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ABSTRACT

A revolution in sexual values has led 10 the emergence of co-habitlation among unmarricd
youths in many Nigerian communilies. Co-habitation has been observed as a predisposing
factor 10 the initiation of premarital sexual activities among students of leitiasy institutions.
The scxuality and reproductive health practices of youths arc of public health impoitance.
Previous studies on co-habilation have focused mostly on mairiage instability with limited
focus on perception, attitlude and practice of co-habilation in tertiasy instilutions. lience,

this study was carried oul 1o assess the perception, attitude and practice of co-habitation
among sludents of The Polyicchnic, 1badan, Nigeria.

A descriptive cross-sectional study design using a two-stage sampling technique was used
1o selcet 16 out of 32 depariments and 410 oul of 8407 students from all (.ve faculties.
Studcnts were stralificd into females and males, 168 females oul of 3423 and 242 males oul
of 4984 from the dcpartmems were selccled proportionately. A self-administered
questionnaire was used lo elicit information on  respondents’ socio-demographic
characleristics, perception, nititlude, and practice of co-habitation. Perception was measured
on a 30-point scale; scores of <14 and >14 weie categorised as negalive and positive,
respectively. Altitude towards co-habitation was mcasured on a 30-point scale; scores Std
were categorised as“'negative nititude” and >5d as “positive ntiitude”, In-depth interviews
((Dls) were conducted amaong four male and four fcmale participants using an |D! guide.

Quantitstive data were analysed using descriptive statistics and Chi-squace at p= 0.0S.
Quslilative dala weie analY sed thematicolly.

Respondents™ age was 21.343.0 years and 59.3% were males. Thirty-cight percent of
respondents reported scxual relationship as the main reason for co-habitation, Atnjority
(82.0%) had positive percepiion (20.1+5.0) towards co-habilation. Also 89.3% had positive
attitude (21.044.8) 1owaids co-hebitation. About a Quartcr (23.2%) had ever practised co-
habitalion, 34.6% reported that their frlends were co.habiting while §1.6% were

= | | in co-
habiwting rclationships at the time of the sludy, Reponied consequences of co.habitayon

included unwanled pregnancy (92.0%), gborilon (92.0%), sexually

28,89 transniited infections
(88.89%) and wen chlldbearing (88.0%), Mujority (87.3%) of the respondents reported that

they wauld 5ot recommend ¢o.habitoiion to an)one. FactorS promoling o habitation

v
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included pecer influence (72.2%), high cost of living on campus (68.5%), being in o
romantic relotionship (67.1%), and desite for sex on a regular basis (66.6%). Positive
perception of the cflect of co-habitition was rcported by 72.2% of respondents whilc
83.9% reportcd that premarita! scx is paramount in a co-habitating relationship. Therc was
a significant association between perception of co-habitation wid respondents' sex, with
more males (56.5%) having a positive perception. Age of respondents was significantly
ossocidicd with the practice of co-habitation. Majority of the in-depth intervicwees reporied

that co-habitation gives room to test compalibility beforc marriage, satisfy sexual urge, and

10 avoid having multiple sexuul partners.

The Polylechnic Ibadon ssudents had positive perccption of, and sttitude to co-habitation.
Peer influence was a major fuctor promoting respondents’ practice of co-habitation despite
the perecived conscquences that pose threat 10 their health. Peer education progranime

within tertiory institutions is recommended to educate studenis on sex and family life

Issues.

Keywords: Co-habitation. Polytechnic students, Premarital sex, Unmarried youths
Word counlt: 499
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Co-habitation:

Marriage:

{Icalth:

Youth:

OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF TERMS

refers 1o residence of a couple in a shared household, with mutual sexual

access, but swithout lcgal sanction; essentially an infortnal marriage
(Coltranc and Collins, 2001).

the state of heing united 10 a person of thc opposite scx as husband and
wife in a consensual and contractual relationship recogniscd by [nw.

s a state of complete physical. mental and social well-being and nol

mcrely the absence of disease or infinnity.

1s & socinlly constructed intermediary phase of life. but oflen means the
timc between childhood and adulthood.

xiv
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CIHHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Co-habitation, othcnwvise known as ‘living together’, has become increasingly common in
both developed and developing (Kiernan, 2004). 1t has dramatically attercd family life in
mosl western socictics and has incrcascd oveitime since 1960 as an “aliemaltive lifestyle”
to the traditional nuclcar fiunily and it is a living srrangement before marriage. [n the
dcveloped countries of the west, its prevalence as 8 legitimate. nonnative lifestyle
continucs 10 rise, paiticularly among young people and students (Bumpass & Lu 2000;

Smock, 2000). Co-habitation, also known as (rial marriage, has now become a common

phenomenon in the modem limne.

The increase i n co-habitation [s one of the most significant shiftsin iamily demography of
the past centuty (Alo, 2008). It has become common among students in Nigerian Highcer
Institutions. Yet. co-habitation prior to marriage has been consistently associated with
poorer marital communications quality, lower mariwal satlsfaction and higher level of
domestic violence (Clarkberg. Stolzenberg. and \Vaite, 1995). Co-habitation is associated
with negalive marital outcomes and high rates of divorce in many developed eountrics
(Klusener, Perelll-lHarrls. Gussen. 2012). Co-habitation is also associated with lower
marita! satisfactlon, poorer 1serceived and observed communication in marriege (Cohan
and Klcinbawn, 2002). Co-habitation was obscure and even 18boo throughout the
nineteenth centusy and until 1970s (Ogadinmn, 20§3). Non marital unions have become
common because the meaning ol the [ainily has been aheied by individualistic social
values that have progressively matured since the late 1940s (Ogunsola, 2004). Although
[n Uic past. co-habitatiun was not viewed as Uie right thing to do, {i {s now sometimes
scen as a “nsecssity.” Somo people do it out of prepanition for mareiage, while others do
it for convenience. Fomie ant] Tanler (1996) asscited that sex |s paramount in ¢o-habitling
rclatlonshlp, and it Is associnted with tcenage and unintended pregnancies. abortion, as
weli as the spicad of ST1s and HIIV:
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According to Ogunsola (2004), it is a situation where unmarried people live together like
husband and wife 1o test their compatibility before the actual mairiage. Ofoegbu (2002),
also described the practice as a situation where a man and woman without being
customarily or oflicially masried, live together and share all or some of thc benefits of
marital relationship, Co-habitation is thereby conceptualised as sharing in the legal and
social rights of consoitium which is customarily meant for the married people. This is
consislent with Cheescman (2002) that celers to co-habitation os a practice in which a
man and woman dwell together in the same place in the manncr as husband and wile
befose the actual marriagc. [n the United States, some researchers found that couples sees
co-habitation as a "“trial 1un" for marriage ond one survey indicaied that 61% of young

