3,504 deliverable guestionnaires, 73.6
percent (2,581 gquestionnaires} were returned by respondents, Two
hundred and tvwenty-six (8.8%) of these were unusable, primarily

because major parts of the guestionnaire were not completed. A
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small portion of the returns were unusable because they were from
respondents under 16 years of age. Eliminating these, the
resulting net return rate of usable guesticnnaires completed by
urban Alhbertans 16 years of age or older was 67.2 percent {2,355
usable returns out of a total of 3,504 deliverable
guestionnaires}., This rate was very similar for both the Edmonton
and Calgary catchment areas {the return rates for these cities
were approximately 66% and 68% respectively). The effects of the
prompts {the post card, the follow-up letter, and the Special

Delivery letter) on weekly return rates can be seen in Figure 1,

It should be noted that rates of 73.6 percent and 67.2
percent for total returns and net usable returns, respectively,
are very substantial for a survey of the general public such as
the present one. In fact, these rates are somewhat higher than

would be expected on the basis of Dillman’s work (Dillman, 1978).

Even though the qQuestionnaire was long and some of the
questions were expected to be of a sensitive npature, the fairly
high rate of completion in contrast tc the relatively low rate of
unusable questionnaires indicates that the survey was favorably
received, Moreover, the survey generated enough interest among
respondents to stimulate over 1,000 to reguest a summary of the

results; a much higher figure than anticipated.

Sample demographics

Gender and age. Figure 2A shows the age distribution of the

sample by gender {(Table A1 in Appendix C presents this data in
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tabular form). As may be seen, male and female respondents are
fairly evenly represented in most all age ranges. An exception is
in the 16 to 25 year age range in which more female than male
respondents returned completed guestionnaires, Over all, males
account for 49.5 percent of the sample and females 50.5 percent,.
The average age of respondents was 40.6 years and the median age
{that which separates the sample in halves} was 36.% years. The

age range of the sample was 16 to 96 years.

These gender by age range proportions are very consistent
with those reported in the recent Census for Edmonton and Calgary
(Statistics Canada, 19B1), The only exception being in the 16 to
25 year age range. In the 1981 Census report, people between the
ages of 15 to 25 years made up approximately 25 percent of the
adult population (that is, people 15 years of age or older). In
the present sample, approximately !'1 percent were between the

ages of 16 and 25.

This discrepancy may be accounted for in part at least by
the following circumstances, First, the Statistic Canada data
which has been cited includes people who were 15 years of age,
whereas the cut off age for the present sample was 16, Thus, the
present sample would be expected to include a smaller proportion
of respondents in the age range in guestion than indicated by the

Census data.

Second, since it is reasonable to assume that a greater
proporticn of people between the ages of 16 and 25 years,

relative to those in the older age groups, would not be living
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independently and/or have a telephone number listed in their
name, it is also reasonable to assume that they would not likely
be recipients of the present survey materials. As may be
recalled, names and addresses as listed in the telephone book
provided the source from which the present sample was drawn,
Thus, the present sample would again be expected to include a
smaller proportion of respondents in the 16 to 25 year age range

than indicated by the Census data,

Third, data recently reported by the Alberta Bureau of
Statistics {(see The Edmonton Journal, October 13, 1984) indicates
that a disproportionately high number of people in the 15 to 29
Year age group have moved out of the province over the last 12
months (this is presumably because of a reduction in the
availability of empleyment opportunities}., Thus, the smaller
proportion of respondents in the 16 to 25 year age range that
make up the present sample, in relation to that reported in the
1981 Census, may also be a reflection of this trend in migratory
patterns. It is, perhaps, relevant to ndte that over 70 percent
of the present sample report that they have lived in the province

of Alberta for 10 years or more.

Education level. Figure 2B shows the education level of the

sample by gender., As may be seen, the sample includes respondents
with a wide range of educaticnal experience. On one hand, 20.8

percent of the sample have less than a Grade 12 education, while
22.5 percent hold one or more university degrees, More males than

females (28.2% versus 17,0% respectively) hold university
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degrees. The largest proportion of respondents (27.6%} hold
non-university certificates or diplomas from community colleges,
nursing schools, or technical schools {see Table A2 in Appendix C

for a complete breakdown of these data in tabular form}.

In comparing the education levels of the respondents in the
present sample with those reported in the recent Census
{Statistics Canada, 1981}, respondents in the sample appear to be
better educated than what may have been predicted., For example,
the propertion of respondents at the 9th through 12th Grade
education level in the present sample is lower than that reported
in the 1981 Census {(11,1% versus 2B.7% respectively). On the
other hand, the combined proportion of respondents with
non-university and university certificates or degrees is higher
in the present sample than in 1981 Census (50,0% versus 32.4%

respectively).

Due to the circumstances noted above regarding the apparent
discrepancy in the age range data, the differences in educatiocn
level are not easy to interpret, It may be argued, however, that
the education levels reported by respondents in the present
s:mple are what would be expected given (A} that the sampling
procedure used in the present survey enhanced the probability of
sampling adults who were living independently (that is,
respondents who were less likely to be in school), and (é) the
recent drop in the 15 to 29 year cld population in relation to
that reported in the 1981 Census (that is, a drop in the

proportion of potential respondents who would more likely be in



school and, perhaps, be less well educated;.

Income level. The annual, before tax, income of respondents

in the sample is shown in Figure 2C, Because respondents living
with their spouse or with an unrelated partner of the opposite
gender were asked to report their combined family income, the
income data for cohabiting couples are shown separately from

those of noncohabiting respondents.

As anticipated, family incomes of $20,000 or more were seen
tc be common for respondents currently cchabiting with another
adult of the opposite gender in either a marital or nonmarital
relationship. In contrast, incomes ¢f less than $30,000 were more
common for widowed, divorced or separated, and never married
respondents not currently cohabiting with another adult {see
Table A3 in Appendix C for a complete breakdown of these data in

tabular form).

The family incomes of cohabiting couples as reported by
respondents in the present sample can be seen to be very
consistent with these reported for househelds in the recent
Census {Statistics Canada, 1981), For example, a little less than
10 percent reported incomes of $10,000 or less and approximately

50% reported incomes of $30,000 or more in both cases,

Summary of sample demographics. in conclusicn, these

demographic data reveal a sample which is fairly evenly split
between male and female respondents. The data also reveal a

sample that includes respondents from a broad range_of age,
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education and income levels. When coupled with (A} the sampling
strategy used, {B)} the relatively high net return rate of £7.2
percent, and {C} the very favorable degree of agreement with
recent Census data, these observations indicate that the sample
is likely to be a very good representation of the population of

adult urkban Albertans that the study was designed to survey.



CHAPTER THREE

RESULTS ANO DISCUSSION
Prevalence of Nonmarital Cohabitation

The prevalence of nonmarital cohabitation among adult urban
Albertans is a major concern of this study. As may be recalled, a
respondent is defined to be cchabiting nonmaritally, in this
study, if he or she has been living with an unrelated partner of
the opposite gender for six months or more, In addition, the
relationship must include at least one of the following
characteristics: sexual intimacy, the provision of emotional
suppeort, the presence of dependent c¢hildren in the home, the
holding of property in common, or the pooling of financial
resources. Only respondents who are 16 years of age or older are
included in the sample. These criteria are defined more fully in

the introduction section,

Fourty-two respondents who report that they are currently
living with an unrelated partner of the opposite gender failed to
meet the above criteria. Thirty-three failed because they had not
lived with their partner for six months or more., The other nine
report that they are sharing accommodations for financial reasons
only. These respondents claim that they are not sexual intimates,
and that they do not own property in common, or pool their
resources, or depend on their partners for emotional support, or

have dependent children in the home.
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All but two of the 145 respondents who did meet these
criteria report that they are sexually intimate with their
partner, One of these reported lhat she and her partner are not
sexually intimate and the other did not answer this guestion.
Both of these respondents are defined as cchabiting nonmaritally
because they report that there are dependent children in the

home, that they and their partner generally pocl their resources,

and that they depend on their partners for emoticnal support,

Thus, the prevalence of urban Albertans 16 years of age or
older who are currently cohabiting nonmaritally is estimated to
be 6.2 percent {145 nopmarried cohabitants out of a total sample
of 2,355 respondents; see Figure 3A}. Based on the size of the
sample and the sampling procedures used in this study, this
prevalence rate is statistically estimated to be accurate to
within 2 percentage points 95 times out of 100 (that is, the
prevalence rate is estimated to be between 4.2% and 8.2¥% at a 95%

confidence level)

The preceding prevalence estimate represents the nonmarital
cohabitation rate for adult urban Albertans. A prevalence rate
has also been estimated for urban Albertan couples who are
currently cohabiting with an adult c¢f the opposite gender. In
this case, 8.8 percent of urban Albertan couples are estimated to
be cohabiting nonmaritally {145 out of 1640 "“currently
cohabiting”™ respondents; see Figure 3B). At the 95 percent
confidence level, the error rate for this population estimate is

2.5 percent .
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These prevalence rates are consistent with those reported in
a survey of Edmontonians which piloted the present study (Fisher,
et al., 1963). In that survey, 5.1 percent of adults {13 out of
243 respondents) and 7.6 percent of cohabiting couples (13 out of
172 respondents) were found to be cohabiting nonmaritally. The
prevalence rates found in the present study are alse in accord
with previous surveys which report between 2 to 6 percent of the

population to be living together outside of marriage (see

MacNair, 1981},

In addition to the above prevalence rates, the present study
reveals that a total of 27,1 percent of urban Albertans have at
one time or another cohabited nonmaritally with an unrelated
partner of the opposite gender for a period of six months or more
(see Figure 3C), Among "now married" respondents, 20.7 percent
report that they had lived with their present spouse for six
months or more before marrying. Ameng all respondents, 10.8
percent report that they had lived for a pericd of six months or
more with an unrelated partner of the opposite gender with whom

they are no lenger living.
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Social and Economic Characteristics of Cohabiting Couples

Age

Table 1 shows the age distribution of nonmarried and married
cohabitants according to gender (the age range of all respondents
broken down by living arrangement and gender can be seen in Table
A1 in Appendix C)., As can be seen, females tend to be younger
than males in both of the cohabitaticnal categories., Alsc about
three—quarters of the respondents (74.6%)} who are cchabiting
nonmaritally are between 16 and 35 years of age. On the other
hand, a little less than cne-third of the married respondents
(31.2%) are between 16 and 35, These data also reveal that the
proporticon of nonmarried cohabitants over the age of 65 is very

low (1.4% for males and females combined).

These findings suggest that nonmarital cochabitation is
restricted mostly to younger couples, or that the popularity of
this form of living arrangement is relatively new, or both. The
first alternative is consistent with the idea that nonmarital
cohabitation represents a modern version of courtship, and is
therefore age related. The second is consistent with the idea
that nonmarital cohabitation represents an alternative to
marriage that has become popularized in recent years, and is
therefore era related. This issue will be taken up again at

various points throughout this report.



24

TABLE 1

AGE OF NONMARIED AND MARRIED COHABITANTS EBY GENDER

{All respondants 1& years or oldsr)

MALES ——— FEMALES —

- -
DARRIED KORRIED JRRIED JARRIED
MGE RANGE: .1 i X 1 A 3 | L
16 T2 25 YEARS 18 8.4 2b 3.3 e ] 3.4 13 %.9
T X YEARS byl 0 29 7.9 L} 9.9 359
35 TR A5 YEARS 9 3 2 2.3 8 10.1 183 74
45 T 55 YEARS L] b3 147 18.7 1 4 14 15.1
55 T &5 YEARS 2 L2 s 1ha { L3 1] 9.4
INER 45 YEARS 1 L.é 18 b1 l L3 27 i.8
NISSING DATA l .60 2 12,8} 2 5 @ 12.8)
TOTAL #1000 808 39.9 Bt 100,0  88% 9.9
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Duration of the relationship

Related to age is the concomitant finding that the durations
of nonmarital cohabitations are considerably shorter, on average,
than marital cohabitations (the median durations for nenmarital
and marital cohabitations are 2.08 and 13.33 years respectively).
As can be seen in Table 2, almost all of the respondents who are
cohabiting nonmaritally {(95.1%) have been living with their
current partner for 10 years or less, The majority of married
couples {60.5%), on the other hand, have been living with their

current spouse for more than 10 years.

Although these data clearly show that nonmarital
cohabitations are typically of shorter duration than marital
cohabitations, it is not clear whether this fact reflects
differences in the nature of the relationship, or the recently
increased popularity of this form of adult living arrangement. It
is clear, however, that if these nonmarried and married
cchabitants are compared across-the-board, the findings will be
confounded by the large differences that exist between these
groups in the durations of their relationships and in the ages of

there respondents,

Because the duration of the relationship is likely to be an
important consideration in dealing with the legal implications of
nonmarital cohabitation, it seems appropriate to take this aspect
of the relationship into account when describing this form of
living arrangement, This seems particularly appropriate when

comparing nonmarried cohabitants with their married counterparts,
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TABLE 2

PURATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF NONMARRIED
AND MARRIED COMABITING COUPLES

{All raespondents 15 years or older}

RURATION QF RELATIONSHIP;

LESS THAN 2 YEARS
2 TO 5 YEARS

S5 TO 10 YEARS

MORE THAN 10 YEARS
MISSING DATA

TOTAL

o — —
&8 44.9 125 e.e
54 37.2 - 190 13.2
14 11.0 - 2% 17.5
7 a.8 870 &0.5
o (0.0} =8 (3.9
145 99.9 1495 100.0
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Secondly, because age is seen to be positively correlated with
the duration of the relationship {these correlations are r=.34
for nonmarried cohabitants and r=.84 for married cohabitants},
comparisons betwveen nonmarried and married cohabitational
relationships according to their duration will partially reduce
the potentially confounding effects of both duration and age.
Thus, comparison between nonmarried and married cohabitants in
the remainder of this report will be analyzed according to

duration of relationship where appropriate,

Typically, cohabitational cutoff periods of 2 years and 10
years will be used for these analyses., The 2 year cutoff period
has been selected because it was believed to represent a
reasonable criterion of permanence. The 10 year cuteoff period has
been selected because approximately 95 percent of nonmarried
respondents have been cohabiting for 10 years or less {see Table
2), In addition, cohabitants have been grouped according to
gender when a break down by this variable appears to be of

interest,

Description of the nonmarital relationship

Over half of the ncnmarried cohabitants (56.7%) select the
term "a common-law marriage" to describe their living
arrangement. On the other hand, 42.6 percent select the term "a
tlose personal relationship.” Only a very small proportion of
nonmarried cohabitants (0.7%) select the term "just shared

accommodation for financial reasons only."
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As can be seen in Table 3, males and females who have been
cohabiting for less than 2 years are not substantially different
in the terms they select to describe their living arrangement,
Females, however, who have been cohabiting for 2 years or more
(that is, 2 to 10 years, and more than 10 years) appear to select
the term "a commen-law marriage®™ a little more freguently than
males (these proportions are 65.9% for females and 54,5% for

males),

Table 3 also reveals that there is a greater tendency for
nonmarried male and female cohabitants to describe their living
arrangement as "a common-law marriage®” as the duration of the
relationship increases, That is, 52.2 percent of respondents
{males and females combined) who have been cchabiting for less
than 2 years describe their relaticonship as "a common-law
marriage." This proportion increases to 59.4 percent for
respondents who have been cohabiting for 2 to 10 years, and to
71.4 percent for those cohabiting for more than 10 years. As
noted previously, females tend to contribute more-to this trend

than males,

These findings suggest that the terms used by nenmarried
cohabitants to describe their living arrangement may, in fact, be
indicators of the perceived permanence of the relationship, The
use of the term "a common-law marriage™ may indicate that the
living arrangement is perceived by the cohabitants more as an
alternative to legal marriage and less as an extended form of

courtship; that is, that the living arrangement is more marriage
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TABLE 3
NONMARRIED COHABRITANTS®' DESCRIPTIONS OF THEER
LIVING ARRANGEMENT BY DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP
AND BY GENDER

(All respondents 14 years or older)

DURATION OF RELATIDONSHIP:
LESS THAN 2 YEARS

— HALE —- -- FEMALE --
DESCRIPTIONS: N % N %
COMMON-LAW MARRIABE 15 51.7 20 S2.6
PERSONAL RELATIONSHIP 14 48.3 18 47.4
SHARE ACCOMODATION o] G o 0
MISSING DATA 1 (3.3 0 (0.0
TOTAL 30 100, 0 38 100, 0
DURATION OF RELATIONSHIF:
2 70 10 YEARS

-- MALE -- -~ FEMALE --
DESCRIPTIONS; N % N %
COMMON-LAW MARRIAGE 15 S53.4 25 &4.1
FERSOMAL RELATIONSHIP 12 42.9 14 35.9
SHARED ACCOMODATION 1 Z. 48 ] <
MISSING DATA 1 (3.4 2 (3.9
TOTAL L 100, 1 a1 100.0
DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP:
MORE THAMN 10 A

— MALE —- -— FEMALE '—-
DESCRIFTIONS: N % N %
COMMON-LAKW MARRIAGE = &O.0 2 LG, 0
FERSONAL RELATIONSHIF 2 40,0 (x| a
SHARED ACCOMODATICON Q ¥ Iv] s

MISSING DATA 0 (0,0 0 (. )
TOTAL - 100G, O 2 13,3

o
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like. On the other hand, use of the term "a close personal
relationship,” may indicate that the living arrangement is
perceived by the cohabitants more as an extended form of
courtship and less as an alternative to legal marriage; that is,
less marriage like, This suggestion will be examined further in

the following sections,
Education level

Table 4 shows the education level of nonmarried and married
cohabitants broken down by duration of relatieonship and by
gender., As can be seen, there are only minor differences in the
educational levels of male and female respondents who have been
cohabiting with their current partner or spouse for less than 2
years, This similarity in education level is apparent between
nonmarried and married cohabitants within each category of gender
and between males and females within each category of cohabitants

{that is, nonmarried and married}.

On the other hand, Table 4 reveals that among respondents
who have been cohabiting from 2 to 10 years, proportionately more
married males hold university or post graduate degrees {34.2%,
combined) than nonmarried males {(14.3%, combined}., Similarly,
more married females hold university and post graduate degrees

{23.5%, combined) than nonmarried females {10.0%, combined}.

These data also show a clear trend for males to be more
highly educated than females if they have been cohabiting for 2

years or more, regardless of whether they are cohabiting
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TAELE 4

EDUCATION LEVEL OF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED COHABITING
RESPONDENTS BY GENDER AND BY DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP

(All respondents 1& years ar aolder)

WERATIOR OF RELATIOMSAIP:

LESS Thak 2 YERRS RLES FENALES

- -

JMRID JERRIED JORRIEY ARRIER
ENCATION LEVELS i1 1 A 1 A 1
GRADE ¥ OR LESS ) 31 2 L8 YT
SOME HIGH SCHODL IR B Bt ¥ "N TX T B TR
WIGH SCHOOL SRADUATE b W0 & LS 5132 12 9
WORE THAN I SCHOOL (R % I B S 2 1 158
CEATIFICATE OR DIPLOMA® %7 17 R W o%E 7 W
CBIVERSITY DEGAEE ¢ 133 12 . 7 184 11 158
POST GRADUATE DEGREE S BT 2 53 1 28
NISSIRG DATA 0 e 3 S PR TY) S T 1YY
TaTAL ¥ W™ 100.0 B0 T 1000
DURATIGN OF RELAT{ONSHIP:
1101 YEHS RALES FERALES

- -

JARRIED TR JeRrien JRRIED
EDUCATION LEVEL; X 1 1 1 1 3 X i
BRADE 9 DR LESS T 2 50 9 4l
SO NIGH SEHOOL IOW? 15 &3 T 123 17
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE A X I+ BT X M WO W 24
WIRE THAN HIEH SCHODL TRETY ST X 180 T 132
CEATIFICATE TR D1PLDAA® LI RN B ' Y 23 W
(MIVERSITY DEGREE 3107 ® 2 IS W™ e
POST GRADUATE DEGREE 1 36 B 130 15 13 5
NISSING DATA 1 B0 1 ne 1 wh uoun
TATAL ® 0.0 227 908 M0 23 102
DNRATION OF RELATIONSHEP:
BOBE JHAN 10 YEARS MALES FEMALES

- -

MARRIED JRRIED JARRIED JHARRIER
BUCATION LEVEL: X 1 1 1 1 " 1
BRAIE 3 DR LESS 3 W0 78 2 ¢ 00 = 99
SIME WIGH SCHOOL 1 %0 B 120 0 00 & LS
HIGH SCHODL GRADUATE ¢ 00 &7 13s PR X R TR W
FORE THAN HIGN SCHODL 1 20 3 &3 1 %0 8l
CERTIFICATE OR DIPLOMA® 0 80 1 78 v 00 0T 23
VAIVERSETY DESREE CR T T - BT At 1 %4 0¥ 1L
POST GARDUATE DESREE 0 00 4 8 1 60 & 17
KISSING DATA 0 f0.m B e T X N TR K
TOTAL S 1000 Qb 100.0 710 I 10a.d

Wonuniversity cortificate or diploma wuch as comsnity colinge, nursing school, technical school.
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nonmaritally or maritally. As can be seen, proportiovnately more
males than females who have been cohabiting for 2 years or more
hold non-university certificates or diplomas, university degrees,
and post graduate degrees. The combined proportions for these

education levels are 63.1% for males versus 46.9% for females.

Thus, for respondents who have been cohabiting for 2 to 10
years, these data reveal that the education level of male and
female nonmarried respondents is lower than their married
counterparts. These data also show that, regardless of their
cohabitational status, the education level of males is higher

than females.

Although the number of nonmarried respondents (N=7)} who have
been cohabiting for more than 10 years is considered to be too
small to establish any reasonable conclusions, these data have
been presented in Table 4, along with their married counter
parts, for the sake of completeness and for the interested
reader. (The education level of al; respondents, broken down by
living arrangement and gender but not duration of relationship,

can be seen in Table A2 in Appendix C.}

Employment status

Table 5 shows the employment status of nonmarried and
married cohabitants broken down by gender and by duration of
relationship. Among respondents who have been cohabiting for less
than 2 years, there were approximately 11 percent fewer

nonmarried males (77.4%) employed than there were married males
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EHMPLOYHMENT STATUS OF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED COHARITING
RESPONDENTS BY GENDER AND BY DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP

(All respondents l5 ysars or older)

MRATION OF RELATIDNSHIP:

LESS THAN 2 YERRS RALES —_— FEALES ————en
. - -
JRRIED  MRRISH ERIE)  WMAIED
1] TATESE L] o1 A 1 ¥ 1 ., 1
ERPLOYED u 174 48 88.9 i 17.8 81 £8.9
TENPORARILY UNEAFLOYED 4 12.9 1 1.9 2 5.9 & 8.1
RETIRED q 0.0 [ [} ¢ 0.9 4 4.0
FISABLED 9 [N 1 1.9 0 9.0 2 2.0
FILL-TIME HOMEMAKER [ 8.0 0 8.0 1 2.5 14 16.9
STUDENT 3 %7 4 7.4 3 12,5 3 L
OTHER [+ 6.0 [ 3 0.0 I 2.3 0 0.8
NISSING DATA [ {0.0) 1 {1.9 9 10.04 2 (2.8}
TOTAL RESPONSES® 31000 3N 1001 L 5 100.C
BURATION OF RELATIOWSHIP:
L1010 YEARS BALES eaee— FENALES ——nm
N~ -
MRRIED  WARRIED JORRIED . MASRIED
QCCUPATIONAL STATUSS ] 1 A H N 1 N 1
ENPLOYED 18 B0 190 G54 n 0.3 118 9.5
TENPORARILY UNEMPLOYED ? 1.0 1 L3 4 9.1 a1 9.7
RETIRED 1 53 2 0.9 2 4.3 0 0.6
JISABLED 2 &7 I 0.3 1 2.3 4 9,0
FIRL-TIME HQMEMAKER 0 0. 2 A8 i 9.1 % 3.1
STUDENT 0 0.0 4 1.8 2 4.3 8 3.4
OTHER 9 0.0 § .3 0 0.9 3 1.3
AISSING DATA 0 9.9 ? 3.0 0 (0.0 g 9.6}
TOTAL RESPONSES® 30 100,00 227 100.) Ho100.0 238 1001
BURATION OF RELATIDMSKIF: '
NORE THAN 10 YEARS RALES -=——— FERALES
- -
NARRIED PARRIED _MSRRIED MARRIED
GCCUPATTONAL STATUS: N H | 1 L] 1 X 3
ENPLOYED 5 5.7 44 N 1 0.0 188 .5
TERPORARILY UNERPLOYED 9 0.0 2 5.1 1 50,0 15 .9
RETIRED 0 0.0 40 1.8 0 0.0 i) 1.4
PISABLED 0 0.0 4 1.2 0 9.4 2 0.3
FULL-TIME HOMENAXER 0 0.0 | L. 0 0.0 149 8.8
STURENT 9 9.0 2 0.4 9 0o 3 1.3
QTHER 1 16.7 3 0.6 - 00 4 1.0
NIS51NE DATA o .o 17 (3.2} [ 10,0 0 0.5
TCTAL RESFONSES*® [ 100.0 326 100.1 7 100.0  IB4 00,0

Respondents can select sore than one alternative.
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(88.9%). These fiqures are reversed for females, with
approximately 9 percent more nonmarried females (77.5%) being
employed than married females (68.9%). On the other hand, there
were 11 percent more nonmarried males {12.9%) temporarily
unemployed than married males (1.9%). The unemployment figures

for females were 5.0 percent and 8.1 percent, respectively.

Labor force participation rates can be established from
these data by pooling the proportion of respondents in each
category who are either employed or temporarily unemployed. This
analysis reveals that there is very little difference in labor
force participation rates between nonmarried and married
respondents who have been cohabiting for less than 2 years {these
rates are 85.9% and 82.B%, respectively). Further analysis
reveals only a slight increase in the labor force participation
rate for nonmarried as opposed to married females {(these rates
are B2.5% and 77.0%, respectively). Participation rates for
nonmarried and married males are seen to be very similar (these

rates are 90.3% and 90.8%, respectively).

Finally, the data presented in Table 5 for respondents who
have been cohabiting for less than 2 years reveal that there are
fewer full-time homemakers and more students among nonmarried as
opposed to married females (2,5% versus 18.9% for full-time

homemakers and 12.5% versus #.1% for students, respectively}.

For respondents who have been cohabiting for 2 to 10 years
the employment pattern is similar, though more proncunced, to

that described above. 43 ¢an be seen in Table 5, there are more
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nonmarried males than married males who were temporarily
unemployed (30% versus 7.3%, respectively), and there are more
nonmarried females than married females who were employed {(70.5%
as opposed to 49.6%, respectively). Among nonmarried and married
males, 60 percent versus B6.4 percent were employed,

respectively.

Although the labor force participation rate for nonmarried
respondents who have been cohabiting for 2 to 10 years is
marginally greater than for their married counterparts (83.7% as
opposed to 75.8%, respectively}, virtually all of this difference
is due to the greater labor force participation rate for

nonmarried females (79.6%) than married females (59.3%}.

Finally, the data for respondents who have been cohabiting
for 2 to 10 years reveal that there are fewer full-time
homemakers among nonmarried as opposed to married females (9.1%
versus 36.1%, respectively). On the other hand, the proporticn of
students among the nonmarried and married females in this group

is very similar {4.5% compared with 3.4%, respectively).

Thus, in summary, there is an overall tendency for more
nonmarried males to be unemployed and more nonmarried females to
be employed relative to their married counterparts. In addition,
nonmarried females are more likely to be in the 1a50r force and

less likely to be full-time homemakers than married females.
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Income level

Table & shows the annual combined income, before tax, of
nonmarried and married cohabitants broken down by duratien of
relationship. As can be seen, the income level of nonmarried
couples who have been cohabiting for less than 2 years is
somewhat less than their married counterparts. For example, 57.1
percent of nenmarried couples have an annual income of less than
$30,G00, whereas only 41.3 percent of married couples have an

income within this range.

This trend is continued for couples who have been cohabiting
for 2 to 10 years, That is, 55.2 percent of nonmarried couples
within this group have an income below $30,000, whereas only 35
percent of married couples fall into the same income range. (The
income level of all respondents, broken down by living

arrangement and gender can be seen in Table A3 in Appendix C),

Religion

The religion of nonmarried and married cohabitants is shown
in Table 7A., Table 7B shows the importance of religion for these
respondents. As can be seen, there is little difference between
the religious affiliations of respondents vwho are cohabiting
nonmaritally as opposed to maritally, The only appreciable
difference is in the proportion of cohabiting respondents with ne
religious affiliation. Among this group, there are about B8
percent more nonmarried than married_cohabitants wvho claim to

have no religious affiliation {(these proportions are 20.1% and
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INCOME LEVEL OF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED COHABITING

COUFLES BY DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP®

{All respondents 14 years or older)

DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP!
LESE _THAN 2 YEARS

37

_MARRIED
ANMNUAL _TNCOME: N % N %
UNDER $1¢, 000 4 4.3 7 S.8
410,000 TO 419,999 14 22.2 20 156.5
$20,000 TO 429,999 i8 28. & 23 19.0
$30,000 TO 437,999 11 17.5 I3 27.3
40,000 TO 49,999 a8 12.7 21 17.4
#50,000 OR MORE B8 12.7 17 14.0
HISSING DATA 5 {7.3} L] (4.0Q)
TOTAL o8 100.0 128 100, 0
DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP:
2 10 10 YEARS -

NONMARRIED MARRI
ANNUAL INCOME: N % N A
UNDER 1, QO0 4 5.0 14 3.3
$10,000 TO %19,999 3 15.4 3 Q.3
$20,000 TO %29,99% 24 35.8 4 22.4
30,000 TO %39,99% g 13.4 109 26.0
$40,000 TO %49,99% 14 20.9 70 16.7
%50, 200 CR MORE 7 10.4 3 22.2
MISSING DATA 3 (4.3 22 (3.0}
TOTAL 70 9.9 441 9.9
DURATION OF RELATIDONSHIP:
MORE THAN 10 YEARS
NONMARRIED MARRIED

ANNUAL _INCDOME : N % N %
UNDER 10, Gug o 0.9 37 4.4
$1C,000 TD 17,999 Q n.Q &4 8.0
$2¢,000 TO 29,999 = 42.9 139 17.4
30,000 TO #39,999 2 28.6 184 23.3
340,000 TO $49,999 1 14,3 142 17.8
50,000 0R MORE 1 14.73 230 Z8.8
MISSING DATA 0 (0.0} 72 (8, 3)
TOTAL 7 100,1 870 2.9

-

Combined annual income gross of tawxes.
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TABLE 74
RELIGION OF NOMMARRIED AND MARRIED COHABITING RESPONDENTS

(Al respondents 14 yaara or older)

NONMARRIED _MARRIED
BELIGIQN: N % N %
ANGLICAN 18 12.5 178 12.2
BAFTIST 4 2.8 49 3.4
JEWEI SH o .0 15 1.0
LUTHERAN =] 3.5 ge 6.0
DORTHADOX - 4.2 30 2.1
PENTECOSTAL 1 0.7 25 1.7
ROMAN CATHOLIC 31 21,5 342 23.5
UMITED CHURCH 38 2&4.4 I&S 2%.1
OTHER 12 8.3 190 13.0
NOME 29 20.1 174 11.9
MISSING DATA 1 {0.7) 3 (2.4}
TOTAL 145 100.0 1495 ¥79.9

TABLE 7B

IMPORTANCE OF RELIGION FOR NONMARRIED AND MARRIED RESPONDENTS

{All respaondents 14 years or older)

NONMARRIED MARRIED
IMPORTANCE GF RELIGION: N % N %4
VERY TMPORTANT 9 5.3 407 27.8
PRETTY IMPORTANT 29 20.1 394 26.9
NOT TOO IMFDRTANT &2 45,1 454 1.7
NOT IMPDRTANT AT ALL 44 0.4 197 12.5
MISSING DATA { (0.7} 32 (2.2}

TOTAL 145 10G.1 1495 9.9
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11.9%, respectively},

There is, however, a fairly strong tendency for nonmarried
cohabitants to view religion as not being very important to them,
As can be seen in Table 7B, 73,6 percent of nonmarried
cohabitants as compared with 45.2 percent of married cohabitants
indicate that religion is either "not too important™ or "not
important at all.” On the other hand, 27.8 percent of married
versus 6.3 percent of nonmarried cohabitants report that, for
them, religion is "very important."” Because these data did not
differ appreciably in relation to the duration of the
relationships or gender, results of those analyses have been

omitted.

The religious affiliation of all respondents in the sample,
broken down by living arrangement, can be seen in Table AdA in
the Appendix C. Similarly, the importance of religion for these

respondents can be seen in Table A4B.

Marital history

Table B8 shows a summary of the marital history of nonmarried
and marcried cchabitants broken down by gender. As can be seen, a
about one-third of the nonmarried cohabitants have previously
been married. In contrast, about one-tenth of the married
respondents have previously been married. Similarly, more
nonmarried than married c¢ohabitants have been divorced and/or
separated. These percentages are 23.8 and 20.0 percent for

nonmarried males and females, respectively, and 8.5 and 7.3



a0
TABLE 8

MARITAL HISTORY OF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED
COHABITANTS BY GEMDER

(Al raspondents !& years or older)

WO~

JWAEY. MMAIED ARRIED MARRIED
BARIFRL HISTCRY: X H A 4 A 1 | 1
FREVIOUSLY RARRIED m e 8 10. 4 pi in8 1) %.3
EVER OINORCED/SERPARATED 13 3.8 48 8.3 is .0 L nL3
EVER NIDONED l Lab 15 1.9 i 52 15 .3
DEPENDENT CHILD IN THE HOME
FROM FREVIDUS RELATIONSHIPE b 8.3 L 5.5 15 18.4 2 4.2

* Nusber of respondents who replisd "YES,'

Y Froportion of respondents who replisd *YES,' relative to the nusber who answered the question.

€ Includes childrm of the respondent’s previous relationship and of the respondent’s spouse or partner’s
previous relationship,
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percent for married males and females.

A related finding is that there is a slightly greater
proportion of dependent children from a previocus relationship of
either the respondent or their partner in the homes of nonmarried
as opposed to married cohabitants (9,5% and 18.8% for male and
female nonmarrieds, compared to 5.5% and 6.2% for their married

counterparts),

Summary of social and econemic characteristics

Approximately three-guarters of the respcndents who were
cohabiting nonmaritally with a partner of the opposite gender
vere between 16 and 35 years of age. The majority of their
married counterparts, on the other hand, were over 35 years of
age. Thus, it would appear either that nonmarital cohabitation is
age related (that is, that it represents a contemporary version
of courtship), or that it is era related {that is, that it
represents a recently popularized alternative to marriage}, or

both.

Consistent with this finding is the concemitant observaticn
that the duration of the relaticnship of nonmarried cohabitants
tended to be much shorter on average than that of their married
counterparts. The median duration for nonmarried and married
cohabitant relaticnships was 2.08 and 13.33 years, respectively,
As a consequence of this difference, cchabitants have been
grouped, where appropriate, according to duration of relationship

in the comparative descriptions that make up this report. In
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addition, cochabitants have been grouped according to gender where

appropriate.

Over half of the respondents {56,7%) who were defined as
cohabiting nonmaritally described their living arrangement as "a
common-law marriage.™ The vast majority of the remainder choose
the term "a close persconal relationship.” In addition, there was
an increase in the tendency to select the term "a common-law
marriage™ as the duration of the relationship increased. This
tendency was slightly greater among female than among male

respondents,

As a conseguence of these findings, it was suggested that
the terms used by nonmarried cohabitants to describe their living
arrangement may indicate the perceived permanence of the
relationship. Those who use the term "a common-law marriage™ may
view théir living arrangement to be more similar to legal
marriage, whereas those who use the term "a close personal

arrangement” may view it to be less similar to marriage,.

The education level of nonmarried and married respondents
who had been cohabiting for less than 2 years was seen to be very
similar, However, for those who had been cohabiting for 2 to 10
years, the educational level of male and female nonmarried
cohabitants was lower than it was {or their married counterparts.
Also, males in this group were seen to be more highly educated

than females regardless of their cohabitational status.
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Proportionally more nonmarried males were unemployed and
more nonmarried females were employed when compared with their
married counterparts who had been cohabiting for 10 years or
less, Moreover, the labor force participation rate for nonmarried
as opposed to married females was higher by about 20 percent, for
those cohabiting for 2 years or more. The labor force
participation rate was similar for nonmarried and married
cohabiting males. There were proporticnally fewer full-time
homemakers and marginally more students among nonmarried females

cohabitants than among their married counterparts,

The income level of nonmarried couples who had been
cohabiting for 10 years or less was lower than married couples
who had been cohabiting for the same period, Qf this group,
approximately 53 percent of nonmarried as opposed to 35 percent
of married couples reported combined annual incomes below

$30,000.