adults believe that co-habitation improves one chances in marriage fohn and Sharon
(2006).

Whitchead and Popenoe (2002) asscried that living together before marciage is one of
Americans most significant and unexpccted family trends. They defl ned co-habitation as
living together as sexual paitners, not married (0 each other, and sharing a household.
They further concluded that the number of unmarried couples in Amcrica topped
4miSlion, by 1997 up from less than half a millionin 1960. [t was estimated thal about a
quar.cr of unmarricd women between the ages of 25-39 years are curmrently living with a
paitner and about halfl have lived sometime with an unmarried partner. It is believed that
co-habitation is a good way to get lo know your pariner before marriage and will lead to a
stronger marrlage. However. research hos not supported this eommonly held viesw.
Kramer (2004 ) found that couples who cohabited before engagement or marriage reponed
more necgative interactions, lower eonfidence In the relatlonshlp, poorer celationship
quality, and lower dedication to the rclationship than those who cohabited afler
engagement or those who dld not eohabit before maeriage al afl.

Co-habitation has been rcporied as 8 common phenomenon among students in Nigerian
higher Institutions and a predisposing factor to the inltiatlon of sexual activitles (Alo,
2008). Co-hobitntion ls increasingly becoming the lirst co-residentlal union formed
among young a:dulls who may have scveral cogent or Nlimsy reasons such as o save
money, lo 'tesi’ relationshir- compatibilhy, convenience of living, or need to find housing
(Ohlsson, 20i1). Most of the students who cohabit | n this way leave schoot with poor
grades, if they ever graduate because mojority ore withdrawn from the academle systern,

2
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while some spend longer time than neccssary as a result of failure, and those who come
out with good grades arc cxtremely good. More likely dangers associaled with co-
habiation are the female students being beaten up by their paitners or boyfriends or

‘would-be husbands’, and this in no doubt would alfect the academic performance of the
students (Ogadimma, 2013).

There are sirong indications that co-habitation is now perceived as a normative pait of life
course by majority of young adults. In the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth
(NSFG), two-thirdsof both male and female [ 8-29ycars old who have never been married

disagree with the statement (hat “a young people should not live together unless they are

marricd” (National Campaign 10 Prevent Teen Pregnancy, 2005).

e S |

1.2 Statcment of the prohiem

Young people aged 10-24 ycars constitute around .8 billion and represent 27% of the
world's population Shifcrow and frehiwot (2009). Studics noted that as they are in the
youth age calegory, their madest or dynamic behaviour make them vulnerable (o risky
scxua] behaviours Sime and Wriltu (2008). Sexually transmitied discases like ETIV/AIDS
and other reproductive hecalth problems are the greatcst threat to the well-being of
adojescents and youth (Ocrhanc and Famtahiun, 2005). Globally, onec third of the
340million new S'ils cases accur per year in people under 25years of age. Each year,
more than onc in cvery adolcscenis contracls a curnble STI. Studies reported that wore
than halfof alli new 1V infections occur in pcople behween the ages of IS and 2dyears
(Fikre and Beire, 2009). Accoiding to ihe Joint United Nation Program on 1IIV/AIDS

(UNAIDS). in 2008 young jcoplc aged 15-24 years accounied for 42% of new HIV
infections.

Despilc high level of awarencss of IIV/AIDS in Nigeria as reporied by Omoregle (2002),
Adedimeypi (2003), the risky sexual acts are stlil common occurrences among students.
Megnus and Gbokcji (200%) allirmed that scx is a phenomenon currently mvaging higher
insthwtion In Nigeria as a lut of students are cngaged in premantal and cohabitating
relationships on campus. Studles also reporied that youths are known o be advcnlunous
ond 10 engage in Inlense sexual acliviies (Moore and Rosenthal, 199); Varga and
Makubalo, 1996; Lear, 1995, 1997). Observatlons by Gesto (2004), reveated that students
In tenfary insthiutions -rcwml their ficedom as what tey must explore and enjoy to the

]
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while some spend longer time than necessaty as o result of failure, and those who come
out with good grades orc cxtremely good. More likely dongers associoted with cor
habitation arc the female students being beaten up by their pastners or boyfriends or

‘would-be husbands', and this in no doubt would affect the academic performance of the
studcnts (Ogadimma, 2013).

There ore sirong indications 1hiat co-habitation is now perceived as o normative part of life
coursc by majority of youny adults. In the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth
(NSFQ), twothirds of both male ond female (8-29years old who have never been marricd

disogree with the stalcment that “a young people should not live together unless they arc
d motzried” (National Campaign 1o Prevent Teen Pregnancy, 2005).