Although nonmarried and married cohabitants did not appear
to differ in terms of their religious affiliation, only about
one-quarter of the nenmarried cohabitants viewed religion as
being important to them, In comparison, a little more than
one-half of the married cohabitants viewed religion as being

important.

Finally, about cne-third of nonmarried cohabitants had been
previously married as compared with one-tenth of their married
counterparts, The majority of these were divorced or separated as

opposed to being widowed, Related to this is the finding that
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there was a slightly greater proportion of dependent children
from a previous relationships of the respondent or their partner

in the homes of nonmarried as compared to married cobabitants.
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Living Arrangements of Cohabiting Couples

Dependent children

Table 9 shows the cccurrence and relationship of dependent
children in the homes of nonmarried and married couples who have
been cohabiting for 10 years or less. The cohabitation duration
of 10 years or less has been selected for these comparisons
because approximately 35 percent of nonmarried couples fall
within this range (see Table 2}. Also, 10 years seems to be a
reasonable period of time for cohabiting couples to establish
families if they are inclined to do so. It should be noted,
however, that even within the limited time frame of 10 years
there remains an over representation of short duration
relationships among ncnmarried cohabitants relative to their
married counterparts. Thus, in the comparisons that have been
presented, nonmarried cohabitants had less time, on average, to

establish families than married couples.

As Table 9 reveals, about one-gquarter of the nonmarried
couples who have been cohabiting for 10 years or less report that
they have one or more dependent children in their home. On the
other hand, nearly two-thirds of comparable married couples have
one or more dependent children in their home. Secondly,
nonmarried couples with dependent children in their home tend to
have fewer children than their married counterparts. That is,
there are proportionally more nonmarried families with one
dependent child in the home than there are with two or more

(14.0% versus 11.8%, respectively}, whereas these proportions are
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TABLE 9

DEPENDENT CHILDREN OF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED
RESPONDENTS COHABITING FOR TEN YEARS OR LESS

(All respondents 146 years or older)

NONMARRIED MARRIED
N % N %
NUMBER OF DEPENMDENT CHILDREN
IN THE HOMES OF RESPONDENTS:
NAONE 1a1 74.3 219 39.4
ONE 19 14.0 145 Z4.3
TWO OR MORE 15 ii1.8 191 34.3
MISSING DATA 2 (1.4) 11 (1.9}
TATAL 138 10001 S5&7 1000
RESFONDENTS WITH DEFENDENT
CHILDREN IN THE HOME:
A. That are of the
current relatignahip 20 57.1 309 4.8
BE. That are of a
previous relationship 25 71.4 77 24. 6
SOURCE OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT
FOR CHILDREN IN THE HOME:
A, Other than respondent 20 7.1 147 0.4
B. Current spouse/
partner 19 P50 141 24.7
C. Child™s parent from
a previous relationship 4 20,0 1z 7.8
RESPCNDENTS WITH DEPEMDENT
CHILDREN LIVING ELSEWHERE 12 8.9 20 J.8
RESPONDENTS WHO FROVIDE
FINANCIAL SUFFDRT FOR CHILDREN
LIVING ELSEWHERE & S4.5 1= S7.1
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reversed for married couples (26,3% versus 34.2%}.

Among nonmarried couples who do have dependent children in
their home, 71.4 percent of these families include children of a
previous relationship of either the respondent or their partner.
For married couples, only 24.6 percent of the families fall into
this category. In contrast, 57.1 percent of the nonmarried
couples who do have dependent children in their home, have one or
more children that are of their current relationship. This figure

is 94,8 percent for comparable married couples.

Sources of financial support for dependent children, as
shown in Table 9, are very similar for nonmarried and married
couples who have been cohabiting for 10 years or less, However,
20 percent of the children of nonmarried couples receive support
from the child's parent from a previous relationship, while only
7.8 percent of the children of married couples receive such
support. This difference reflects the previously reported
cbservation that proportionally more nonmarried than married
couples are living with a dependent child of a previous
relationship. Approximately the same proportion of nonmarried and
married couples who live with a dependent child of a previous
relationship {16.0% and 16.9%, respectively} receive support from

the child's other biclogical parent,

When data concerning dependent children were analyzed
according to how nonmarried cchabitants describe their living
arrangement, the following patterns emerged, Almost twice as many

nonmarried ccochabitants who describe their living arrangement as
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"a common-law relationship" have dependent children in the home
as compared to those who describe it as “a close personal
relationship" (these proportions are 35.8% and 18.3%,
respectively)., In addition, those who use the term "a common-law
relationship” have proporticnately more children in their home
than those who use the term "a close personal relationship." For
example, 17,3 percent of the former cohabitants report having 2
or more children in their home, while none of the latter report
having more than one. Finally, among nonmarried cchabitants with
dependent children in their homes, 69.0 percent of those who
describe their living arrangement as "a common-law marriage®™ have
children that are of their current relaticnship. This proporticn
is 34.6 percent for those who describe their living arrangement

as "a close personal relationship.”

Thus, nonmarried cohabitants who describe their living

n

arrangement as "a common-law relationship,”™ as opposed to "a
close personal relationship,” appear more similar to married

cohabitants inlterms of having dependent children in their home.

Financial arrangements

Table 10 shows the types of financial arrangements
nonmarried and married cohabiting couples have with each other,
These data are broken down by dQuration of relationship and by

gender.

Among couples who have been cohabiting for less than 2

years, a larger proportion of the nonmarried than married
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FINANCIAL ARRANGEHENTSDF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED COHAEBITING
COUPLES BY GEMNDER AND BY DURATION DF RELATIONSHIP

(All respondents 14 years or older)

RATION GF RELATIINSHIP:
AESS THON 2 YERS

TIPE OF FINANCIAL ARRANBEMENT
WITH PARTNER OR SPOUSE:

GIVE RN ALLOWANCE

RECEIVE AN ALLCWANCE

BEMERALLY PCOL RESDUREES

RAVE JOINT BAfK ACCOLWT

NAVE SEPARATE BANX ACCOUNT

LEFT JB TO BECOME HOMEMAKER
PARTHER LEFT JOB 70 DECOME HOMENAKER

WIRATION OF RELATIONSHIP:
L.I0 10 YEARS

TTPE OF FINAWCIAL ARRANGENENT
BITH PORTWER OR SPOUSE;

GIVE AN ALLORANCE

RECEIVE AN ALLOWANCE

GEMERALLY POOL RESOURCES

NAVE JOINE BAMX AECOUNT

BAVE SEPARATE DANK ACCOUNT

LEFT JOB 30 SECONE HOMEMAKER
PARTNER LEFT JCB 7O DECOME HOMEMAKER

DURATION GF RELATIOMSHIP:
BORE THAN 10 YEARS

TYPE OF FINANCIAL ARRANGENENT
UJTH PARTMER OR SPOUSE:

BIVE AN ALLONANCE

RECEIVE AN ALLONANCE

GENERALLY POOL RESOUREES

HAVE JOINT Bk ACCOUNT

AAYE SEPARATE DANK ACEOUNY

LEFT JOP 79 BECOME HOMEMAKER

FARTMER LEFT 403 TO BECOME MOMEMAKER

WALES FENALES
NaN- WO~
NARRIED MARRIED RARRIED MARR]
N 1 # 1 A 1 0 1
TN RETIRTY 3 LY 9 1L2
I w3 7 17 & 158 3 1.9
B0 B % T X S TR X
$ 3.0 4 803 5 132 % Bk
TR L 0 S B X ¥ o893 » 8
T ¥ SR P X 1 e i1 159
o 00 13 0 6 00§ 1.3
WALES FENALES
- (B
NARR]ED _MARRIED NARR]ED HARRIED
\ 1 N 1 1 % X 1
TR EEEEE 0.3 % 1e
0 60 19 9.2 s 1.8 % 2.4
B &9 18 90.3 750 195 A
10 1S 1% 93 15 WIS 192 93
1 w8 75 .8 3o 1 5S
] 0.0 2z 1.0 [} 5.0 103 4.5
2 .7 M 4L3 2 s1 8 L7
WALES FENALES
- o
MARR]ED MARREED ARERIED MARRIED
1 1 1 1 1 1 3 X
1 NG 1 773 b 0t 3 105
9 60 [ 1 - R B X
P800 43 %0 1000 ¥ #.2
B0 AT 8T I .0 308 §%.6
3OW 209 457 T 060 1% %0
¢ 00 W A I 5.0 23 .9
1 0.9 89 &0.6 13 0.0 15 4.8

& Jusber of respondents whe answered ‘yes.®
¥ Propertion of respondents who answered "yes' relative to the total nuaber who responded to the guestion.
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cohabitants, regardless of gender, report having separate bank
accounts (these proportions are 91.2% and 61,2%, respectively,
after combining male and female respondents). In addition, the
proportion of nonmarried couples who have joint bank accounts is
less '(these proportions are 2B8.0% and 80.3%, respectively, for

nonmarried and married cohabitants).

Although a small portion of respondents either give or
receive an allowance, the majority of both nonmarried and married
couples generally pool their resources. The pooling of resources
is, however, more prevalent ameong married cohabitants. Finally, a
greater proportion of married females report that they had left
employment to become full-time homemakers during their present

relationship than is the case for nonmarried females.

The foregoing patterns of financial arrangements can
describe, with few exceptions, couples who have been cohabiting

for 2 or more years as well (see Table 10 for details}).

When these data were analyzed according to hov nonmarried
cohabitants describe their living arrangement, those who use the
term "a common-law relationship"™ more often report that they pool
their resources than do those who use the term "a close perscnal
relationship”™ (these proportions are 78,.8% versus 63.9%,
respectively). Also, 43 percent of the former report having a
joint bank account, whereas only 20 percent of the latter report
the same. No other notable differences in financial arrangements

vere observed between these two groups of nonmarried cohabitants,
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Property ownership

Property ownership of nonmarried and married cohabiting
couples is shown in Table 11, As can be seen, over 60 percent of
nonmarried couples who have been living together for up to 10
years do not own a house, The proportion of married couples who
likewise do not own a house ranges from 54.71 percent for couples
cohabiting for less than 2 years to 22.2 percent for those
cohabiting for 2 to 10 years and 6.0 percent for those cohabiting
for more than 10 years, Thus, married cohabitants are more likely
to own a house than nonmarrieds, particularly as the duration of
the relationship increases from less than 2 years to 2 years or

more.

This table also reveals a strong tendency for married
couples to have joint ownership of a house. Nonmarried couples,
on the other hand, tend to report separate ownership more

frequently.

With regard to the ownership of persconal property (such as
cars and furniture), the majority of married couples report joint
as oppoused to separate or mixed ownership regardless of the
duration of their relationship ("mixed ownership™ refers te both
partners owning some of the property independently}. On the other
hand, among nenmarried couples who have been cohabiting for 10
years or less, mixed owneérship of personal property is reported
mere frequently than either joint or separate ownership. Among
nocnmarried cohabitants who describe their living arrangement as

"a common-law relationship,"” a greater proportion report that
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TAELE 11

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP OF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED
COSABITING COUPLES BY DURATION OF RELATIONSHIP

{All respondents 14 years or oldar)

RELATJONSHIP; LESS TH AR

ADMARRIED RRIED
1IPE_OF_PROPERTY: N 1 N H
HOUSE: :
A, dointly cwmed H 1.4 b i2.0
B, Separately gwned 1 W4 ¥ 13.1
L. Mixed ownership 3 14 1 9.8
D. Meither can this 5 47,4 [ 54,1
{Total} 48y {100.9} {122 00,4
PERSGMAL PROPERTY:
A, Joiptly cwned i 16,2 n 19.8
8. Separateiy owned 1 la2 7 5.7
L. Nixed awnership 4 7.4 2 3.4
ITotal} 18 1100.9} a2 1999
ATION OF RELATIONSHIR; 2 TO {8 YEARS
ARR AARR
TYPE OF PROPERTY: A 1 L] I
HOLSE:
A. Jointly owned 13 9.4 2 n.g
B, Separitely owned 12 119 14 3.7
L. Mized ounership 1 1.5 H 1.2
D, Neither own this &l 61,2 93 .2
{Total? (&1 (300,01 (4230 100,00
PERSONAL PROPERTY:
A Jointly mened 13 28.4 32 15.7
§. Separately owned 14 2.9 15 5.4
L. Nixed ownership 32 e v 0.4
ITatal} {67 (100,14 {420y {99.9)
ON OF TIONSHIP; MORE THAN |0 YEMRS
NORMARRIED MARRIED
[YPE QF PREPEATY: ] 1 N 1
HOUSE:
. Jointly owned 3 .4 by 97.8
B. Separately owned 1 4.3 3 $.1
C. Mixed ownership [ 8.9 11 2.}
D. Neithar own this 1 14,3 0 6.4
ITatal} 17y 1100.0} {828) 100,89
PERSOMAL PROPERTY:
A. Zointly swned [ 5.7 11} 7.8
B. Separately cwned | 14,31 w 1.7
. Nixed ownership ] 4.0 145 17.8
ITatal} P A I (328 1100, 03



53

they own their home jointly as opposed tc separately (these
proportions are 20.8% and 14.3%, respectively). Conversely, among
those who describe their living arrangement as "a close personal
relationship”™ these proportions are reversed (10,3% versus 25,9%,
respectively)., There are no appreciable difference between these
two groups in home ownership in itself, nor in the way they

describe the ownership of their perscnal property.

Agreements

Table 12 shows the types of agreements between nonmarried
and married cohabiting couples, broken down by duration of
relationship. It sheuld be.remembered that these data are based
on the perceptions of only one of the partners of the
cohabitational relationship. Data c¢ollected in a pilet study
(Fisher et al,, 1983) indicated that there may be disagreements

between partners on these issues.

As may be seen, over cne-half of the nonmarried and married
¢cohabitants who own property claim that they have agreements
between themselves to cover their ownership. Similarly, about
one-half of the nonmarried and married cohabitants have
agreements to cover the division of househeold chores, Married
respendents who have been ccohabiting for more than 10 years form
an exception to this latter observaticn. Only 34.2 percent of
these respondents reporf that they have agreements to cover the

division of household chores.
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TABLE (2

AGREEMENTS OF NONMARRIED AND MARRIED COHABITING
COUPLES BY DURATION OF RELATIDNSHIP

(All respondents 145 years or older)

F RELAT H THA ki
HIARRIES _BARRIED
] 1 ] i
KAYE AGREEMEMTS 7O COVER:
Owership of property 19 34 83 83.1
Financial suppert for pirtner or spouse Fi] 8.5 2 8.1
Financial support for children 1 47.8 n .t
Custady of ghitdren $ 0.9 HL 0.5
bivisicn of household chores 3 &0.7 7t 8.4
fon’t have sy agreesants 9 2.7 L] .4
L1 RELAT Pt 210 0 YEARS
NpeisRRIED MRRIED
) 1 ] )4
HAVE ARREEMENTS TO COVER:
Qenership of property b4 %.8 e 84,7
Financial support for pariner or spouse 13 28.8 159 3.2
Financial suppart for children [ 3.4 142 §1.2
Custody of children 3 1.6 .74 a.3
Division of hcusshold chores I 50.8 17 4.1
Don’t have iny agreraents b/ 40,0 19 .8
% OF RELATIONSHIP: NORE THAR O YEARS
NWURRIED MR
. ) | 1
RAVE AGREEAENTS 0 COVER:
Qunership of property 5 T4 b} o%.4
Financizl sugport for partner or spouse 2 5.3 L3 3.3
Financial suppert for childrea 2 40,0 7 4.3
Cystody of children 1 29.0 150 7.8
Division of housshold chores 4 §7.4 m W2
Dan’t have any sgreesents 3 .9 nt w3

* Percentagas are based on the nusher of respondmts for whes question applied.
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Agreements covering financial support for the partner or
spouse can be seen to be proportionally less frequent for
nonmarried than for married cohabitants. The patterns of
agreements regarding financial support for and custody of
children are less clear. The sizable fluctuations in these data
for respondents who have been cchabiting for less than 2 years, 2
to 10 years, and more than 10 years may be due to the relatively
small number ¢of nonmarrieds who have dependent children in the

home (see Table 9).

Roughly the same proportion of the cohabitants, whether
married or not, report that they do not have agreements between

themselves to cover any of the aforenamed areas.

Although there are a series of four additional questions in
the survey which were designed to uncover more detail about the
nature of the agreements between cohabitants, these guestions
failed to yield very meaningful information because the patterns
of responses were uninterpretable {see guestions 25b to 25e of
the Questionnaire in Appendix A}. Presumably, the questions were
worded such that some respondents were able t¢ interpret the
questions differently than others, As a consequence, the results

of these analyses have been omitted from this report.

Summary of the living arrangements of cohabiting couples

Approximately one-quarter of the respondents who had been
cohabiting nonmaritally for 10 years or less had dependent

children in their homes. In comparison, almost two-thirds of
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married respondents who had been cohabiting for the same period
of time had dependent children in their homes. Nonmarrieds who
did have dependent children in their homes alsc tend to have
fewer children than did their married counterparts. In additien,
their children were less likely to be of the current
relationship, and more likely to be of a previcus relaticnship.
Sources of financial suppert for the dependent children were seen

to be very similar.

More than one-third of the nonmarried cohabitants who
described their living arrangement as "a commeon-law relationship®
were seen to have dependent children in their homes, Less than
one-fifth of those who described their relationship as "a close
personal relationship™ reported having dependent children in
their homes. In addition, among nonmarried cohabitants who had
dependent children in their homes, 69.0 percent of the
respondents who described their living arrangement as "“a
common-law relationship” reported that they had children that
were of their current relationship. On the other hand, this
proportion was only 34.6 percent for respondents who described
their living arrangement as "a close personal relationship.”
Thus, nonmarried cchabitants who describe their living
arrangement as "a commonlaw relationship” appear to be more
similar to married cchabitants in terms of the occcurrence of
dependent children in the home than do those who describe it as

"a close personal relationship.”
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In terms of their financial arrangements, nonmarried
cohabitants were seen to have separate bank accounts more often,
and to have joint bank accounts less often than their married
counterparts. Although the majority of both groups reported that
they generally pocl their resources, this arrangement was more

frequently reported by married cohabitants.

The financial arrangements of nonmarried cohabitants who
described their living arrangement as "a common-law
relationship," as opposed to "a close personal relaticnship,”
tended to be more like those ¢f their married counterparts. That
is, proportionally twice as many of the former reported that they
had joint bank accounts. In addition, 76.8 percent of the former,
as compared to 63,9 percent of the latter, reported that they

generally pool their resources.