1.2 Stalement of thc probicm

Young people aged 10-24 ycars constitute around .8 billion and represent 27% of the
world's population Shiferaw snd Frchlwol (2009). Studies noted thot as they are in the
youlh age catcgory, their modest or dynamiic behaviour make them vulnerable o risky
sexual behaviours Sime and Writiu (2008). Sexualiy transmitied discases like 11IV/AIDS
ond other repioductive hcalih problems arc the grcalest threat o the well-being of
odolescents and youlh (Becrhoae ond Faonlahun, 2005). Globally, one third of the
340million new STIs cases vuccur per year in people under 2Sycars of age. Each year,
more lhan onc in evety ndolescents conteacls a curable STI. Studies reported that more
than holf of all new HIIV infections occur in people belween the nges of 5 and 24years
(Fikre and Betre, 2009). According 10 the Joint United Nation Program on 111V/AIDS

(UNAIDS), in 2008 young pcople agcd 15-24 yeoars accounted for 42% ol new [V
infectlons

Despite high evel of awarencss of [11V/AIDS In Nigerla as rcportied by Omoregle (2002),
Adcdimeji (2003), the risky sexual aets are still common occurrences among students
Magnus and Gbakeyi (2009) allirmed thot sex is a phenomenon currently ravaging higher
Instilution in Nigerla 8y a lcw of sludents are engoged in premarital and eohabltating
relatlonships on campus. Studies also repested that youths are knoswvn 10 be adventueous
and 10 engage In Intcnse sexwal acllvilles (Moore and Rosenthal, (993, Vargs and
Makubalo, [996; | €37, {995, [997). Observailons by Gesto (2004), reveated that students
In tertlary Institutlons _rcurd their freedom as what they must explore and enjoy ta the

3
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fullest, including sexual relationships and living couple’s life, that is, a male aud a female

living together as marricd couples for the duration of their courses.

These risky behaviour rnay furthered be worsened by the fact that students are (00 many
in number than the available sociai infrastructures in the Tertiary institutions, lack of
sexual and reproductive health services. living away their parcnts and being free from

parental contro). In addition some are subjected to peer pressure that aggravaic the risky
behaviour (Mitike, Lemma. and Bcerhane, 2002)

Students of higher lcaming institutions are assets of the socicty and change agents in
filling the gap in the past and on whom the future gencration is based (Gurmesa,
Fessahaye and Sisay, 2012). It is also cleos that this group & on the way of transforming
to adulthood; filled with ambition; and building their future academic and social career.
Neglec<ting their sexual and reproductive healih can lead 10 high social and economic
costs, bolth immediately and in 1he years ahead. Little has becen explored about the
praclices of cohabitotion in the context of higher cducation institutions in Nigeria and in
The Polytechnic, Ibadan in particulas. Therefore, this study aim to address the practice of
co-habitation, challenges fuced by those praciicing it and identifying the predisposing

factors for possibte interventions.

(.3  Justif cation

The issuc of unprotecied sex. unwanted pregnancy, uasafe abortion and the likely
conscquent post-abonion complications amongst studenis of institutions of higher
teaming have appasently become mmpant, 1t however appears 10 be under-researched and
less reporied as lssues relating to how students live, inctuding scxual relations, are seldom
cxamined, ecven as the students and other young peoplie arc known (o be a most sexually
octive population (Sal, 199S: Onifade, 1999; Moorc and Rosenthal, 1993; Lear, 1995;
Varage and Makubalo, 1996) Therefore, the neeit has arisen more than ever belore, for
rescarch works to b¢ earricd oul lo inquire and possibly esiablish the factors that
predisposc and encourage young adults to indulge in the practice co-habitation

This study will assist in proviling information useful in reducing the praetice of
cohoblwatlon malnly at The 'olytechnlc, Ibadan. The study has proviided evidence that
could assist students practicing co-habitatlon 1o be able 10 disclose Informatlon about their

4
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fullest, including scxual relntionships and living couple’s life, that is, a male and a female

living togcther as marricd couples for the duration of their cousses.

These risky behaviour may fusthered bec worscned by the fact that studcnts are (oo many
in numbcr than the available social infrastructures in the Teriary institutions, lack of
scxual and reproductive hcalth services, living away their parcnts and being free from

parcniaf control. §n addition some are subjected to peer pressurc thal aggravate the risky
behaviour (Mitike, Lemma, and Bcrhane, 2002)

Students of highcr leaming institutions are assels of the socicly and changc ogents in
filling thc gap in the post and on whom the future gencration is bascd (Gummcsa,
Fcssahayc and Sisay, 2012). It is also clear that this group is on the way of transforming
to adulthood; filled with ambition; and building their future academic and social career.
Neglecting their sexual and reproductive health can lead to high social and economic
costs, both immediatcly and in the years ahead. Little has becn explored about the
pracliccs of cohabilrtion in thc context of higher education institutions in Nigcrio and in
The Polytechnic, Ibadan in poanticular. Therefore, this study aim to address the practicc of

co-habitation, chollcnges ficed by thosc practicing it and identifying the pedisposing
lactors for possible interventions.

1.3  Juslification
The issue of unprotected six, unwantcd pregnancy, unsafe abortion ond the likely
consequent past.gbortlon complications amongst students of institutions of higher

lcaming have apparently become rampant. ft however appears 1o te under-researched ond
less reporied as Issues rclating 10 how students live, ineluding sexual relotions, are seldom

examined. cven as the students and other young people arc known (o be a most sexually
aclive populotion (Sal, 1925; Onifade, 1999; Moore and Rosenthol, 199); Lear, 1995;
Voraga snd Makubglo, 1¥96). Therelore, the need has arlsen more than ever before, for
rescarch works (o be camivd out to inquire and possibly eslablish 1he factors that

predispose and encourage young odults to Indulge in the pructice eo-habitation

This stwiy will assist in providing Information usclul in reducing the practlee of
cohablation mainly at The l'olytechnic, Ibadan. ‘The swdy has provided evidence thet
could assist siudents firacticing co-habliastion 1o be ableto disclose information about thels

4
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experiences. The finding from this study is significant for several groups; including health
promoters. counsclors and psychologists. This study witl also contribulce to the growing
litcrature on c o-habitation since there is a dcarth of studies examining co-labitation

among students of higher institutions in Nigeria.