Comparisons of property ownership patterns revealed the
following. Home ownership was less common among nonmarried
respondents than among their married counterparts, Also,
nonmarrieds owning a home were less likely to claim joint

ownership than were their marrieds counterparts.

In terms of the ownership of personal property (such as cars
and furniture), nonmarried respondents who had been cohabiting
for 10 years or less reported that they had mixed ownership more
often than joint ownership. The majority of married respondents,
on the other hand, reported jeint ownership more often than

mixed.
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Nonmarried cohabitants who described their relationship as
"a common law relationship” and who owned a home were more likely
to report jeint as opposed to separate ownership., Conversely,
those who described their living arrangement as "a close personal
arrangement” were more likely to report separate as cpposed to
joint ownership of their home. There were no appreciable
differences between these groups in the proportion owning homes

nor in the way they described the ownership of their personal

property.
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Economic Difficulties of Cohabitational

Living Arrangements

Difficulties resulting from the present living arrangement

Table 13 shows the relative fregquency with which nonmarried
and married cohabitants report experiencing economic difficulties
because of their present living arrangement. As can be seen,
there is a greater tendency for nonmarried than married
cohabitants to report having difficulty getting both government
benefits {10% versus 2,5%) and employee benefits (7,2% versus

0.5%}.

The types of government benefits that nonmarried cohabitants
report having difficulty with include "tax exemptions for
dependent partners”, "housing grants", "social assistance”,
"single parent subsidies", "day care subsidies"™, and "student
loans", The few married cohabitants who report having difficulty
in this area indicated that their "combined income is too high to

qualify for most government handouts."

The types of employee benefits that nonmarried cohabitants
report having difficulty with are medical and dental insurance
coverage for their partners., A very small proportion of married
cohabitants report having difficulties with the same problem. In
these cases, it is females who report that they are having
difficulty getting medical and dental insurance coverage for

their families, although they claim that the coverage is

available for the families of hmale employees at their place of
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TABLE 13

ECONDMIC DIFFICULTIES EXPERIENCED BY NONMARRIED AND MARRIED
COHABITANTS BECAUSE OF THEIR PREBENT LIVING ARRANGEMENT

(All respondents 1lé years or older)

NONMARRIED HARRIED
DIFFICULTY: Nmi45a % N=149% %
GETTING GOQYERNMENT
BEMNEFITS 14= 10,06 a3 2.5
GETTING EMFLOYEE
EENEFITS 1G 7.2 7 Q.3
GETTING QR MAINTAINING
A JOEB 2 1.4 18 1.4
GETTING FINANCIAL SUFPORT
FOR YOURSELF, OR FOR YOUR
CHILDREN > S. 72 14 2.3
MEETING CLAIMS FOR MONEY
OR FROFERTY MADE EY A
FORMER SPOUSE 11 22,40 34 11.86

* Taotal nusber of respondents in this category,

* Nusber of respondents wha replied "Yes.'

¢ pPergentage 0f respandents who replied "Yes,' relative to thoss who anwsered the question (eay he less than the
W' listed in the column heading),

® Parcentage of resposdents who replied 'Yes,* relative to those for whon the question was appropriate.
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employment,

Table 13 also shows that there is a tendency for nonmarried
cohabitants to experience more difficulty than married
cohabitants in getting financial support for themselves or for
their children {(5.7% versus 2.5%)}. They vere also more likely to
report difficulty in meeting claims for money or property made by

a former spouse {22.4% versus 11.6%).

The former difficulty is reported almost entirely by females
who are having problems receiving alimony and/or child support.
In contrast, ane married cchabitant reported that she was having
difficulty getting a business lecan without having to have her

husband countersign for her.

The difficulty of meeting claims for money or property made
by a former spouse is reported almost exclusively by male
respondents. This difficulty typically involved problems in
meeting alimony and/or child suppert payments. In the wvords of
one respondent, "there isn't enough financial strength to support

two families."

Difficulties resulting from a previous living arrangement

Table 14 shows the relative freguency with which nonmarried
cohabitants, married cohabitants, and noncohabitants report
experiencing economic difficulties which are the result of the
break up of either a previous marriage, or of a previous
nonmarital cohabitaticnal relaticnship. In general, this table

reveals that there are more economic difficulties associated with
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TABLE 14
ECONOMIC DIFFICULTIES EXPERIENCED BECAUSE OF THE BREAK UP
OF A NONMARITAL OR MARITAL COHABITATIONAL RELATIONSHIP

{All respondants 145 yaars or older)

HLFEICILTIES EIPERIGMED PECAUSE
OF THE BREMC-UP OF 4 WARRIARE
CURRENT COMADITAT[OMAL STATUS

MIDHER TED MARRIED MIT COMABITIEGA
RIFFICOLTY: L LA i1 ]l Baitl %
GETTENG GOVERMAENT DENEF1TS * oL L] S0 3 55
GETTING EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 0 0.0 0 2.0 2 L4
GETTING OR MAINTAINING A J0B 1 5.1 3 1.8 [ 4t
BETTING FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR
YOURSELF, DR FOR YOUR CHILDREN 4 ,2¢ i 18,3 14 20.§
GETTING PENSION BENEFITS NNEW
PREVIOUS SPOUSE, OR PARTNER, RETIRED & 0,08 1 8.3 1 33

BIFFICULTIES ESPERIEMCED BECAUSE
BF_THE DREAL-UP OF A NOMNARITAL
COMABITATIONAL RELATICNSHIP
CURGENT COMABITATIONAL STATUS

NOWARRIED RARRIED NGT COMABITING
HEFIERIY: B0 1 [ Bl 3
BETIINS GOVERMMENT BENEFITS 0 0.0 1 b I L4
GETTING EMPLOYEE BENEFITS o 0.0 1 L 0 0.0
BETTING OR MAINTAINING A JOB 0 06 o 0.0 ¢ o0
GETTING FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR
YOURSELF, OR FOR YOUR CHILDREN 1 .0 o 0.0 2 %
GETTINE PENSION DENEFITS WMEN
PREVIOUS SPRUSE, OR PAATNER, RETIRED ¢ 0.0 0 0.0 L 10.0

* includes nonconabiting respondents who have never sarried (54,015, those who are curreatly divorced nd/or

soparated (25,42}, and those who are currantly widowed (19.4%),

Kusber of respoadents in this categoryd for example, the number of respondents who have wxperignced the break-
up of 2 mrr1aqe just prior to thetr current living arcangesant AND who are currently cohabiting nenmaritally.
© Nusher of respondents who replied 'fus.’

Percantage of respondents wio repliml "Yes,® relitive to those who anwsersd the question (ady be less than the
*N* linted in the colusn keading).

Percmtiqe of respandents who raplied “Yes,” relative 1o those for whom the question was appropriate.
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the break up of a marriage than with the break up of a nonmarital

cohabitational relationship.

This table alsc shows that there are few if any substantial
differences in the relative freguency with which respondents
report having problems which, in turn, can be related to their
current cohabitational status. That is, current cohabitational
status does not appear to be related to whether or not
respondents are experiencing economic difficulties that stem from

a previous cohabitaticnal relationship.

Summary of economic difficulties

Although the overall frequency was low, nonmarried
cohabitants reported more difficulty in getting government
benefits and employee benefits than did their married
counterparts. Also, nonmarried females reported more difficulty
in getting alimony and/or child support from a former spouse,
whereas nonmarried males reported more difficulty in meeting
claims for money or property made by a former spouse than did

married respondents,

In general, marriage breakups seemed to generate more
economic difficulries than did the break up of a nonmarital
living arrangement. There were, hovever, few if any substantial
differences in the reporting of these difficulties which could be
associated with the respondents' current cohabitational living

arrangements.,
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Reagons for Cohabiting Nommaritally

Table 15A lists thirteen reasons people may have for
cohabiting nonmaritally. The data contained under the column
heading "Importance Then" are the mean ratings respondents gave
to the following guestion: "Why did you begin living with your
present partner? How important were the following reasons at the
time you began living together?” Respondents were asked to rate
each reason from ! to 5, with 1 meaning "not very important®™ and
5 meaning "very impertant” (respondents could alse select a "does
not apply" response}. The data under the ceolumn heading
"Importance Now" are mean ratings to the gquestion: "Why are you
now living together?™ A similar set of ratings completed by
married cohabitants is presented for comparison in Table 15B.
These guestions and the response format can be seen in Part 4 of

the Questionnaire {see Appendix A}.

The reasons listed in Tables 154 and 15B have been rank
ordered from most to least important according to their mean
Importance Then rating., Also, the difference between the
Importance Then and the Importance Now mean ratings have been
tested for statistical significance using paired comparison
procedures. A fairly stringent significance level of .01 or less
was adopted for these and other comparisons in this report

because of the exploratory nature of these investigation.

Cnly data from couples who have been cohabiting for 10 years

{or less have been presented in Tables 15A and 15B. The
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cohabitational duration of 10 years or less has been selected so
that comparisons can be made between reasonably sized groups of
nonmarried and married cchabitants, and because approximately 95
percent of nonmarried couples fall within this range (see Table

2).

Because the wording of some of the gquestions in this section
of the gquestionnaire differed for nonmarried and married
respondents, responses from nonmarried and married cohabitants
will be presented separately. Comparisons between the responses
of nonmarried and married cohabitants then will be presented for
those gquestions which had comparable wording. The final analyses
vwill examine differences between the responses of males and
females and between nonmarried cohabitants who describe their
living arrangement as "a common-law relationship™ and "a close

personal relatienship.”
Monmarried cchabitants

Amorig the list of reasons for living together presented in
Table 15A, the alternative, We were (are) in love, was rated by
nonmarried cohabitants as being the mo;t important both Then and
Now, This reason is fcllowed closely by, For companicnship. The
alternative, At least one of us was not legally free to marry,
received a mean Importance Then rating of 3.73, and is therefore
ranked third. It should be noted, however, that less than a
guarter of the respondents (N=30D) rated this alternative. This

alternative apparently did not apply to the other respondents,
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TABLE 135A

REASONS FOR CONABITING MCWRARITALLY, RATED IN TERWS OF THEIR INPORTANCE AT THE THE TIME
THE REAPORDENT FEGAN CONADIIING {LNPGRTANCE TWEN) AND MOM (IAPRTANCE Q). REASONS ARE
RAIKED ACCORDING 10 TMEIR MEAN [WPORTANCE THEN RATING, RESPOMSES RANGE IN VALUE FRON |
T0 § WITH 5 KEAMING THAT TWEE REASON WAQ (15) VERY IAPORTANT. AL RESPOADENTS HAVE
IEEN COMARITING FUR 10 YEARS OR LESS,

iAl] respomdents are 16 yeary or older)

Th _INPORTANCE 400
REM STANDARD AEAN STANDARD = -FEAN
RBAK: REASON: YIK F
I LINE TN=1Z0) 4.3 0,98 .59 0.99 9.4
2 CONFANIOASHIP (N=123) .92 L2 [ | 110 0.5
3 OME OF US WAS (IS) NOT LEGALLY
FREE 70 MARRY (N=J0) nn 1.78 1.3 1.9 043
4 [CIDN’T WANT THE LEGAL COMMITMENT
OF MARRIAGE {N=78} LX 1.3 2.1 1.7% 074
S ME DIDN'T REACLY PLAN IT (N=b9i? 3% 1,58 - - -
4 TRIAL MARRIDGE (N=ES} 14 1,45 L2 1.% 0.33
T SEX (i0s) 3.0 1.5 LA L7 -0.24
4 ECONCNIC (w=94) .47 1,4 2,47 1.4 9.00
9 DIDN'T W7 THE PERSONAL COMAITAENT
OF WARRIAGE (Ma}T7) .41 1,64 .42 {.43 9.1%
10 POSTPOMED MARRIAGE FOR
ECONONIC REASTNG INsd4) . 1.49 2.3 .23 _ 0,03
1l DIDN'T WANT THE SOCEAL COMMITMENT
OF MARRIAGE iNs70} .17 1.54 2.03 .4 .34
12 BIRTR (AR INPENDING BIRTH)
OF & CHILD (=1} 1,713 1.4 F Y 1.89 ~0.42
13 COULDN'T BET DIVARCE FOR
RELIGI0US REASONS (Nal4) 1.1 1.07 .0 1.07 4.90

Significnt at the .01 level or less (p <.0l}.
Question relates to reason for beginning to live together and not for staying together.

T VA

1.n

401+

.78

$.09°

1.1

N Tid

178
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Of particular interest is the relatively high rating given
to the alternative, We didn’t want the legal commitment that
marriage involves. This reason is ranked fourth in Importance
Then with a mean rating of 3.50. The alternatives, W#e didn’t
really plan it, As a trial marriage, and To have a sexual
relationstiip, are ranked fifth, sixth, and seventh, Their mean

Importance Then ratings are 3.26, 3.16, and 3.00, respectively,

The following reasons, listed in descending order, were
given mean Importance Then ratings of less than 3.

¥  For economic reasons. I1ts less expensive to ive
together.

» e didn't want the personal commfitment that marriage
involves.

* We wanted to get married, but postponed it because of
current economic reasons,

* We didn’t want the social commitment that marriage
involves.

*  Because of the birth (or impending birth) of a child.
* At least one of us couldn’t get a divorce for religious
reasons,

As may also be seen in Table 15A, mean Importance Then
ratings are very similar to mean Importance Now ratings. In fact,
cnly four ©of the thirteen reasons have mean differences that are
statistically significant. The reason, For companionship, wvas
rated by nonmarried cohabitants as being less important Then as
opposed to Mow {the mean Then minus Now difference is -0.36). On
the other hand, the reasens, At jeast one of us was (is) not
legally free to marry and We didn’t (don’t) want the social

commnftment that marriage ihvolves, vwere rated as more important
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Then as opposed to Kow (these mean differences are 0.74 and 0.34,

respectively}.

Married cohabitants

A list of ten reasons for cohabiting maritally are shown in
Table 15B. As may be seen, the alternatives, We were l(are) in
love, For the personal commitment that marriage involves, and For
companionshfp, have the three highest mean Importance Then as
well as lmportance Now ratings, As was the case for nonmarried
cohabitants, the alternative, For companfonship, was rated as
being significantly less important for married cohabitants Then

as opposed to Now {this mean difference is -0.20).

The alternative, For the legal commitment that marriage
involves, is ranked fourth with a mean Impertance Then rating of
3.04. This is in contrast to the inversely worded alternative, We
didn’t want the legal commitment that marriage involves, which

was given a mean rating of 3.50 by nonmarried cohablitants.

The remaining reasons were given mean Importance Then
ratings of less than 3. Listed in descending order, these are:

¢ Because of the birth (or impendling birth) of a child.

*  For the social commitment that marriage involves.

*  To have a sexual relationship.

*  For the religious commitment that marriage Involves.

* We didn’t really plan It.

* For economic reasons. It‘s less expensive to 1ive
together.



TAELE 1SE

REAGING FIR COMABITING NARITALLY, RATED IN TEAMS OF THEIR FMPORTANCE AT THE THE TIE
THE AESPONGENT GEGAN COMABITING (INPORTAMCE TREX} AN MOW (INPORTAMCE WON). REASMS
ME  RAED ACCIRDING TG THEIR NEAN [NPOATAMCE THEN RATING. RESPONSES RANGE IN VRLUE
FROM | T0 5 W1TH 5 WEANING THAT THE REASOM WAS (IS0 VERY INPORTANT. ALL RESPONDEWTS
WAVE BEEN COMABITING FOR 10 YEARS OR LESS,

{All respoadents are 15 years or older)

_IMPORTANCE THEN _JHFIRTANCE WM
MR STANDARD WEAN  STAMDARD A

RAKK; REASDN: ] DIVIATE
1 LOVE {N=517) .6 0.73 L bs 0.78 0.02
2 PERSONAL CONNITMENT (N=509} .13 (.5 320 .87 "
3 COMPANIONSHIP (Na507) 413 1.07 LR 0.94 .20
4 LEBAL CONNTTNENT tN=d50) 3.04 1.5 Le 1.57 .03
S BIRTH (0] INPENDING DIRTH}

OF CHILD (N=158) 2.44 1,78 3.08 .41 .42
4 SOCIAL COMWITMENT (N2455) 2.43 140 2.59 1.4 0.
7 SEX (M=470} 2.5 1.43 .42 L.44 =0, 2
8 RELIGIOUS COMMITMENT (Na433) 2.40 .41 "2.43 .47 0,03
9 DIDN'T REALLY PLAN IT iNaiSe)* 192 L3 - - -
0 ECONOMICS tN=40%) 1.5 (.04 .60 127 .29

t

Significnt at thae .01 Jevel or Lless {7 .01},
Question relates to reason for begineing to live together and not for staying together,

69
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Besides the alternative, For companionship, three other
alternatives may be seen to have lower mean Importance Then as
opposed to Importance Now ratings. These are: Because of the
birth (or Impending birth) of a child, To have a sexual
relationship, and For economic reasons (these mean differences

are -0.42, -0.21 and -0.29, respectively).

Seven comparably worded reascns for cohabiting were rated by
both nonmarried and married respondents. A comparison of these
reasons is shown in Tables 16A and 16B. The mean importance Then
ratings for six of the seven alternatives have been presented in
Table 16A. One of the alternatives (For convenience. It’s easier
this way) was listed only in the lmportance Now section of the
questionnaire. Thus, it is not included in the Importance Then
ratings presented in Table 16A. Similarly, another alternative
{We didn‘t really plan it) was only listed in the Importance Then
section, and is therefore not included in the Importance Now

ratings presented in Table 16B,

As shown in Table 16A, five of the six commonly worded
reasons for cohabiting have mean Importance Then ratings that
differ significantly for nonmarried and married cohabitants.
Three of these were rated as being more important by nonmarried
as opposed to married cohabitants. These are: We didn’t really
plan It, For economic reasons, and To have a sexual relatfonship.
The other two were rated as being less important by nonmarried

cohabitants, They are: We were In love and For companionship.



TABLE 144

A CORPARISON OF THE NEAN RATINGS EIVEN 3Y NOWMARRIED AND MARRIED CONARITAMTS T SII
REASONS FOR COMABITINA. TME RATINGS ARE IN AMSWER TO THE GUESTIDN "MO¥ [WPORTANT WERE
YHE FOLLONI®G REASGNS AT THE [[ME YOU SEGAN LIVING TOBETHER?®  TWESE [NPORTANCE THEM
RATINGS RANGE IN VALUE FRON ! T0 5, NITH § WEANING "VERY INPORTANT.® ALL RESPONDENTS
NAVE BEEW CONABITING FIR 10 YEARS OR LESS.