This study will add value to the ficld of heaith promotion and education on co-habitation
in rclation to reproductive health. [t will also serve as a point of reference for future
researchers who wish to conducl furither sesearch work in these ficlds. This study

cxplored co-habitation among polylechnic students in order to bring to the fore the
various reasons of involving in the practice.

‘The widc dearth of knowlcdge as a result of little work done on this phenomenon is {illing
a gap bridged and members «f the public were to be informed on the conseguences that
arc inherent in such practice. |t also revealed some of the negative dangers associated
with co-habitation and vid the polyiechnic community as well as policy makers to

understand the phenomenon and for sdequatc measures 1o be taken (o bring the issuc
under conrol.

I.4 Research questions
L. What are the percehtions of students towards co-habilation?
2. What arc the attitudes.of students towards co-habitation?

3. \Vhat s the prevalence ol co-habilation pructice al the Polytechnic, ibadan?
4. What are the perceived [nctors Inlluencing co-habitation?
5. What arc the perceived ctTects of co-habitation?

1.5 road objecllve

‘The broad objective of this study was to Investigale the perceplion, practice and attitude
ol atudents towards co-habiwiion at ' The Polytechnic, Ibadan

1.3.1 Specllic objeciives
The spe<ific objectlves of the study are!

I. To essess the pereepilon of studenis towands co-hablwion.
2: To determine the altitude of studcnts towards eo-hablwtion.
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3. To dectermine the prevalence of co-habitation practice among the studenis of the
Polytechnic, Ibadan.
4. To identify the pereeived lactors that promote co-habitation.

3. To determinc the perceived cffects of co-habitation on students,

1.6 Hypothcscs
The foliowing hypotheses wcre tesicd by this study;

1. There is nosignificant association betweenthe age of respondents and praciice of co-

habitation.

2. There is no significant association bciween the sex of respondents and perccption

towards co-habitation.
3. There is no signilicunt association between the age of respondents and attitude

towards co-habitation.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Conceptual Review
2.1.1 Co-habitation

In contemporary society, an increasing number of young people are postponing Itiarriage
and opting to live together without formalising their morriage. Despite widely spiead, co-
habitation lacks a clearly defined and eommonly understood position in the family system
(Cherlin 2010; Manning and Smock 2005). Co-habitation can be a siage in the mairinge
process for some couplcs, a lemporary aliernative to marviage, or an shemalive to being
single for others (Smock 2000). In doing so, co-habitation temporarily assumes traditional

functions of marriage.

Co-habitation can be defined ns an ultimate scxual union between 1wo unmarried partners
who share the same living uaters for a sustained period of time (Thormnton, Axinn, and
Teachman. 1995). ‘The duratlon of the ‘susinined period of time” in which the couple
share their living quarter and when this times stars and ends are important elements 10
deline the kind of co-habitation ot stake. The literature csiablishes meaninglul distinetions
between Jong teem and shori term co-habitation, (Manting 1996) as well as premarital and

post marital co-habitations ] luskins, Coontz, Fasma (2012).

John and Sharon. (2006) while citing [Jrown and Booth, (1996) said two theories may
explain why co-habitatioo Icads to higher likelihood of negative outcomes. The first of
these. the selection theory, which suggests thal eo-habitation tends to be chasen by
yrersons who are predispose to be less committed 1o marringe, Acecording to Thomson and
Collella, (1992) seleclion perspective assumes that people who cohabit before marriage
diffess in cenain ways frum non-co-habiters and that thesc difficrences increase the
likelihood of poor mariial dunlity and divorce, Brown and Dooth, (1996) also found out
that co-habiiation prior 10 marrlage was assoclated whth less mariw] Inieraction, more

mariw] dlsagreement and greater divorce proneness

The second theery aceording 1o John and Sharon (2006) sugges! that the experience of co-
habjtation lise!f contributes 1o the laticr marftsl Instabllity, Axinn and Thoron, (1996)
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found out that the expericnce of co-habitation may soften attitude towards divorce, cven
while their commitment to mirriage stays constant. As for Brown and Booth, (1996) this
liberalized vicw of divorcc may make co-habiters who eventunlly marty more pronc to
divorce becausc they are less tolerant of relationship chonges than those wwho have never
cohabited. One common factur 1o both theories is thc effect of time on both mar:tal and
prematital relationships. In regards to sclection theory, Thomson and Collella noted tho
the longer the co-habitntion hcfore marsringe, the lower the levels of marital quality and
commitment. Likewise, Stnflord, Klinc and Rankin, (2004) found ou! that the time had

significant negative effects for married individuals, co-habiters and co-habiters vwho

cventually married.

Thc phenomcna of premarital scx, co-habitstion and companionship have become a
practice and acccptable dxhaviour among students in tertiary institution. Modcmisation,
economic and social transformation ecauscs many young students not to nccept or confoim
to the same idcology as in yircvious generations. Students are adapting their behaviour 1o
modern scxunl practices insicad of following the traditional norms that socicly wants
them to (ollow. College has long served as a8 meeting place in the matc selection process
for a significanl number of young people, and increasingly however, coustship in college

involves a new clement: living 1ogether before marriage.

The growing numbers of those who cohabil and cngage in premarital scx are mode
manifest in the aren of high ratc premoriwi pregnancy and the spread of HIV and AlDs
pandemlc among the youth in grenter proportions (Mwaba and Naidoo, 2005). This living
arrongement has become espccinlly pscvalent among young people marking the foanation
of a union (Bumpass and Lu 2000, Kiemon 2604, Ermisch 2005). Co-habiration is
associated with increased risk of adverse cflecis, such as dissatisfaction and negagsve
intcraction in relationship, violence, drug and alcohol use and aleohol consumption-
reloted death (Joutsennlem!, Mousigoard, Koskinen. Rippail, Martikainen, 2007).