{All respesdents are 1§ ymars or olfdert

"

NPORTA H
——— MINMAARTED WRRRIED ~--—-
HEAN  STARDGRE MEAN  STANJARD AEAN
; N 8 T FRAT
LOvE 129 403 0,97 544 £.47 0.73 0.0 12,23
CONPANIONSHIR 129 .87 1.27 LAd 4.1 1.08 -.32 7,93
$E DIDN'T REALLY PLAN [T 9 3.2 1.55 156 1.92 . 1.34 14,04
ECOMIMIC RERGONS 1e? 2,53 1.5 M5 1.5 . 0.43 50,59
SEI 15 3,00 1.53 L) 2% . &4 T.1h*
BIRTH OF CHILD ¢ 1.3 L4 204 r 8 1.73 -t 2.70
*  Significant at the .01 lavel or less (p( .01},
TABLE 1&E

& COWPARISOM DOF THE WEAN RATINES SIVEN BY MIMMARRIED AMD MARRIED COMABITANTS TO SI1I

AEASONS FOR COMABITING. THE RATINES ARE !N ANSHER TO THE GUESTION *HOW IRPORTANT ARE

THE FOLLOWING REASGMS TO YOU MOM FOR STAYING TOGETHER?*  THESE

RATINGS NANGE FROM L TO S, WITH 5 REAMING *VERY IMPCATAMT.® ALL RESPONDEMTS HAVE BEIN

COMABITING FOR LD YEARS DR LESS.

(Al] respondents are 1) years or oider!
[MPORTANET NDM
------ NOMMARRTED PARRTER
MEAN  STANDARD KEAN  STAMBARD PEAN

REASON: NUNBER SCORE DIYIATION NUNBER SCORE  RiVIATION JIEE. F RATID
LOVE M4 5 0.89 52 L N -0.12 a2
CONPANT ONSRIP 128 +28 1.1 133 4,17 & -0.09 0.%%
COHYEWTENCE 59 .75 1,58 158 1.0 1.3 0.87 10, 66*
ECONOMIC REASONS 186 .82 1,50 35 1.2 1.31 0,70 21,15
SEX 11 LI 1,54 L5 2,89 1,46 0,41 T.ose
BIRTH OF EHILD s L1 1.89 30a 3.5 1.72 =0.8% 5.28

Significant at the .01 tevel or lesx (g ,01),
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& comparison of the mean Importance Now ratings for
nenmarried and married cohabitants is shown in Table 16B, As can
be seen, only three of the six alternatives have ratings that are
significantly different for nonmarried and married cohabitants.
All three were rated as being more important by nonmarrieds.
These alternatives are: For convenlence, For economic reasons,
and To have a sexual relationship. They are essentially, the same
three reasons that were observed to be more important for

nonmarrieds in terms of the Importance Then mean ratings.

Additional Analyses

Additional analyses of the data failed to reveal any
significant gender differences among nonmarried cohabitants. That
is, no statistically significant differences were found between
the mean ratings given by nonmarried female as opposed to male

cohabitants to the thirteen reasons that had been listed.

On the other hand, one reascon was rated differently by
female as opposed to male married cohabitants. The alternative,
For the perscnal commitment that mérr!age involves, was given a
higher Importance Then mean rating by married females than males
{these means are 4.34 and 3.98 for female and male respondents,

respectively; te«3.48, df=532}.

When the data were analyzed according to how nonmarried
cohabitants describe their living arrangement, the following
patterns emerged., Those who describe their living arrangement as

"a common-law relationship®™ as opposed to "a close perscnal
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relationship™ gave reliably lower mean Importanca How ratings to
four of the thirteen alternatives. These are:

* We don’t want the legal commitment of marriage
{(Mean: 2.3% versus 3,48, t=2.98; df=81).

* For convenience. It‘s easier this way
(Mean: 2.41 versus 3,39. t=3,10; df=88).

* We don’t want the personal commfitment that marrliage
involves
{Mean: 2.00 versus 3.12. t=3,17; df=82).

* We don’t want the social commitment that marriage
involves
{Mean: 1.69 versus 2.64. t=2.B7; 4f=77}).

On the other hand, the same respondents gave a higher mean
Importance Mow rating to the alternative, We are in Jove. These
means are 4.71 and 4.28, respectively (t=2.73; df=121). Thus, it
would appear that nonmarried cohabitants who describe their
living arrangement as "a commonlaw relationship™ are more

committed to their current living arrangement than those who

describe it as "a close personal arrangement,”

Summary of reasons for cohabiting

Nonmarried and married cohabitants alike rated love as the
most important reason for choosing to live with their partner or
spouse, both at the time the decision to cohabit was made and
later, Companionship was rated second by nonmarried cohabitants

and third, behind personal commitment, by married cohabitants,

Although love and companionship were rated very highly by
both nonmarried and married cohabitants, nonmarried cohabitants,

on average, rated these reasons as being less important at the
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time the relationship was established than did married

cohabitants.

An important reason for about one-quarter of the nonmarried
cohabitants was that one or the other partner was not legally
free to marry., In general, however, avoiding the legal commitment
that marriage involves was rated as a fairly important reason by
nonmarried cohabitants. Married respondents, in contrast,
reported that the legal commitment involved in marriage was a

fairly important consideration for them,

In general, the response patterns seem to suggest that
nonmarried cohabitants, on average, are somewhat less committed
to their living arrangement than married ccohabitants. Nonmarried
cohabitants, for example, placed a fair degree of "importance™ on
the fact that they didn't really plan the living arrangement that
they are now in, and that one of their considerations for staying
in the relationship is its convenience. Neither of these

considerations were rated very highly by married cohabitants,

However, nonmarried cchabitants who described their living
arrangement as "a common-law relationship”™ rather than as "a
close personal relationship™ responded more like married
cohabitants. Por example, they rated such considerations as
aveiding the legal, perscnal and social commitments that marriage
involves, and convenience as less important than did those who
described their living arrangement as "a close personal

relationship,”
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Interestingly, the gender of the respondent did not appear
to have much influence on the ratings that were given, One
exception was that married females tended to rate the personal

and legal commitment that marriage involves higher than married

males.
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Attitudes Concarning Legal Issues

of Nonmarital Cohabitation

Seven situations were described in which the legal rights of
a man and woman who are living together, but who are not legally
married, differ from those of a legally married couple in the
province of Alberta, In each case, respondents were asked to
indicate whether they think unmarried couples should or should
not have the same legal rights as married couples in these
situations. In addition, they were asked to indicate how strongly
they felt about it. It should be noted that the descriptions of
these situvations were not intended to be legally precise
statements, rather they were intended to convey, simply and

briefly, the essence of the issue,.

Respondents who felt "very strongly", "pretty strongly”, or
"not too strongly” that they ghould have the same rights were
given a score of "+3°, "+2", or "+1", respectively. On the other
hand, those who felt "very strongly", "pretty strongly", or "not
too strongly”™ that they should not have the same rights were
given a score of "-3"7, "-2", and "-1", respectively. Respondents
who had expressed "no opinicon™ on the issue were given a score of
"0". The response format can be seen in Part 3 of the
Questionnaire {see Appendix A). The situations, as described in
the Questiconnaire, are presented in Table 17 aleng with their

mean and median scores.
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TAELE 17

SITUATIONS CORPARING THE LEGAL RIBHIS AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF MARRIED AND WOMMRRRIED
CORABITANTS N THE PROVINCE OF ALBERTA, WITH THE NEAN AMD MEDIAM APINION SCORE FIR EACH

SITIATICNS:

8. - Moption Rightst : theant = <[ ,05; Median Score? = -3
A narried couple can adopt a child if they meet certain requiresents, but an unmarried couple cannat. fo
you think an unsarried couple whe meat the sase requiresents as 2 sarvied couple should or should not  be
abl e to adopt 3 chilg?

o Paterwal Rightsi (Mean = 0,97t Median Score = +2)
The law states that a wsarried couple have an equal =iy in how their child should be brought wup
Ischooling, religion, discipline, sedical treataest, etc). An unmirried couple do not have an equal say
in these things. Do you think an unmarried father wha is living in a comaon-law union with his child’s
aother should or should not have the same legal rights as the mother?

-~

« Estate Rights of the Sorvivimg Partvert {Mear = 0,307 Madian Store = +1}
¥hen a warriod person dies without a will, the surviving spouse is entitied to a share af the estzle,
However, the surviving partner of a comwon-iaw unizn does not have those saae righds to the estate of the
deceased partner. Do you think the law should or should not be the same for sarried and weearried
touples in this situation?

. Estate Rights of the Sareiving Childt (Mean = [.445 Median Score = +7}
When a married person dies without a will, the surviving childres are entitied to a share ot the estate.
However, the surviviag children of a camaon-law union do not have the ses# rights. Do you think the law
should or should not be the same for the chaldren of sarried and unmarried couples in this sitgation?

-

. Cantesting ibe Estatel (Mean = 0.34; Median Score 2 4D
When & marrimd person dies, with or without a will, the surviving spouse can aake a clain to receive aore
pf the estate {f they thimk they haven't beep properly provided for.  Bo yoy think an unaarried person
should or shaeld not te able to aake a sisiiar claia against the estate of the partner he or she has been
liviag with?

]

+ Mivisien of Fropertys Mean = 0,327 Median Score = +1)
Do you think a man and xoman wha live together, but whe are not sarried, should or should not have the
sage rights and responsibilities as aarried couples in dividing ap groperty i+ the couple dreak up?

-

+ Sappart Paysants t0 the dependwni piréaeri (Nean = 0,088 Median Score = 01
bo you think a man and woman who live together, but who are not aarried should or shauld not have the
sane rights and rasponsibilities a5 warried couples in waking support payeents to a dependent partrer if
the couple breaks up?

The ar1thaetic sean of scores ranging from -3 drespondent feels "very stromgly that they should nat™)
tg +3 (respondent feels “very strongly that they sheuld;,
* The score which divides the sasple 1a halé. For exaaple, 0% of the saaple have a scare af -2

o higher in SITUATION &, The ¥ ranged from 2,308 to 2,234,
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Overview

Probability distributjons of the scores for each cf the
seven situations can be seen in Figures 4A to 4G. As these
figures reveal, about 10 percent of the respendents, on average,
either did not have or did not express an opinicn on a given
situation (these are the respondents with a score of "0"}. &An
additional 10 percent, or less, did not feel very strongly about
the issue, although they did have an opinion concerning the
situation (these are the respondents with scores of "+1" or
*-3"}. Thus, for any given situation, relatively firm opinions

were expressed by approximately B0 percent of the respondents.

Many of the respondents who did not express a firm opinion
commented that the duraticn of the nonmmarital relationship would
be critical to their opinicn. In general, the argument was that
nonmarried partners should not have the same rights and
responsibilities as married partners if the nonmarried partners
have nct been cohabiting for some significant period of time.
This argument has been stated in the negative because that
reflects the type of comments that the respondents made. It
should be noted that many of the respondents who did indicate
firm opinions on these issues also qualified their judgments in
terms of the duration of the nonmarital relationship. That is,
they stated that their opinion is conditional on the fact that
the relationship hes exceeded some "significant period of time.™
Because no systematic attempt was made in this survey to

determine what the respondents felt was a "significant period of
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time,"” the determination of this duration will have to await

further study.

In addition to identifying the general strength, or lack
thereof, of opinion on the issues, Figures 4A to 4G also reveal
the degree of consensus among respondents on each of the
situations. For example, relatively flat response distributions
can be observed for three of the seven situations (Situations ¢,
E and G). This indicates that there is a fairly low degree of
consensus among the respondents in these cases. These situations
have to do with the estate rights of the surviving partner
{Figure 4C and 4E}, and the issue of support payments to the
dependent partner in the event of the break up of the

relationship {(Figure 4G}.

In contrast, a fairly high degree of consensus can be
observed among the respondents in three of the other situations,
each involving the issue of children (these are Situations A, B,
D}. Figure 4A reveals that 61.5 percent of the respondents feel
"pretty strongly” or "very strongly™ that unmarried couples

should not have the same adoption rights as married couples.

Figqure 4B reveals that 58.7 percent feel "pretty strongly” or
"very strongly” that unmarried fathers should have the same legal
rights as unmarried mothers in situations where the family is
living "common-law." And Figure 4D reveals that 74.2 percent feel
"pretty strongly"™ or "very strongly” that the surviving children
of a "common-law union" should be entitled to the same share of

the estate in the absence of a will as surviving children of a
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marriage.

The response distribution shown in Figure 4F indicates that
respondents tend to feel that urmarried couples should have the
same rights and responsibilities as married couples in the
division of property when there is a break up of the relationship
{Situation F}. However, the figures also reveal that the
consensus is not very strong on this issue. That is, less than 50
percent feel either "pretty strongly™ or “"very strongly"™ in favor

of extending rights to nonmarrieds in this situation,.
Additional analyses

In an effort to understand better the attitudes of the
respondents in regard to these situations, the opinion scores for
each of the seven situations were analyzed in terms of the
respondents gender, age, education level, and degree of
religiosity. A significance level of .01 has been adopted for
these analyses due to the exploratory nature of the
investigation, However, because of the large size of the sample,
relatively small mean differences in the opinion scores will
reach statistical significance, Thus, the magnitude of the mean
differences in the data to be reported should be used as a rough
estimate of whether or not an observed difference constitutes a
"real” difference in terms of population trends. The larger the
mean difference, the more important the difference in practical
terms {given that the difference is also found to be

statistically significant}.
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Gender: There were no reliable differences between the mean
opinion scores of male and female respondents in two of the seven
situations described. These are Situations 4. Adoption rights,

and G. Support payments to the dependent partner.

In the five remaining situations, females were seen to bhe
more in favor of extending marital rights and responsibilities to
nonmarital relationships than were males. These situations and
their respective means, in order of female then male, are listed
below.

* <F 2>B, Parental rights
Means: 1,10 and 0.84 Mean difference: .26
Standard deviation: 2.16

*» (. Estate rights of the surviving partner
Means: 0.44 and 0.15 Mean difference: .29
Standard deviation: 2.32

* D, Estate prights of the surviving child
Means: 1.83 and 1,49 Hean difference: .34
Standard deviation: 1,89

+ [F. Contesting the estate
Means: 0.53 and 0.24 Mean difference: .29
Standard deviaticn: 2.53

x F, Division of property

Means: 0.84 and 0.23 Mean difference: .61
Standard deviation: 2.131

Age: For these comparisons respondents were divided into
three groups: those between the ages of 16 and 35; those between
35 and 55; and those Over 55. No reliable differences were found
between these groups in their response to Situation F. Division
of Property, or G. Support payments to the dependent partner. In
each of the five remaining situations, however, respondents

bétween the ages of 16 and 35 were more in favor of extending
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marital rights and responsibilities to nonmarried relationships
than were those in the older age groups. These five situaticns
and their respective means, in order of younger to older age
groups, are listed below.
« A, Adoption rights:
Means: -.B5, -1.18, and -1.24
Standard deviation: 2.20
= B. Paternal rights:
Means: 1.31, 0,80, and 0.54
Standard deviation: 2.16
+ (. Estate rights in the absence of a will:
Means: 0.55, 0,09, and 0.12
Standard deviation: 2.32
« D, Estate rights of children:
Means: 1.85, 1.53, and 1.48
Standard deviation: 1.89
« E. Contesting the estate:

Means: 0.59, 0.19, and 0.27
Standard deviation: 2,26

Education level: For these comparisons respondents were
divided into three groups according to their level of education:
those with less than high school, those with high school and/or
non-university diplomas or certificates, and those with a
university degree. The only situaticon in which this grouping was
seen to produce reliable differences in mean opinion scores was
with regard to situation G. Support payment to the dependent
partner, Here, the lower the education level of the respondent
the more they were in favor of extending marital rights to
nonmarried relationships. These means are 0.37, 0.02, and -0.14

in order of lower to higher education level,



85

Religiosity: For this comparison respondents were divided
into two groups according to their answer to the guestion "How
important is religion to you?" Those who answered "very
important™ or "pretty important™ are grouped together in the

L

Religious group. Those who answered "not too important® or "not

important at all" are grouped together in the Nonreligious group.

The mean opinion scores of all but one of the situations was
found to be reliably related to this grouping of the respondents.
That situvation was G. Support payment to the dependent partner
For the other six situvations, respondents in the Nonreligious
group were more in favor of extending marital rights to
nenmarried relationships than were those in the Religious group.
The following is a listing of those situations with their
respective means in order of Nonreligious then Religious,
respectively,

= A, Adoption rights:
Means: -0.61 and -1.47 Mean difference: .B6
Standard deviation: 2,20

* B. Paternal rights:
Means: 1.24 and 0.72 Mean difference: 0.52
Standard deviation: 2.16

» (., Estate rights of the surviving partner:
Means: 0.68 and -0,08, Mean difference: 0.74
Standard deviation: 2,32

* D, Estate rights of the surviving chilig:
Means: 1.81 and 1.52. Mean difference: 0.29
Standard Qeviation: 1.89

* E Contesting the estate:

Means: 0.76 and 0,03, Mean difference: 0.73
Standard deviation: 2.26
* F. Division of property:

Mgans: 0.73 and 0.35. Mean Qdifference: 0.38
Standard deviation: 2.31
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Legality of agreements between nonmarried cohabitants

In addition to the opinions concerning the situaticns
described in Table 17, respondents were asked to give their
opinions about the legality of certain matters that nonmarried
cohabitants may agree to regulate in their relationship. That is:

which matters should and which should not be legally binding in

such agreements? Table '8 shows the respondents' opinions on

these issues.

As can be seen, there is a lack of consensus with regard to
the issue of making agreements concerning sexual conduct legally
binding. There is alsoc a lack of censensus regarding the

regulation of household chores.

On the other hand, about three-guarters of the respondents
feel that agreements concerning child care should be binding. A
little over two-thirds feel that agreements concerning property
and arrangements to be made on break-up should be legally
binding., Over one-half feel that agreements concerning the
division of expenses should be legally binding. And, although
close to twice as many respondents indicate that agreements
concerning any matters the partners choose should be legally
binding (46.6% versus 23.4%)}, almost one-third (30.1%}) expressed

"ne copinion” on the matter.
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TABLE 18

OFINIONS CONCERNIWNG THE LEGALITY OF AGREEMENTS BETWEEN
NOMMARRIED COHAEITANTS (SHOULD SUCH AGREEMENTS BE LEGALLY

BINDING?)
{All respondents 14 yvears or older}
SHOULD SHOULD NO
AGREEMENTS: BE _NOT BE QPINION
DIVIDING EXPENSES (N=21456)" 7.9 27.4G 15.1
HOUSEHOLD CHORES (N=l146) 37.7 43,0 19.3
FROFPERTY (N=2133) 49,1 13,1 12.8
CHILD CARE (N=2180)} Tha. 1 12.9 - 11.0
SEXUAL CONDQCT (N=2127} I6.58 8.2 25.3
ARRANGEMTS TO BE MADE OMN
BREAR, UF (N=2152) &7.2 1&4.9 15.8
ANY MATTERS THE FARTNERS
CHOOSE (N=21352) 44, % 2.4 I0.1

Mumber of valid responses. The proportion of missing
responees range from 7.4% tao 9,48%.

-
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Summary of attitudes concerning legal issues of nonmarital

cohabitation

About 10 percent of the respondents did not express an
opinion on one or another of the seven situations involving legal
issues which were presented. An additional 10 percent repcrted
that they did not feel very strongly about the opinions that they
did express. Many of the respondents who did not express a firm
opinion commented that the duration ¢f the nonmarital
relationship would be a major consideration in their decision.
Thus, for any given situvation, relatively firm opinions are

expressed by approximately B0 percent of the respondents.

Of the seven situations described, a fairly high degree of
consensus was observed in three, each involving children. The
majority of respondents felt either "pretty streongly”™ or "very

strongly” that unmarried couples should not have the same

adoption rights as married couples, that unmarried fathers should
have the same legal rights as unmarried mothers in situations
wvhere the family is living "common-law,” and that the surviving
children of a "common-~law union” should be entitled to the same
share of the estate in the absence of a will as surviving

children of a marriage,

In one other situation, the consensus was less strong. A
slight majority of respondents expressed the opinion that
unmarried couples should have the same rights and
responsibilities as married couples in the division of property

when there is a break up of the relationship. There was however,
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a substantial proportion of respondents who expressed the

contrary opinion.

Little if any consensus was observed in the remaining three
issues: estate rights of the surviving partner, contesting the
estate of the deceased partner, and support payments to the

dependent partner follewing the break up of the relationship.

Additional analyses revealed that when there were
differences in opinion which could be related to the gender, age,
or religiosity of the respondents, the following trends occurred.
Females, younger respondents, and respendents who report that
religion is not very important to them, all_tended to be more
strongly in favor of extending marital rights to couples in
nonmarital relationship than were their appropriate counterparts,
On the other hand, education level was not often observed to be

related to the response patterns of the respendents.

Respondents expressed opiniens about which matters should
and should not be considered legally binding in agreements
between nonmarried cohabiting couples. On matters of agreement
having to do with child care, property, arrangements to be made
on break up, and the division of expenses, the consensus was that
such agreements should be legally binding. On agreements
invelving either sexual conduct or the regulation of household

chores, little if any consensus could be discerned.
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Chapter Four

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this survey was to obtain data about the
living arrangements of adult urban Albertans, with a primary
focus on nonmarital cohabitational relationships. The objectives
of the survey were to provide an estimate of the prevalence of
nonmarital cohabitation, to compare the socic-economic
characteristics and living arrangements of nonmarried cohabitants
with those of their married counterparts, to examine some of the
reasons people give for cohabiting nonmaritally and maritally,
and to document the attitudes of urban Albertans about some of

the legal issues associated with nonmarital cohabitation.

The degree to which this survey may be judged to be
successful in achieving these objectives is dependent to a large
extent upon three critical components: the representativeness of
the sample of respondents, the quality of their responses, and
the quality of the questions ashed. Although it is ultimately up
te the reader to form such judgments, there are good reasons to
believe that the survey has not suffered from any major problems

in these areas.

The fact that a little over two-thirds of the randomly
selected target sample returned completed gquestionnaires provides
a good measure of assurance that the sample was indeed
representative of the target population of adult Albertans living

in the Calgary and Edmonton areas. The generally favorable degree
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to which the demographics of the c¢btained sample agreed with

recent Census data for these areas is further support for this
conclusion. Although the methodology used to obtain the sample
was fairly elaborate and timg consuming, these results indicate

that this effort was appreopriate.

hssessing the gquality of the responses received can be done
from at least three perspectives. First, by examining the amount
of missing data, second, by noting the degree to which
respondents tock the time and effort to clarify their answers and
opinions with written comments, and third, by cobserving the

number who requested feedback on the survey.

The practice adopted throughout this report was to specify
in the appropriate tables, where practical, the number and
percent of missing responses. This was done so that the reader
would be able to assess the strength of the data being reported.
These figures also provide a preliminary way of assessing the
quality of the responses, for large proportions of missing data
tend to suggest that the respondents were either careless, that
they did not wish to provide the information, or that they were
unable to provide an appropriate answer. As a gquick review of the
tables will confirm, the percent of missing responses rarely was
above 5%, and no survey items had extra ordinarily high levels of
missing data. These are very acceptable results for a survey of
this nature and they provide a preliminary indication that the

quality of the responses was good.
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Second, what was not adequately reflected in the body of the
report was the sizeable amount of written comments that many of
the respondents included. In virtually all of these cases, the
comments were aimed either at clarifying aspects of their living
arrangement, which the respondent thought may be pertinent to the
survey, ot at clarifying their opinion on matters relating to
nonmarital and/or marital cohabitatien, Demenstrations of such
concern on the part of respendents indicate very serious

consideration of the questions and a high gquality of response.

Third, as was noted in the Method section of this report,
almost half of the respondents (a little over 1,000) requested
feedback on the survey by including their name and address on the
back of the return envelope. This was a much higher rate than had
been expected, It is another indication that the respondents were

interested and concerned participants in the survey.

The guesticonnaire appears to have been of high technical
guality. Both the respondents’ written comments and their high
rates of responding to virtually all the items indicate that the
questions and the provided lists of alternative answers were, for

most respondents, clear and meaningful,

Judgements about the gquality of the content of the questions
are best left to individual readers. Ultimately, the
questionnaire in particular, and the survey in general, will be
assessed on the basis of how well these data answer questions,

focus debate and interpretation, and stimulate further research,
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This survey, to the best of our knowledge, represents a
unigque attempt to document and compare, from a socio-legal
perspective, the living arrangements of nonmarried and married
cohabitants in Canada. We regret that we were unable to survey
both rural and urban adults, and that we were unable to survey
both members of each cohabiting couple in our sample. However, as
with research projects in general, limited resources served to

restrict the scope of this project.

As may be recalled, the overall goal of this survey was to
collect data which would assist in determining whether proposals
for law reform should be initiated in the area of nonmarital
cohabitation, However, little was said about this issue in the
report. The reason is that this is a technical report of survey
findings, It is not an intefpretive document of the socio-legal
implications of the findings. In a subsequent phase of this
project, comments and recommendations from legal scurces and
other interested parties will be solicited to assist in the
interpretafion of these findings as they relate to issues in law

reform in this area.



REFERENCES

prepared for the Institute of Law Research and Reform of
Alberta, 1979,

Cruickshank, David. Living Together Outside Marriage. Raport

Dillman, D, A. Mail and Telephone Surveys: A Total Design Method.
John Wiley & Sona, New York, New York, 197B.

Edmonton Area Survey. Population Reasearch Laboratory, Department
of Sociology, University of Alberta, Edmenton, Alberta, 1980,
1981.

Edmonton Journal, Edmonton Alberta. October 13, 1984.

FPisher, Donald G.; Posehn, Kirgten; Brown, Marvin; and Fritz,
Ronlad. Living Togather Survey of Edmontonians. Report
preparad for the Institute of Law Ressarch and Reform of
Alberta, 1983.

Government of Canada 1981 Census. Cataloguss 95-906 and 93-X-945.
Statistics Canada, Ottawa.

Live Together Outside Marriagqge. Report prepared E
institute of Law Research ana Reform of Albarta, 1981.

MacNair, Deborah M. Living Togehter Outside Marriage: A Posgition
Paper. Report prepared for the Institute of Law Research and
Reform of Alberta, 1980.

MacNair, Deborah M. Proposal for an Empiricl Study of Paoﬁle Who
or the

Stone, Olive. Living Together Qutsida of Marriage: Commentary.
Report prepared for the Institute of Law Research and Reform
of Alberta, 1980.




APPENDIX A



Questionnaire #

INSTITUTE OF LAW RESEARCH AND REFOERM
THE UNHIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON, ALBERTA.

SURVEY OF ADULT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS

This survey 1s being conducted to better
understand the living attangements of
Alberta residents., We atre alszoc seeking
the opinion of Albertans about
poesiblities for law reform which would
affect couples living together outside of
marriage.

Please note that you will noat have to
ansver all of the questions. Many will
not apply to you. The questloanaire may
take 20 minutes of your time to complete.
If you wish to comment on any of the
questions, please use the matgins or a
separate sheet of paper.

“Survey of Adult Living Arrangements” 1s
sponsored by the Inatitute of Law
Repearch and Reform, University of
Alberta. If you have any questions or
comments regarding this survey please

write or call. The telephone number is
432-5291.

Thank you very much for your help. Your
assistance 18 greatly apprecilaced.

Return this gquestionnaire to:

The Institute of Law Besearch and Reform
#402 Law Centre,

The University of Alberta,

Edmonton, Alberta.

TaG 929.



PART ]

WE WOULD FIRST LIXE TO KNOW SOMETHING ABOUT YOUR PAST AND PRESENT LIVING
ARRANGEMENTS. PLEASE CIRCLE OWE NUMBER TC THE RIGHT OF EACH QUESTION ONLESS
OTHERWISE SPECIFIED. (PLEASE IGNORE THE VERY SMALL NUMBERS ON THE RIGET
MABRGIN, THEY ARE FOR (QFFICE USE ONLY.)

2a.

3a.

Bave you ever been legally married?

YeBessronaesnavarnanees 1

Mo (Skip to Q.6a)eacses 2

b. Have you ever been widowed, divorced, or legally gseparated?

® R
{lY Widowed...sasesnsesnronensentervaanrvas 1 2
(2) Divorced.vssesacsesnasoneransessrsnseerss 1 2
(3} Legally separated...vsesssosssssnvnnnens | 2
¢, How many times have you been married?....ccvsersvvaans Time{s)

Are you nov widowed?
YeGuaanrsrvssamarsanres 1
Ne (Skip to Q.3a)ee..ee 2
b. When did your husband, or wife, die? In what month and year?

(1) Monthecwrvonas
{2) YeAFs i iivsnnan

Are you now divorced or legally separated?
YeBeriaarviaomvtarsnsans 1

Ho (Skip to Q.d4m)...... 2

b. When did you become divorced or legally separated? In what month
and year?

{1) Month..vavrans
{2) YeATuerruionaan



4a. Are you now legally married?

Y@ vevvassarvencnanssns i

No (Skip to Q.8a8)....ss 2

b. When did you marry your preseot spouse? In what month and year?

{1) Monthiccnreven
(2} YeaTesvvornone

[ Did you live with your pregeut spouse for gix {6) months aor more
before marryiog him or her?

YeBseaaassentsrasncnens L

NOyssvoevsossonascsasss 2

Sa. Are you presently ltving:uith your spouge?

Yes (Skip to Q.7a)eesses 1

HOowuvrssovrsorrsrnsners 2
b. When did you stop living together? In what woath and year?

(1) Montheasrsnres
(2) YeaT.vevsasass

c. What is the major reason for living apar:t from your epouss ——
marital incompatibilicy, illnees, swployment, or acme other reaaon?
(Circle onme.)

Marital fucompalibllifye.crcceaasacusnncnanirase
11iDeBBesrenrrsssassarrnstnnssacssnuusdbubnnsnsns
Enploy.ent......................................
Other (Specify} crrveransan

PR TN

6a. Are you now living with an unrelated partner of the opposite gex?

b Y J P |

Ho (Skip to Q.7a)...... 2

b. When did this living arrangeasent begin?
In what month and year?

{1) Hontheoourvene
(2) YRBE~nevrssrer



How would you describe this liviog arraogement? As a common—law
marriage, a close personal relationship, or just shared
accommodation for financial reasons ocoly? (Gircle one.)

4 common—~law marriage.....ccisviessassanannannns 1
A clode pergsousl Telationfhip..eccecssesvarsrss 2
Just sghared accommodatiol..ecsrracasansseaennss 3

_ Have you been sexually iucimate with the partner

you are uow living with?

Yo seururrunssanensnrs 1

HOseetarsrnansnnssrsnas 2

7a. Have you ever lived with an unrelated partner of the opposite sex other
than your current spouse, or partner? (Don't count those with whom you
shared accommodation for financigl reascus ooly.)

.Y.te..-coﬂ'antctv-.-4-!40..0100..10.--1..0. 1

No (Skip to PART 2 oo this pagelicsissacase 2

How many different partners of the opposite sex have you lived with
for a period of six (6) wonths or mors: other than your current
spouse, or partner? (Don't count those with whom you shared
accommodarions for financisl reasons only.).see.s Partoer(s)

PART 2

TO BETTER ONDERSTAND YOOUR LIVING ARRANGEMENT, WE'D LIKE TO LEARN ABOUT ANY
DEPENDENT CHILDEEN WHO MAY BE LIVING WITE YOU (THAT IS, CHILDREN DEPENDENT
FOR THEIR PINANCIAL SUPPORT ON YOU OR SOMEONE ELSE}. IN PARTICULAR, WE WOULD
LIKE TO ENOW HOW THESE CHILDRER ARE RELATFED T0 YOU, AND WEETHER ANY PERSON
OTHER THAN YQURSELF REGULARLY CONTAIRUTES TO THEIR FINANCIAL SUPPORT.

Ba. Are there any dependent children living with you?

b

b - T |

Mo (Skip te Q.10a).auss. 2

How many of the children are of your current
ralationshipl i v iiaiiteniaanrsssrrraasniiaantaraiaansannas



c. How many of the children are of a previcus relationship of yours,
a previcus relaticaship of your spouse (or partoer), or of some
cther relaticoship?

{1l) ToUrBeaciacnsssesasssnasasanrrarsarssssnsasan
<2) Your Bpouse, OT DATINEL v s svevssnsvvsvarsane
(1) Some other relationahip (speclfF}.ccccaaavses

%a. Daes any perscn other than you, yourself, regularly contribute to the
financial aupport ¢f auy of these children?

YeBusssssnarnsnsananssns 1

Mo (Skip to Q.l08deaucn. 2

b. Who regularly contributes to their finaucial suppert othar than
yoursslf {(circle as many as apply)?

{1} Your curreno! gpousié, Of PATLR@C.cssvswnssrssves 1
{2) The child's parent of & previous

relationghip of FOUrS.e.ieucscsnsasananvsronans 2
(1) The child's parent from a previous

relationship of your apouse, or partDeT.cs.es.. 3
{4) Other {specify) cerrensasrend

i0a. Da you have any dependent children of a past or present relaticnship
who are not now liviug wich you?

YEBevwvenovaonaussvsatbnanvannesnns 1

Na (Skip to PART 3 on page 5)..... 2

b. Do you, yourself, regularly contribute
to their financlal BUPPOrL?..ecussanascasscanrcacassanve 1 2

[ Does your current spouse, Ar partner, regularly
coutribute to their financial suppoft?.cvevvevvrevnnes 1 2



PART 3

IN THEE FOLLGWING SECTION WE HAVE DESCRIBED SCME SITUATIONS WHERE THE LEGAL
RIGHTS OF A MAN AND WOMAN WHO ARE LIVING TOGETHER, BUT WHO ARF HOT LEGALLY

MARRTED, ARE DIFFERENT FRCM THOSE OF A LEGALLY MABRIED CCUPLE IN THE PROVINCE

OF ALRERTA. WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW WHAT YOU THINK ABOUT THESE LEGAL

DIFFERENCES — WHETHER YOU TEINX UNMABRIFD COUPLES SHOULD OR SHOULD NOT HAVE

THE SAME LEGAL RIGHTS AS MARRIED COUPLES IN THESE SITUATIONS.

lla, A married couple can adopt a child if they meet cerrain requirements,

but an ummarried couple camnot. Do you think an uomarried couple who
megt the same requirements ag 4 martied couple should or should oot be
able to adopt a child? Or don't you have an opinion on this {ssue?

Tas, they should....oveus:
Ho, they should adt.......
Ho oplpioBicissearonsanans

[P

b. How strongly do you feel aboutr it?

Very strongly...cocvvaesan 1
Pretty stTongly........... 2
Mot too SETONElYecvursnesa 3

12a. The law states that a married couple have an eqﬁal gay in how their

child should be brought up (schooling, religiocnm, discipline, medical
tTeatment, etc.). An unmarried couple do not have an equal say in these
thinga. Do you thiak an unwarried father whe is living in a common-law
union with his child's mother should or should not have the same legal
rights as the mother? Or dec't you have an opinion on this issue?

Yes, he ghould....cvcvrvas
No, he should not.......u.
HO opiniomesisaseinsencnns

[ e

b. How gtrongly do you feel aboutr it?

Very strongly.ieanncennva. 1
Pretty atTongl¥.ecvesvsens
Not too strongly...c.e.an.s 3

[ ]



13a.

léa,

15a.

6

When a married person dies without a will, the survivipg spouse is
entitled to a share of the estate. However, the surviving partner of a
common~1lav union does not have those same rights to the estate of the
deceased partner. Do you think the law should or should not be the same
for married and uomarried couples in this situation? Or don't you have
an opinion on this 1ssgue?

Tea, it ahouldessssvesores
No, 1t ahould DOCaassasnsn
No opinlobe.cecsvassssncas

L b3

b. How atrongly do you feel about it?
Very otronglyescesssssnarns
Pretty 9trongl¥.cassessnea
Not too BLrongl¥sessvusans

[V

When a married person dies without a will, the surviving children are
eotitled to a ghare of the eatate. However, tbhe gurviving children of
a common~law union do not have the same rights. Do you think the law
ghould or should not be the game for children of married and unmarried
couples in this situaticn? Or don't you have an opinion on this issue?

Yea, 1t gshouldicssiauaneas
No, it abould mote.icesass
Ho oplolob.sscsassssscenss

L

b. Bow strengly do you feel about it?
Very atrongly..-vevssesn=s 1
Pretty strongly¥..ecisavins 2
Not too etromglyeeei-weess 3

When 2 married person dies, with or without a will, the surviving
gpouse can make a claim to receive core of the estate 1f they think
they haven't been properly provided for, Do you think an umsarried
person ahould or should not be able to make a simtlar claim against
the estate of the partner ha or she has heen living with? Or don‘c
you have an opilolon on thia issue?