2.1.2  Perception tuvarils co-babitatlon

There is a consem that co-hohluation iy replacing marrlage: with a less stable armangement
and fostering autitudes thot arc detrimental to known matital quintessence of endurance,
focus, and stabliity (Rosallnd, 2006). Descripilvely', a rise In the number of peoplc that nee
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practicing co-habitation will suggests a simultaneous increasc in the mate at which
marriage is becing postponed.

Co-habitation is an altemative union betwecn individuals that expresscs the reality that
marsiage is not the defining charactcristies of their jamily lives. This means marriage is
nol immediatcly desirable, practical or possible. Co-habitation iequires comparatively
less economic and social commitment, and it is generally more flcxible and egalitatzian

than marrniage (Selizer, 2004).

Some young people scc it as an essential tsansitioning stige between single and married
life rather than a direct ieplacement to marviage. And also see cohabitation as a frial
marriage that is mcant to assess the viability of their partnership in the long temi. In this
sense, co-habitation is a precautionaiy option because of its potential to weed out bad
matchcs before marriage, with a view to securing a lesser chance of divorce (Kieman and
Estaugh, 1993).

Rindfuss and Audrey {1990} argue that co-habitation is just an alternative 10 being single.
From this point of view, co-habitation is similar to marriage in some ways, and thot it is
also appropriate to compare it to single life. Although co-habiters obviously embrace
some of the characteristics of marriage; such as shared houschold and sextal intimacy, in
terms of fcrtility, non-familial activities, and home ownership. their behavior have more
in common with single pcople than the merried. Therefore, co-habitation is not
necessarily a premarital phase or an altemative to marriage, but ean be an intensification

of the dating expericnee.

Generliy, the reasons people gave for co-habitation were differcnt and reflccted a strong
desire to be together, but sixxcifically. it is a life-stage decision (Tennant, Taylor. and
Lewis 2006). Doigin (201 1) in his study stated that co-habitation weed out incompatible
couples and prepare people for a betier marriage; yet evidence disapproves this theory-
Furthermjore, Rhondes, Stanicy & Markman (2009) siudied the reason given for moving
in together and found Whree distinet motives including more time together or greater

Intimacy, convenience and a desire to lest one's relationshyp.

Again Bumpass, Sweel and Chedlin (1991) found out in their study that $1% and 56% of
young men and women endore ¢o-habitatlon as [mportant 1o be sure they are compatible
9
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before marriage. Manning an Cohen (2012) in his study found 60% of young adulls 18-
28 agreed that living togethcr prior to marriage help prevent divorce. Thorton and Young-
Demarco (2001) found out that a substantial majority of adulls believes that living
logelher before manying is a good idea and few believe il is wrong or hannful.

2.1.3 Prcvaleocc of Co-habilation

The arrangement of co-habitation fends to be shost-lived, resulting either in marriage or
break-up within two or threc years (Bumpass & Lu, 2000). As of 2002 over 50% of
women ages 19-44 had cohabited in United slates for a portion of their fives, compared (o
33% in 1987 and virtually none a hundred yeass ago (Kennnedy & Bumpass, 2008). And
as co-habitation rates have skyrockeled, maniage rates have plummeted. The yearly
number of marriage per 1000 unmarried women age 18 and older has dropped by nearly
holf since 1970, from 76% to 41% in 2005 (Popenoe & Whitehead, 2007). A rnajor
reason (or the decline of mnrriage ratcs is precisely the rise of co-habitation. Wilhout the
possibilitly of co-habitation, a much higher percentege of the populalion would be
married; there has been littlc decrease in recent limes in the propensity of young people to
desire 10 become couples. Ogadinma (2013) in his study on co-habitation among
University of Ibadnn undcrgraduate students found thst 23% of the students among the
respondent actually cohabit with the opposile scx.

Dolgin (2011) in his study fihund out thai there were 5.Imillion co-habiting couples in
2004, representing a | 70pcrcent increase from 1980. This trend has conlinulry willy over
7.5mltllon co-hablting couples in 2011 (Jayson. 2011) and of couples who currcntly
cohabil, 20 percent are under 25ycaes old (Dolgin, 2011). In 2006, 4.4% of 8ll houscholds
in the Unilcd siates were comprised of unmarried partners (U.S. Census Bueeau, 2006).
The percenisge represent a dramatlc incrcase from just o gencrtion ago and it is tikely an
underestimate because the way co-habitation has been defined by the census. According
10 Bumpass & Lu (2000) study, they tound out that 60% to 70% couples now live
logcther before they maity. As co-habltallon become more prevalent, marriage has been
declining, The 1995 National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG) show 1hst the ratio of
women who were maorricd by age 25 decrcased from almost 70% of the cohort bom in

1950.1983 10 $3% of cohort bom in 1965-1969 (Raley, 2000), Co-habiwtlon preceded

almost 60% of /1 first marriages between 1990 and 1994 compared 10 46% between 1980

and 1984 (13umpass & i.u. 2000).

10
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Brown (2005) found out in his study that 62% of women’s lirst marriages are preceded by

B i —

co-habilation ecither with their spousc or with someone cise. Again Kline, Scot and
Starley, 2004 found that 61% of young adulls reported that they are currently co-habiting.
The proportion of women in the carly 20s who have ever cohabiled increased from less
than 30% in the latc 1980s 10 just over 43% in 2002 (Bumpasss and Lu 2000, Chandrs,

Martinez, Mosher and Abma, 20035). IHalf of co-habiling relationships end in one year or

less, cither through marriage or relationship breakup.

Co-habitation has incrcased dramaticatly in the U.S., rising from 500,000 couples in 1970
10 nearly Smillion in 2000 (U.S. Buicau of the census 2001). Among persons in their
lwentics and thirties, morc than one-half have experienced co-habitation, sugpgesting thal
co-habitation is now a normative stage in the life course (Bumpass and Lu. 2000). Co-
habitation mos1 oflen serves as a prelude 10 marriage as about 75% of co-habilers rcport
plans 10 marry their partners and the chief reason why co-habiters report living togcther is
10 lest the relationship's vinbilily for marriage (Brown and Booth, 1996). Whitchecad and
Popenoc (2006) also rcport a decline tn marriage retes, an incrcase in non-marital co-
habitation, an increase in thic number of births to unmarcied \wwomen, and an increase in

single parent households.

2.1.4  Attitucles toward Cn-habitation

Atlitudes have consequences on sueccssive behaviour of individuals (Axinn & Thornton,
1996). Marriage have been around the world far as back as history gocs. Now we {acc an
cm where family life Is undergoing major changes. Premarilal sex is promoled and
nobody frowns al co-habitation by unmarricd youth. In a National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth eonduciced in the Unilcd Stales, ncacly 66% of high school scnior boys and 61% of
the girls indicated that they ugreed with the stalernens, ‘it 5 usually a good idea for a
couplc to live logether before gerting marricd'(Dumpass & Lu, 2000).

The growing accepianse of co-habiwation by young adulis mirvors the rise In co.habitation
among U.S couplcs, as morc lhan hall of nil masriages are now prexceded by co-
habilation (Bumpass & Lu. 2000). Popenoe and Whitchcad (2007) study found that in the
past 25 ycars the percentaye of high school seniors who agree 10 co-habiation has
climbed from 45% lo 64% for boys and 32% 10 379 for girls. In a National Survey of
Young Adulis conducted In the United States beyween the ages of 20 and 29 Years
]
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commissioned by the National marriage Project in 2001, 43% agrced that ‘you would
only marry someonc if he or she agreed to live together with you first, so that you could
lind out whether you rcally get along (Popenoe and Whitchead, 2002). College students
who cohabits generally hold 2 positive attitude aboul the situation, repo:ting personal
growth, deepcr understanding of one’s poitner, deeper love, disclosing more and belter
sex lives (Dolgin, 2011). Smock (2000) found that co-hobitation was more prevalent

among people who are slighily liberzl, less religion and more suppoitive of egoliwrian

gender roles and nontraditional lamily roles.

Individuals who approve co-habiwlion are more likely 10 cohabit than those who do not
and individual who have positive attitude toward marriage mairy more quickly than those
who do nol (Axinn & Thorlon, 1996). Atlitudes ond values concerning work, family,
Icisurc time, money, sex roles ond marriage influence the choice between co-habitation
and mairioge for young odults (Clackberg ct al., 1995). Cherlin (2004) slales *‘the
lypically short durations of co-habiting unionsin the United States, along with expresscd
preference for moerriage, suggest that marriage is still the goal for most young adult and
co-habitation is still scen as an intenmediale status. Tucker (2000) found strong pro-

marriage values in a semple of U.S. adults, panijculorly among Afiican Americon and

Mexican Americans.

Slightly less than helf of co-habilers have definilc plons to marry their partner, and about
three-founth of co-habilers have cither delinite plans or think they will marcy their partner
(Bumpass, Sweel & Cherlin 1991). Only one quancr of co-habitcrs do not expeel o
morry anyonc (Manning & Smock 2002). Among co-habiters, about 70% of both blacks
and whiles report macvioge plans of these, 60% of the whiles actuolly married compared
10 20% of the blacks (Brown, 20035)

2.1.8 Co-hohligtion as ano alternative o marrlage

The incroasing populasity ol living togcther prior to gefting maried has normolized
unmarried co-habltation (Amato, Dush, and Cohcn, 2003; King & Scott, 2005), Living
logether without being maitied Is more acceptable today thon it was g couple of years
ago, Amato ct &l., 2003). Co-hablalion is dy1uimie and its influcnces are far reaching for
loter marvlage and children invalved; it becomes possible 10 (educt precautions and
predicl effects of this nEw retotionship structure. Many rescarchers (Hohmann-Aorriore,
12
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2006; King & Scott, 2005; Manning & Smock, 2005) point out that people cohabit for
rcasons of financial and scxual convenicnce, as well as 8 sign of stronger commitment (a
stcp before marrioge and afler doting). However, the Jack of common language or
lemminology (such as husband / wife / fiancé€) seems to show that co-habitation prior to
malrying is not yct instilutionalized (Manning & Smock, 2005). Most people believe that
their co-habilation will stirengthen future marriage but, according 1o llohmann-Marriotl
(2006), couples who cohabit prior to mamitage have higher divorec rates and shorter-lived
mairiages. Thc main reasons why co-habitation does not actually strengthen future
maoirrioge are aliributed to nontraditional vicws (such as epalitarian views and division of
labour), lack of problem solving and communication skills, and poor knowledge of self
ond pariner (I lohmann.Masriott, 2006). King and Scolt (2005) as wcll as Nock (2005)
found that co-habitating couples are less commilted to the relationship (compared (0
morricd couples) and dissolve their union more readily. Diflicult issucs are not decmcd
worth the hard work nceded to resolve the problem. Nock asserts that although marrioge
is still a public affair (you invitc fiicnds, family, pethaps cven media, and a pricst to
wilness your devotion) ir is an “enforceable trust™; co-habitation, on the other hand, is a
privotc commitment. and is thus casier to abandon. Co-habitation s a fwid process (King
& Scott, 2005) as the maojority of peopic who live together indicate that they have not
madc an actual decision 10 live logether, insicad that it geadually just happened.

“Ji began_.she siayed ai my Ixunse wnore and more from spending the night once fo not
going home for weeks...there sas 1o official starting date. I did take note when the frilly
Sifu soups showed ap in my buthroom that sie 'd probably moved in at that paint ™

(Manning & Smock, 2003, p. 995).

This quote from Manning and Smock (2005) indicotes that deciding 0 marsry or co~
habiting are not the same thing, and it reveals, 1o some cxtent, that co-habitation is a lcss
commilicd and less formal unlon. By becoming an increasingly acccpiable relationship
structure, morec and moee peaple are accepting ©o-habitation as on altcrmative to marviage.