—

Yes, they should..i.ieanas
Ho, they should not..sen.. 2
Ho opinioDaescsscsnciseeres 3

b. How strougly do you feel about 1c?
Very Strongl¥aseeveacesasen
Pretty 4trongly.ccvercsuass
Hot too Strongly.i.viesasaa,

[ O
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léa. Do you think a man and womsn who live together, but who are not married,
ghould or should not have the same rights and responsibilities as
oarried couples in dividing up property if the couple break up? Ot
dea't you have an opinion on this isgue?

17a.

18,

b.

Bow stroogly do you fael about 1t?

Yes, they should..vavsnesns 1
No, they should 0oC...e0e0s 2
Ho oplolofecsevmenrscisnasa 3

Very sttongly..ceuvenncaaees 1
Pretty StTOnElYessssasnvaee 2
Hot too Btrongly¥.iiscanenaas 3

Do you think a man and woman who live together, but who are not married,
should or should not have the game rights and reaponaibilities as
married couples in wmaking asuppott payments to s dependent partner if
tbe couple breaks up? -Or don't you heve an opinion on this lssye?

b.

Bow atroegly do you feel about 1c?

Yee, they shouldeivscvcssss 1
Ho, they should not.cssns,.. 2
Ho oplniloD.ecsiscssnrssacanse 3

Very atronglfevecavacaseans 1
Pretty Stronglfseecisnsases 2
Not to0 StIOmElY¥..ecesuenas I

Some unmarried couples have agreed to regulate certain matters in their

relationship.

oot be legally binding in such agreementas?

4.
b.
c.
d.
e.
£.
g-

Dividing eXpensesS. cicasvnsniannsrsssna
Bousehold cChOoT®8icavessovavessronsnoses
PrOPeI LY esasenvsvasnsssassnansusasssnan
Child CATBveussrssasnsonsasvsasvsasanes
Sexual conduct.c-siarrsenssrusssanvnnns
Artrangements to be made on break~up....
Any matters the partners chood@......sa

Which of the following matters should and which should

Sbould Should o
Ba Not Be Opinion
1 2 ]
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3



PART 4

IN THE FOLLOWING SECTION WE ARE TRYING TO0 LEARN WHY PEOPLE CHOOSE TO MARRY
AND WHY PEOPLE CHOOSE TO LIVE TOGETHER OUTSIDE OF MARRIAGE. ALTHOUGH WE EROW
THAT THE REASONS FOR THESE DECISIONS ARE OFTEN YERY PERSONHAL, IT IS ALSQ VERY
IMPORTANT THAT WE UNDERSTAND MORE ABOUT THEM. IF YOU ARE NOW MARRIED, WOULD
YOU PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 19 AND 20. IF YOU ARE NOW LIVIHG WITH AN
UNRFLATED PARTNER OF THE OPPOSITE SEX (OTHER THAN JUST SHARING ACCOMMODATION
TFOR FIHANCIAL REASONS), WOULD YOU PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIQONS 21 AND 22.
OTHERWISE, PLEASE SEIP TO PART 7 ON PAGE 135,

Pleage andwer if you are now married.

19. Why did you get matried? How important wete the following teasons at
the tims you gor married to yout present spouse? Please indicate how
important each reason wma by citcling & oumber from 1 - 3 to the right
of the question. Think of a score of 1 as meaning that the reason was
not very important, and a gcore of 5 as meaning that the reason was very
important. What score from I — 5 comes clesest to the way you felt?

If the remaon does not apply in your case, circle mmber 9.

Does
Not Not
VYery Yery Apply
a. For compaoionsbiPissesresisvsvnsss 1 2 3 4 5 9
b. For the legal commitment that
marriage involveB..saaesvcanwvaaes 1 2 3 4 3 9
c. We were In love..iuserasessersnasas 1 2 1 4 5 9
d. For the personal commitment that
marriage 1ovolveS.visassvanasseaaa 1 2 3 4 5 9
Q. Por economic reaaons, It's less
expenalve to live together........ l 2 3 4 5 9
E. For the social commitment that
mariage involvem...evsssacaanannss 1 2 3 4 5 9
g To have a sexual relationship..... | 2 3 4 5 3
h. For the religicus commitment
that marriage ilovolves..v.ivwwewoe 1 2 3 4 5 9
i. Because of the birth {or impending
birth) ef 8 chlldevavacsavnwsonans 1 2 k! [ 5 9
J. Ve had previcusly lived together.. 1 2 3 4 5§ 9
k. VWe didn't really plan ft..acansass L z 3 4 3 9

1. Other (specify) L 2 3 4 5 9




Please answer if you are now married.

24,

Why are you now married? How important are the following reascns to you
nov for staying married? Please indicste how Important each reasons is
by circling a oumber from 1 - 5 to the right of the question. Think of
a score of 1 a3 meaning that the reason is not very important, and a
score of 5 as meaning that the reason 18 very important. What acora
frem 1 - 5 comes closeat to the way you feel? If the reason does not
apply in your case, tircle number 9.

Does
Hot Hot
VYary Yery Apply
&. For companionship...cicsvesvsnrnes 1 2 3 [ 5 9
b. For the legal tommitwent that
marriage involveSs..iasacascasasnsas 1 2 3 & 5 9
Ce We are in lova...---uu.-.......-.-. 1 2 k) 4 5 9
d. For rhe personsl commitment rthat
warriage 1nvolveB...csssevceannnes 1 2 3 4 5 9
e. For economic reasons. It'a leas
expensive to live together....,.., 1 2 3 & 5 9
£f. For the social tommitment that
mariage involveB...evsessasanesrsaael 23 & S 9
g. To heve a sexual relatiomship..... 1 2 3 & 5§ 9
h. For the religious commitment .
thet marriage involves...csovevarase 1 2 3 4 5 9
i. Because of the birth {(or impending
birth) of a chdldesscoarsarenssere 1 2 3 & 5 9
J. For convenience. It's easier
Chis WAF.vevwwsatornsanuavereanas 1 2 3 & 5 9
k, Other {specify) 1 2 3 & 5 9

wak  PLEASE SKIP TO PART 5 OH PAGE 12. #ww
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Please answer if you are now living with an unrelated partner of the opposite

Sex. .

ZT. Why did you begin living with your present partoer? How important were
tbe following ressons at the time you began living together? Please
indicate how important aach tveascn was by circling a number from I - §
to the right of the question. Think of a score of ! as meaning that the
reascn was not very important, and a acore of 5 as meaning that the
reason vas very important. What score from 1 - 5 comes closest to the
way you felt? If the reapon does not apply in your cage, circle

oumber 9.
Does
Hot -1
Yery Very Apply
a. Por companionghip..cssasansaacsass 1 2 3 & 5 9
b, e didn’t want the legal
commitment that marriage involves. | 2z 3 [ 5 9
. He were 1n love...cvacavscacssncas 1 2 3 4 5 9
d. We didn't want the persgonal
commitnent that marriage involves. ! 2 1 4 5 9
. Por economic reascng. It's less
expenasive to live together........ 1 2 k1 4 5 9
£, We didn't wan: the soclal
commi tment that mariage involves.. 1 2 3 4 5 9
g. To have a sexual relatiomabip..... 1 2 3 & 5 9
h. At least one of ua couldn't get a
divorce for religious reasons..... 1 2 1 & 5 9
i. Becauss of the birth (or impending
bivth) of & child.svevvvrvavnnesas & 2 3 & 5 9
5. Ags a trial oarriage, tc see if
ve wer: suited to each othar...... 1 2 3 & 5 9
k. e didn't really plan i£......... 1 2 3 & 5 9
1. We wanted to get amarried, but
postponed it hecause of current
economic reASOnB. .. ecvvenverresss & 2 3 &4 5 9
a. At least one of us was not
legally free £O BAIIY.sosvsnscasss L 2 l 4 5 9

n. Other (specify) 1 2 3 & 5 9
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Please anawer if wou are now living with an unrelated partoer of the opposite
sex.

22. Why are you now living together? How important are the following
reagons to you pow for staylong together? FPlease indicate how important
each reason is by circling & oumber from 1 - 5 to the right of the
queation, Think of a acore of 1 as meaning that the regson is not very
important, aud a score of 5 ag meaning thet the resson is very
important. What gcore from 1 - 5 comes closest to the way you feel? If
the reasen does not apply ip your case, circle vumher 9,

Does
Hot Rot
Very Very Apply
a. For companionship.cseeecacrrcnaess 1 2 3 4 5§ 9
b, We don't want the legal
commitment thet marriage involves. 1 2 3 & 5 9
G.  We 8T€ 10 lOV€ssvvuvvonsrrervenass 1 2 3 & 5 9
d. We don't want the personal
commitment thet marriage involves. 1 2 3 & 5 9
e. For economic reasons. It'a leass
expensive to live togethere......s 1 2 1 & 5 9
£. We don't want the social
comnitment that mariege involves.. 1 2 ) 4 5 9
g. To have a sexual relationship..... 1 2 3 4 5§ 9
h. Ar leaat one of us can't get a
divorece for religious reasonS..... 1 2 3 4 5 9
{. Because of tha birth (or impending
birth) of 8 childevicsssnnscnerase 1 2 3 & 5 9
J. 4As a trial sarriage, to see if
we are sulted to sach other....... 1l 2 3 4 5 9
k. For convenience. It's easier
this Wa¥icaaeavansosraranssessnses 1 2 3 & °5 9
1. We want to get married, but are
postponing 1t becauwse of current
@conomic FAABODA..sasssassvsssasas 1 2 3 [ 5 9
m. At lagst ome of us ia not
legally free £O WAITY..seeceneea-a 1 2 3 & 5 9

n. Other (specify) . 1 2 3 4 5 9




WE WOULD NEXT LIKE TO LEARN ABOUT THE TYPES OF ARRANGEMENTS TOU AND YOUR
SPOUSE, OB PARTNER, HAVE AND THE KINDS OF AGREEMENTS YOU HAVE ABOUT YOUR

RELATIONSHIP.

PART 5

i2

23. Do you and your spouse, or partner, own the following types of propetty
" Jeintly, separately, mixed (we both own seme but anot jeintly), ot don't

you own it?

8.
b.
c.
d.

(Circle cone number for each

type of praoperty.)

JOINTLY SEPARATELY MIXED NHETTHER
We Both Ome Of Us We Both We Do Not
Own It Owna It Own Some Own This
HouSe...covevuinnounansnsnas 1 2 3 4
1 < T« 1 2 3 [
Busineds..cecuercsasanonnnns 1 2 3 [
Parsonal property (such as,
cat, furniture, BEC.)vraves 1 2 3 4

24, What types of financial arrangements do you and your 8pouse, o partner,
have?

a.

Do you give an allowance to your spouse, of

PATEDRL s vvvessarsassrsaeserssaorerssessesrraserertnssrs

YES

1

Does your spouse, ot partner, give you an allowance?..,. 1

Do you and your Epocuse, OTr partner, generally
POGL FOUL IeSOUICRS? .. cususrosassasasssnrosrsasnsunanonss

Do you and your gpouse, or partner, have a joint bank
account (either checking or savings}?.........

Do you, yourself, have a separate bank account (either
checking or 98VINES) 7. eacsesornonssnversoronansesasnaissan

Did you leave employment teo become a fulltime
hememaker during your present telationmahip.....ec.ivviens

Did your spouse, or partner, leave employment to become
a fulltime homemaker during your present relatiemship?..

Does your spouse, or partner, now work ourside the

home? ieissecrsanssrs

R R N

NO

2
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25a, Have you and your spouse, or partner, reached a vritten er oral
agreement covering any of the following:

DOES
NOT
YES NO APPLY

(1) Ownership of property/house?...ccveereveevansaas 1 2 3
{2) Financlal support for you or your spouse,

OF pPATTDET eisvricesnrorvsansnrrscosnnssvaveroras |
(3) Financlal support for the children?..ssecansassn 1
(4) Custody of the children?.oievissrerenccsnsrrores 1
(S} Divisien of household chores?.seeevavsaaes P 1
(f) Other (Specify) ferraasraannrnras 1

BR3P B
[FE TR PRV ]

b. When do the agreements apply: (Circle one.)
Only when you are living together?...evrvavonsnsnsl
Only 1f the relationship breaks up?.esveceneonnas 2

Both when you are living tagether and
1f you break up?..seceenanaanns tesrasnas teaavsaes 3

Don't have any..seenvsonioriacssacnrnanasrsananss b

c. Are the agreements wrilttenm, oral, scme of each, or don't
you have any? (Circle one.)

Writtensissassvass 1
OTaluwesornnamonesr 2
Some of each...... 3
Don't have any.... 4

4. At what point in your relationship did you first reach an
agreement on any of the above —— before you decided to get
married (otr live together), wicthin one year after you got
married or began living together, more than one year after
you got married or began living together? Or don't you have any?

Before we got married, or began living together.......... 1l

Hithin one year after we got married or began living
together......oc.n emerenarvaevan PR, O

Mare than one year after we got married or began
living Logetherleuiesrsisncersavassrrassorsssonarnssaananna 3

Don‘t have an¥...vecvesnaens P
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e. Did you obtain advice in formulating any of the agreement(a)} from
the people listed below?
YES No

(1) A relative,secriareseen
(2) A friend.veeusnncncanen
(3) A clergyman..v,uecsens,
(4) A lawyer.ioerosnsssvnass
(5) A bank manager.......--
{6) Other {Speclfy.....vues

el el e el
LA S T O ST ]

26a. How many times in the last six (6) months have you and your
spouse, or partner, lived apart for more than four (4) days in a
117 P Pt Erar st nsaaserar s et essanany Times{s)

Ca What was the reason for living apart from your spousde, Or partner,
during this (these) occasion{s)? (Circle as many as apply ar
clrcle number 7 1if the question does not apply in your case.)

{1) Business ETLlDuvenrrrransese
{2) FOr WOTK.euruvouranrarsannns
(3) Separate vacatlonS..eyessss
(4) Temporary incompatibility..
(3) I1lne88cvecusaveransrsnanaa
{(6) Other (Specify).vsveuciuran
{7) Does NOL APPlYisasvssnsanan

et B = SN W PR U

PART 6

WE'D NOW LIKE TO KNOW ABOQUT ANY ECONOMIC DIFFICULTIES YQU MAY HAVE HAD
BECAUSE OF YOUR PRESENT LIVING ARRANGEMENT.

27. Have you had any difficulties getting government benefits because of
your present living arrangement?

TeSeerarsanarrrnennnsannanss At
N . 2

If yes, please specify

28. Have you had any difficulties getting employee benefits because of your
present living arrangement?

If yes, please specify
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29. Have you had any difficulties getting or maintaining & job because of
your present liviog acrangement?

—

YeBuuiossnssnsonussnannsnanns

HOunsvessasremnreasnsnnsannns 2

If yes, please specify

30. Bave you had any difficulty getting financial support for yourself, or
for your children, because of your present living arrangement?

YeBivutasussormvnssnnonnannas 1

No-a0!I----.lcvlo.vcoﬂ-itﬂucﬂ 2
Does not APPl¥ecerensnsscnras 3
1f yea, please specify

3l. BHave you had any difficulties, because of your present living
arrangement , mgeting claima for monmey or property made by a formar
spouse? For the putpose of this question, foruwer spouse is someone to
whom eichet you ot your present spousé, ot partner, was martied.

YeB.vesnroersrrnanesnssnsanes L

BOiersreonsosanssncssnnanasss 2

Does not ApplYyscesucasiasasns 3
If yes, pleage specify

PART 7

WE'D NEXT LIKE TC LEARN ABOUT THE ECONOMIC PROBLEMS PECPLE MAY RAVE FOLLOWING
TEE BREAK-UP OF A RELATIONSHIP, 1IF YOU BAD BEEN MARRIED OR BAD LIVED
TOGETHER WITH AN UNRELATED PARTNER OF THE OPPOSITE SEX (OTHER THAR JUST
SHARED ACCOMMODATION FOR FINANCIAL REASQONS) JUST BEFORE YOUR PRESENT LIVING
ABFANGEMFNT, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWIRG EIGHT QUESTICNS. IF ROT, PLEASE
SEIP TO PART 8 ON PAGE 17.

32a. How long had you lived with rhat spouse, or partner, before the break-up
of that relationship?
Years...veuccesns
Montha..cevenena

b. Were you legally married, or were you living together outside of
marriage?

Legally martied..ivoviiuccmnaanansns sesenenrs 1
Living together outside of marriagessssssoess 2



3.

Y.

35,

36.

37.

16

C. Are you married to that partoer now?

YeBetvavavaonenvonnansnrnsnsnss 1

Noueiannnansonrronnrrannetanans 2

Hava you had any difficulties in getting government benefits because of
that past living arrangement?

YeB.rirrierrsrraniosasnaanans e 1

NOvovsensusunssnnmennsananssans 2

If yes, which ones

Have you had any difficulties in getting employee benefits because of
that past arrangement?

—

YeBuaveasssaunmerwrnsnetsnannns

NOusisssavassnnsonvorosstssnana 2

If ves, please specify

Have you had any difficulties getting or maivtaining a job

because of that past living arrangement?

TeBuuuosoaunrrrarnssvansagansns

Bouasasosaesosoraansnvnnorsnsrns 2

If yes, please specify

Have you had any difficulty getting finemmcial support for yourself, or
for your ¢hildren because of that past living arrangement?

YeBususnnsensnsonanaanserssnsns 1

Noeevenerrnssonannnrsonannnsnens 2
Does NOL BPPLl¥esusnvensraravses 3
Lf yes, please specify

Have you had any difficulty getting pension benefirs when that previcus
apoyse, or partner, retired?

Yegeerannrrranan trasnmssaseanss L
HOuessnsvnnanorsasusansnnnrsais 2
Does not apply..... craranrnsane 3

If yes, please specify
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FPART 8

50 THAT WE CAN SEE HOW YOUR OPINIONS COMPARE WITH THOSE OF OTHER PEOPLE, WE'D
LIEEZ A FEW ADDITICHAL FACTS ABOUT YOU.

3a.

39,

40,

41.

42,

What {3 your sex?
Maleseassesnsassrnnnranes
Female s seeansesrarroncss

In what month and year were you borm?
(1) Monthiveassransns
(2) YemFeuiovivencanan

l
z

- What is the highest level of formal education you obtained? {Circle one)

Grade 9 OF l@8B.v.snnonvnsvrarovacnaronass
Some high 8choolesseeacersannneeronenrasnss
High school graduate (or equivalency).....
More than high 8chocl.ice.veevennnersacsoss
Noo-university certificate or diploma

(e.g., community college, nursing school,
Technical Behool)eseooraicosuasacrcesaranas
Oniversity degret.ciavaiassrsosantornranns
Post graduate degree(s).isscissesnsarnsass

Are you presantly employed, temporarily unemployed, retired, disabled,
full-time homemaker, a student, or what? {(Circle as wany as apply.)