This effect on masrioge. as well as the weakenlng estecm of marriage despile the bencelits
of marrjage, speaks of a blcak future for the institurion of Marriage

13
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2.1.6 Faclors thatinfluence co-habitation

Some of the factors that influencc co-habitation are:

Changes in the fmnily

Family change may occur with growing certainty about the future. Young adults may
perccive co-habilation as o future union choice in o context of high uncectainty (Stanley,
Amato, Johnson and Markman, 2006). Unceitainty can apply to specific relationships,
economic prospecls, and the impoitance of marriage. Co-habitation may be a way lo
move a relationship forward without maXing a stiong intespersonal commitment (Stanley,
Whilton and Markinan, 2004). Structural changes have led to less clearly delineated
movement through the higher education system and less cettainty aboul transition (0
stabie employment with linancial security. Co-habitation may be a variable relationship
option during times of uncer(ain economic futures and moy aliow. for flexibility that is not
possible in marriage. The current genertion of young aduits grew up with high divorce

rates and may be concemcd about replicating this paltem in their own lives (Manning,

Longmore, and Gioidano, 2007). Co-habitation may be viewed as a way 10 lesl

relationship in o context of low levels of conlidence in moiriage as a stable relationship

(Smock, Manning and Bergsirom; 2006),

Attitudes towards marrlagc

Observing young adults* attitudes and their behavioral preferences ore good bases for
undersionding the possibility of their subsequent practicc of co-habitation. Union
formation cxpectations may have considerable prediclive power. For esample, young
adults with prior posllive attitudes about co-habitation, whether as a pre-requisite to

maitiage or 8s 0 subslilute, are associated with co-habiutlon (Axinn and Barber, 2002,

Cunningham and Thorton 2005)

By every jndicat]on, the attitude and reasoning ajifcoach a millennium, upwaedly mobile

person would give concerning o matier, such as elecommunication, abortion, guy-

marriage, health, or in this <ase, co-habitation, differ by a considerable margin (o the

thaught system of (wo or three decades ago. Some people view Mmarvioge as a religlous

necessity, White some others scc il as on optlonal waste of time which imposes cerain

consyainy they would prelerebly svoid. This is largely a conseduenee of evolution and
4
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invention of new ways of duing things and the general preference individuals give to

convenience over tradition.

Socio-cconomic status

Parents with morc resources have greater expeclations that their children will pursue
college education and get married and are able to support their children’s trosisition inlo
adulthood such os paying lor cotlege education and wedding cercmonics (Smock,
Manning. and Porter, 2005). Childien whose parents come from a low socio-economic
slalus may be less ccrlain about their economic future and less abic 10 achieve the
economic standards necesspry (or marriage. Thus, there are higher expectations thal
young aduits from morc disudvantaged lamilies will likely follow &fer co-habitation,

since it is-a palh that require lcss parental expenditure.,

Generally speaking, the economy gets 10 a point where the elements making i1 up change
thercby creating an economic contraction or expansion. Chazuges in these elements- which
were erstwhile stable, and have rcsulled in stability, and created a secure nuclear family

with just enough economic resources- aflect co-habitation in an unbelievable way.

Oppenheimer (2003) drawing on data from the National Longitudinal survey of Youlh
(NSLY). found that men's work experience, carning and whether they are employed full-
time have positive efecton marriage. As Oppenheimer concludes, men working less than
full-time, year-round may enter a co-habiting rclationship than a marita! one
(Oppenheimer, 2003), Given the corrclation between family structures and family
income; married couple familles, on average, enjoy higher incomes and lower poveity
rales than co-habiting couple (Manning and Brown 2006). Qualilative research indicales
that insufficient income as being imporant contributors in delaying marringe and
encouragiag co-habitation (Smock, Menning and Morter 200$).

Rellglon
Exccpl one {s an atheisl, every Individual etther belongs 1o, is bom ino or adopts a

religion of some soris which is guided mostly by wrinen rules of conducts and certain

principles of worship. Christlnnity, Judaism, and Islem have stances of opposition 1o co-

hebitation (Prager, 2012). These icliglous groups agree that eo-hablitation before marriage

i3 a yjolgtion of their mora) beliel® on the sanclity of a seaual relatlonshlp deiween a man
15
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ond a woman oulside of marriage. Pre-marital, extra-marital and same-sex relationships
arc all forbidden in [siarn (ftalstcad, 2012)

This scems ironic as there has been a surprising 1,566% increasc in the rate of couples co-
habiting in the United States between 1960 and 2011 (Jayson, 20(1). Wilh *birth oulside
marriage’ as an ¢[Tective indicator of co-habitation, in 201 |, it represented a majority in
the Luropcan countries; in Icefand- 65.0%, Bulgaria- 56.1%, France- 55.8%. Swcden-
54.3%, and Bclgium- 50.0% (cpp.curostat.cc.curopa.cu..., 2013). The Latinos have
between 55-74% (the highest mite in the world) of all their childbearing to unmarricd
parcnts (sustaindcmopsaphicdividecnd.org, 2013). In Australia, 22% of couples were co-
habiting as of 2005, 78% o!f couples who marty have lived beforehand in 2008 rising

ftom 16% in 1975 (Alan, Ruth, Lixio and Matthew, 2010). It mecans that most members of
thesc religious groups, as cxplained above don’t adhere to the strict nature of their

religious orpanization's belicl on co-habitation. However the pressure from other

mcmbers of the group or religious authoritics lcad 10 a drop in co-habitation as is the case

in most Asian counlrics and in the Middle East.

In addition, adolescents strong rcligious belicls aye positively associated with their
marriage expectations (Crissey 2005). Young aidulis who are less religious will have more
posilive co-habitation expeclations (Cunningham and Thomton, 2005). Young adults
faccd with indccision between co-habitation and marriages are more likely 10 cohabit than
many  Rescarch also mdicales that young adults who arc traditional in their vicws about

momoge and who feport Hicater rcligiosity have lower co-habitation cxpectation

{Manning. Smock and Majumdar, 2007).