ERployed.crroesrasraenrarresnassrrassnnanas
Temporarily unemployed...cscvaiasnroaanass
RELLTedu s e aaranoaariansrsorsarirnussrnnsa
DiBabled. eccenorsorcasssnnnanasrsanssasas
Full=time homemAker..cisesesasossassssansa
L 1
Dther (Specify) .

Approximately, how many years have you lived in the province of

1
2
3
&

4 ON LA

e B NN RVl S

Albherta?......... BMamsssAsiasanterendturrainanddnnn st AN years

43a. What is your religion, if any? (Circle one.)

ANZlical. oo rmmaraarmersnsssrararavaassnss
1 1= o I
1 - ]
Lutheran.ccevseriericnrsnsnsnennsassnnions
OrthodoX. s ivaarensrrasssnrasnarsunsnsrnsnns
PentecoBtal.iiasessssmansasennstnananrnans
Homan Catholde..cviveacinicinnanann femmens
United Chureh..ovviivnvenesotasncsnsancann
HOD@ . caseosesntancmnsnncansaans enasan reamy
Other (Specify)

TN B

O oo
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b. How important is religion to you?

Very lmportanteesciacassweene 1
Pretty 1lmportantecascesaesss 2
Not £o0 Limportantesesssceses 3
Not important af all........ 4

How much do you depeod on each of the following people for emotional
support in times of trouble? Please indicate how much you depend on
each person by circling a number from L = 5 oo the scale to the right of
the question. Think of a acore of | as meaning tbat you do not depend
on the person very much and a score of 5 meaning that you depend on the
person very much. What score between 1 and 5 comes closest to the way
you feel? If the person does not apply in your case, circle number 9.
{Circle one number for each person.)

Does
Kot Very Not
Much Mych  Apply
a. The spouse, or partner,
I'm now living with.eceevvesaueswwenes 2 2 3 & 5 9
b. One or both of my parento..ccvsvevess 1 2 3 & 5 9
¢. My brothar{s) and/or sister{sg)....... 1 2 3 & 5 9
d. My childrem..-svevesnansvarcasnnsssss 1 2 3 & 5 9
e, Another family member(s8)..ceuisasensss 1 2 a & 5 9
£. A close friend(B).iceuvessoanensocssss 1 P 3 4 5 9

What waé your approximate annual income from employment and .-from all
gther sources, before taxes last yeat, in 19827 If you are living with
your spouse, or with ao unrelated partner of tbe opposite sex, combipe
your income with theirs.

a, Under 510,000 a year (or under 5192.30 a week)...ivivvevanvmnnscaas 1
b. $10,000 to 519,999 a year {or between $192.30 apd $384.99 a week}.. 2
c. $20,000 to $29,999 a yvear (or between $385,00 and $576.99 a week).. 3
d. 830,000 to 539,999 a year (or between $577.00 and $769.99 a week).. &
e, $40,000 t£o 549,999 a year (or betuegn $770.00 and $961.99 a week}.. S

£. More than 550,000 a year {or more thao 5962.00 a week)...eieuesers B
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1s there anythiog else you would like to tell us about your past or present
living arrangement that may be important for law reform congideraticns? If
89, please use this space for that purpose.

LD

Your contribution to this effort lg very greatly appreciated. If you would
like a summary of rasults, please priot your name and address on the back of
the return eavelope (NOT on this questiconaive). We will aee that you get i,
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In the past few yaars there has bheen a lobt of discussion about thae legal
rights and responaibilitias of adults who live Logether culside of marriaga.
As you may knov, these rights are often different than those of legally
varried couplas, Marrisd people in Lhe province of Alberta, for exampls, have
certain responsibilities to each other when there is a divorce o¢r zeparalion,
while parsons living together cutside marrings do nol. We are sfudying the
effacts of these laws to detarmine whethar to make law refora recommandations
to the provincial government. In order to do this, we nesd to learn more about
the living arrangaments of Albsrtans. We also need to know how Albertans fael
about possible alternatives for law reaform in this area.

Your household is one of a small number in which people are being asked to
give their cpinion on thess matters. It was drawn in a random sample of house~
holds in the Edmonton and Calgary areas. In order that the results will truly
represenlt the thinking of the people in these arsas, it is (mportant thal each
questiannaire be compleled and returned. It is also important that we havs
aboul the same numbar of men and woman participating in this study. Thus, we
would like the questionnaire for your houssheld to be complsted by an adult
wale. If none is pressnt, Lhen it should be completed by an adult femala.

Plaase be assured of complate confidentiality. The questionnaire has an
identificaltion numbaer for mailing purposes only. This is so thal we may remova
your name from the mailing list when your quastionnaire it returnsd. Your nase
will never be placed on the questionnaire.

The results of this research will be made available to¢ officials and
representatives of the Alberta governmenlt, and all intereasted citizens. You
may raceive 3 summary of results by writing “copy of results requested” on the
back of the return envalope, and printing your name and address below il.
Pleate do not put Lthis information on the queslionnaire ilksslf.

I would be most happy Lo answar any questions you might have. Please writs or
¢all. The telephone number is 432-5291.

You truly,

’ .4&54”
George C. Field,
Associate Diractor



m 3, 1983

was malied (o you. ¥ you have alreedy compisted and retunad it to us, piease accept
our sincors thanka. f not, pleasa da 80 today.

. mmmhﬂhmuﬁﬁaﬂyamlmdm,ﬂh
extramaly important that yours alsd be includad i the resudta are to accurately
represent thw opinions of Abaria residents.

!hymdwwudﬂnmrwﬁuﬂnq}uw,;xﬂwasnimm.
« ploase call the ingtitute right now, at432-5291,_a.ndmnilmlmmermainﬂhmai
o you wday,

vy,

Gaorge C. Flald,

Ansaciate Direciod,
* Instituie af Law

Rassarch & Refom.
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About four weeks ago I wrole to you seeking your help in our #ffort to
understand better the current living arrangements and experiences of Alberta
residents, and {o sesk your opinign about possibilities for law reform which
would affect couples living together ocutside of marriage. As of today we have
not yel receivad your compleled questionnaire.

We have undertaken this study because of the bel:;ef thal citizen opinions and
experiences should be taken into accouni in the formation of law reform
recommendations in this area.

I am writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has
to the usufulness of thiz study. Your name was drawn through a scientifice
sampling process in which all househoids in the Edmonton and Calgary areas had
an equal chance of being selected. In order for the results of this sfudy Lo
be Lruly representative ¢f the opinicns and experiences of Lhe residents of
these areas, it is very important that each person in the sample return their
questionnaire. As mentioned in ocur last letter, the questicanaire from your
household should be compileled by an adult male. If there is no adult azle
present, then it should be completed by an adull female,

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is

enclosed,
Yourge fruly,
bﬁq«f Al /

Gegrge C. Field,
Associate Direcltor

Your cooperatiocn is greatly appreciated.
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I aw writing t¢ you about cur study of adult living arrangements. Ay of teday
we have not yet received your completed questicnnaire.

The large number of questionnaires returned is very encouraging. But, whether
vwe will be able to describe accurately how Albertans fesl on these important
issues depends upon you and the others who have not yet responded. This is
because our pasl experiences suggast that those of yeou whe have not yel sent
in your questionnaire may hold quite different opinions on thase issues,

It is for this reason that I am sending thirs to you by special delivary. In
case our othar correspondence did net reach the person in your household whose
response is nesdud (an adult female, unless there is none in which case an
adult male should respond), a replacement questiennaire is enclosed. May I
urge You to complete and return it as quickly as possible.

I'll be happy to send you & copy of the results if you want one. Simply put
your name, address, and "copy of rasults requested” on the back of Lhe return
snvalope. We expect to have them ready Lo send #arly in the new year.

Your contribubtion to the success of this study will be greatly appreciated.

Yours truly.

70

George C. Field,
associate Direscltar

P.5. A number of pecple have Lold us that they have had difficulty fitting the
questionnaire into the #mall business reply envelope that we have enclosed.
Although the fit is tight, the questionnaire will just £it if it is Ffolded in
thirds. If this has caussd you any inconvenience, pleases accept my apologies.
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FEAME RECPIMDENIS =~ --—-—-- T I WULOHRBITING ~-----n-—n--n
0- DIVIRCED/ VR
_ARRIEY MARRIED SEPARATER SIDONED NARR]
B6E_RANGE: 0 1 0 1 ' 1 N 1 N 1
16 T9 70 YEARS i L3 B T 6 %0 12 53
20 10 30 VEARS S W9 18 209 2 148 S R T S
30 T0 40 YEARS 0.3 M 32 TR S & 4l %138
40 T0 50 YEARS 108 19 1.8 W 21 I R PR
56 10 40 VEARS SR S TR N w157 n mg 9 47
50 TO 70 YEARS :ns ® sg 10 g u s 8 3
70 YEARS R OLDER P T B I B! I Ls
MISSIRG DATA TR e P S B TN T SO e
TaTaL 81 160.1 85 190.0 H9 0 106 1000 197 1600



TABLE AZ

(ALl respandents 14 years or alder}

COHARTTING AMD WONCOHARITINS RESPUSDENTS Y EMUCATION AW BY SEX

KL FESPONDENTS. —mn CBABITING ——— e WNCTRARTTING
o : DIVRCED/ EVER
JARRIED _MARRIER EPARATED IpmgD JRRRIED_
EMCATION; ] 1 1 1 N 1 0 1 i 1
GRADE ¥ OR LESS 8 5,6 48 9.5 #1501 ¥ 0.0 13 34
SOME H1GH SCHOOL 14 11.1 174 12,9 21 [N H 18.9 19 5.0
HIGH SCHOOL SRADUATE 2 2 W w2 300190 13 1.0 T4 105
NGRE THAN HIGH SCHOOL A s 13 93 87 15 15 4 2.6
CERTIFICATE R DIPLOMA® 43 2.9 398 271 s 0.6 2 LS 109 8.7
UNIVERSITY DEGREE 18 125 2% thd [ 1L 3 &2 8 2.9
POST GRADUATE DEGREE & 42 8 87 8 4 32y % 19
NISSING DATA 1 6.7} i) 11,91 & {3.2 10 7.1} - 13.2
ToTAL 145 100, 1 1495 99.9 1M 100,0 140 108.0 384 100.0
A RESPORGENTS: wmnmmmn COHRBITING ===ue- wamiin it mmae W{NCOHABITING ==~==eeeeemaeas
BIN- BIVORCED/ NEVER
MRRIED  MRIED SEPMATE)  MINOWED  _WARRIED
: i 1 A 1 X 1 X 1 i 1
GRADE 9 OR LESS s 79 8% 1.2 4 0.6 10 322 8 43
SONE HIGH SCHOOL S X I TR T S 74 5 e 10 5.4
HIGH SCHOOL BRADUATE 11 2.5 113 14.3 10 14.7 5 1&.1 rii 14.5
NORE THAN HIGH SCHOOL 9 3 % &8 128 2 &5 B 134
[ERTIFICATE OR DIPLOWA® 20 317 230 29,0 2.5 b 194 S0 2.9
UNIVERSLTY BEGREE 7oL 180 15 24 ! a5 M M0
FOST GRADUATE DBEGREE 3 4.8 7 9.7 [ 9.8 1 5.2 11 5,3
MISSING DATA 1 [T 1 15 (1.9 2 2.9 4 {114} 3 {18}
TOTAL &4 9.4 808 100.0 70 100.¢ 15 100, 169 100.0
£E PONDENTS; e LOHABITING —-=-n=- ammcmmmmsnseee NONCOKABITING ——--
NOK- BIYOACED/ NEVER
MMARIED JRRIER SEPARATED MIOED JARR(ER
; X 1 ¥ 1 N 1 \ 1 0 1
SRADE 9 OR LESS T R 16 2% 9.3 TR
SOME HIEH SCHOOL 9 11.3 91 13.5 14 1D 19 ir.2 ? 4.7
KIGH SCHOOL SRADUATE TR TS B TR I I WS S TN
HORE THAN BIGK SCHOOL 12 150 8B 2.4 TSR JE S T SR % R SR T
CERTIFICATE OR DIPLOMA® 3 4.8 168 15.0 10 351 22 2.2 59 30.4
UNTVERSLTY DEGREE TR T S T S L% B 7.0 PO ST A
POST GAADUATE DEGREE I 3 TR TR 7 La 2 0 1 A3
AISSING DATA 1 (1.2} it 12.9) 3 14.2) 7 ih.b} L) 2.0
TOTAL a1 100.3 586 100.9 119 180.1 106 100.4 197 ool

Nonuniversity certificate or diploms such as community college, nursing school, technical schosl.



COMABITING AND NONCOMAGITING RESPLADENTS BY IMCOME aMD BY SEI

TABLE A3

iAl] raspondeats 16 yeaurs or Olldll')

RL BESPONDENTS e CRADITING ——— RONCOKADETING -
- DIVORCEDY/ MEVER
ARRIER _BRIEY EPARATED JAIR0KD | MRRRIED
ANNUAL JNCOME® ] 1 N 1 A 1 A 1 ] 1
GNDER $£0,00¢ ] 5.8 o [ 2 3.1 T 2.5 83 17.4
$10,008 T $19,999 3 14,8 127 9.1 43 5.4 13 9.7 104 2.7
$20,608 TE $29,999 15 2.8 W4 19.9 0 3.8 17 14,8 99 7.3
$30,008 10 339,999 22 16.1 us .8 5 20.8 S §3 &0 18,4
$40,008 70 349,999 23 15.8 (0 17.3 3 1.7 4 3.5 o .6
$50,000 OR MORE 14 1.7 W M2 15 8.9 7 bt 12 3.3
AISSING DATA 8 5.5) 105 (7.0 2 (ML % UL pil 6.2
TOTAL "5 1000 1455 100.0 189 9.9 46 1060 386 99,9
) ONZENT =emme== CAKADITING —=----- ———— NOXCOHRBITING ==emmevmemaneee
M- DIVORCED/ MEVER
EARRIED MARRIED SEPARATER ¥[0puED _BARRIED
ANNUAL fHCOME™ A 1 E H N b | H | H
URBER 10,000 3 5.0 25 1.3 5 9.8 [] 3.5 3 19.8
$10,000 70 $19,999 b 10.¢ TS 8,7 ) bub 7 B i 2.7
$20,008 70 429,999 19 3.7 149 .6 15 4.4 b 19,2 51 9.0
$30,008 70 439,999 12 0.8 193 5.4 14 2.2 ¢ 0.0 28 15.9
40,000 T8 $49,999 9 15.8 i 17.5 it 18.0 2 7.7 i 9.7
$54,006 OR MORE 1 18,3 193 5.4 § 14.8 3 1.5 7 1,0
H1S5ING DATA [ 18,2 47 15.84 §  une ¥ (257 13 6,9}
TGTAL 1000 808 190,12 6 100 b T SR 199 1o
FENALE RESPOMDENSS @ =-=m--- COHABITING -==---- -mmmemmmnemm== NANCBHABITING -—----—------
NOK- 0IVERCED/ KEVER
NARREED NAR SEPARRIED W] poN FARRED
AUNUAL [WCORE* N H N 1 § 1 N 1 N 1
UHDER 19,000 g 5.6 i b.1 18 15.1 19 4,3 2 5.7
$10,000 18 $19,999 16 .1 8 9.4 kU 34,8 % .5 4 4.5
120,600 TD $29,9%9 % 3.2 113 18.1 25 2. 12 %4 I
$39,000 19 $39,999 10 3.2 152 4.3 1% 17.9 s 5.7 2 1.3
$46,000 TO $49,999 14 19.4 107 1.1 2 1.9 2 2.3 7 3.2
50,000 OR NGRE 5 8.6 155 4.8 5 4.7 4 4.5 5 7
MISEING 0ATA 5 6.2} 41 {8.9 13 e 1B HILD 12 {&.1}
TOTAL 81 100 496 100.0 1y 1000 164 9.9 50 T N

* fnnual inceme gross of taxes.

Cohaditing couples reported their casbined incowe.



TADLE A4A

RELIGIIN OF COHABITING AMD MONCOABITING REGPOMDENTS

(Al respondmts 14 years or older)

ML RESPOKDENTS —— (THARITING ~—— = NORCOHARITING

- DIVDACED/ ¥EVER

MRIED _MARRIED SEPARATED [pIvED ARRIED

N .| 1 A 1 .| 1 A 1 [ H
WNELICAR I8 12.5 i1 12.2 24 1.4 2 19,5 2 5.9
BAPTIST 4 2.8 49 4 F 2.9 4 3.0 19 5.1
JEWISH 1] .0 13 1.8 2 1.1 z 1.3 3 1.3
LUTHER AN 5 1.5 8 4.0 13 7.3 ? 6.8 25 1.0
ORTHADOX b 4.1 1o 2.1 5 2.8 ! 5.3 g 2.4
PENTEEDSTAL { 6.7 25 1.7 H 3.9 ] &0 7 1.9
ROMAN EATHOLIC i 2t 2 233 3 15,4 it 5.0 53 4.9
UNITED CHURCH I 264 13 231 LK 25,3 M 2423 T4 1%.8
JTHER® 12 3.1 %0 114 18 19.1 i ih3 L 134
NONE A .1 L 11.9 23 4.0 ! 5.3 59 18.3
NISSING DATA 1 0.0 bt 2.8 19 5.0 7 5.0 13 1.4
TOTAL 145 100.0 1493 9.9 189 109.1 1) 108.0 1% m.9
TABLE A4AB
INPORTARCE CF RELIGIGN FOR COMABITINE AND NOMCOMABITIMS RESPOMDENTS
{All respondents L& years or older)

[ PONGENTS @ memeee- EOHABITING —=-==s wmeenevvuenaare WOKCOMABITING ~~eme--=ne S

Lt DIVGRCED/ NEVER

NARR]ED HBRRIER SEPARATED ¥ 00D MARRIED
{NPORTANCE OF RELIGION: L] 1 N L N I L] i L] H
JERY IWPORTART g 8.3 407 21.8 i 19.1 40 5.8 B¢ .3
FRETTY INPORTANT n 0.1 394 .9 57 1.0 35 .7 91 1.2
HOT 700 INPORTANT &2 4.1 L7 .7 & 38,5 9 2.1 141 w3
HOT INPORTANT AT all 4 .4 197 13.3 2 12.4 7 33 b4 17.0
NISSING DATA { it i 1.3 {1 5.8} § (6.4} 19 3.4
TOTAL 145 100,1 1493 99.9 189 108.0 143 97.7 hGES 100, 1

*  See taxt,
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