I*family background
Young artults may modct their parenis’ family formation behavior. Prior work indicates

that children Gom divorced, slepparent. or single parcnd lamilles report fower
expcelations and weaker suppor! from mamiage (Crissey, 200S) and cxpress morc
positive altitude towasds co-habitation. Tecnagers who expericnce parcntal livorce may
be cspecinlly sensitive (0 the instabibey of muriages and may view co-habitagion as a way
to avoid divorce and 10 test relationship (Smock ct al, 2006). Parcny who are more
religious have childrm who express more positive otthudes towanly manloge and Jess
SUPPOrtive vicws for so-habitatlon {Cunningham and Thormtan, 2005), Thus, Parents who
16
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express less traditional attitudes may morc often have children who expect to cohabit,
whereas parcnts who express traditionat beliefs may have children who expect only to
mar1y and not to cohabit (Wilson and Widom, 2003), Familics may also influcnce co-
habitation and marriage by providing or removing emotional and instrumental support for
couples. A dating couple tnay make decisions about the progress of their rclationship
based on actual or expected responses of their parents. Flowever, there arc relatively few
empirical studies on the topic. Co-habiting couplcs do not appear (o enjoy the same safety
net (c.g., social and instrumcental support fiom parents) as married couples (Eggebeen
2005, Hao 1996, Marks and Mcl.anahan 1993), One reason for the discrepancy may be

that parcnts are less approving of the co-habiting selationships and may indirectly

influence views of co-habitation by threatcning or actually withdrawing supponi.

Peers
Wlhilc past rcscarch has rccognized the importance of pecr socialization in forming

oititudes about and behaviors toward the opposite sex in adolescence (e.g., Brown 2005,
Cavanaugh 2007, Collins 1997, Connolly, O'Reilly and Cardwell 2000, Ifartup, French,
Laursen, Johnson, and Ogawa 1993}, rescarch on the peer infucnce among young adults
15 limitcd. Expectled changes in rclationships with peers deter men''s desire 1o masry
(South 1993), and among some subgroups (young African American males) peer geoups
may influence decisions regarding relationships (Anderson 1990). As discussed above.
perceived approval from social neiworks (friends end fomilies) is tied to heightened

relationship siability and quallty (Felmice 2001, Felmice, Sprecher and Bassin 1990),

In addition, peer socialization is & componcnit of rescasch focusing on how neighborhoods
influence family behavior. nften vla mechanism such os coniagion (peer influcnce)
(Brocks, 2006). The theoretical and substantive findings suggest that peers shoul,j have
some inllucnce on the naiure and coursc of romantic relationships in carly sdulihoo,
Given that co-habitation s an Informal lving arrangement anid does not share the same
srong socictal supports as martiage dating couples ‘altitudes towards co.habitation may
be especlaliy influenced by their pecr networks. For example, empiticai eyidence on co-
habitatlon suggesss that peer do mafier in Japan. A pashiive and direct link between
knowing indjviduals who have cohabited with 63 respondents* positive antfjude 1owands
co-habitation exists In Japwy (Rindfuss, Choe, Humpass, and Tauyp, 2004).

7
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iv. Peer influence: This is because most students who cohabit have fiiends who are
aiso engaged in co-habitation. As teenagers grew older, the reference group of the
greatest importance swilches ftorn parents 10 peers (Macklin, 1988). This is also
supporied further by Yoon (2004) who asseried that as adolescents grew older into
young adulthood, peers become progressively more influential and patents less
influentiai.

v. Ambition is another reason why some students cohabit. As insignilicant as i
seems, we have seen many instances where new students in tertiary institutions
move in with senior students of the some depariment. The reason 1hey give for this
is that their senior cohabitant would put them through the educational and sociol
challenges they lace through their years as fiesh students This mutua?
arrangement enables them to suppor: each other, grow together, end share in the
challenges of study und goaj geuing,

Muriithi, Ngige, and Mugenda (2006) gave a broad outline of some of the factors
inlluencing co-habitation ainong coliege students in ranking order:

I. Desire for intimacy and sex on a reguiar basis.

2,  Being in a strong emotional relationship.

3. Swong physical altrnetion towards someone.

4. Desire 10 experiment with new living.

3.  Desire to test compotibility for masriage.

6. lligh cost of living on compus.

7. Sharing economic and domestic responsibililies.

8. Permissive sexual aclitudles.

9.

Sexual {frustration
i0. Education demands that do not allow for early morriage.

ll.  Feasr of marital commitmert.
12.  Desire for personal Browih.
[3, Loneliness.

14, Peer Influence.
15. Awareness of high divoree ratc.

2.1.8 Effects of co-habitatios
Desplle an Inceeasing accemance of co-habitation in soclety a3 s whote ang Panicylasiy

among sociologiss, thore is no body of sescarch documenting 19 benefts, Similarty, ihere
19
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A more direct way through which peers may influence co-habitation is through
perceptions of pcer experience in co-habitation such perceplions may become *vicarious

trials* for dating couples thal are considering co-habilation (Nazio and Blossfeld. 2003).

Nazio and Blossfeld (2003) found that young Geoman men and women rely on the

experience of peers (i.e. their same age reference group) more so than they do on their

pacents’ attitude and behaviours.

2l.7 Causes of co-hubitution
Based on the numerous rescarches conducicd on co-habitation, it has been discovered that

people’s reasons for co-habiting arc,
Improvement in the ability to choose a life's panner, one of the most common

I
assumptions suswining 1this modem couples to see if they arc compattble prior 10
uying the nuptial chord 10 reduce the probability of future breakup. In this
postulation, family economist believe that reliable informntion on a panncr can
only be gained for manifcst charaeteristies such as education and appearance and
that lack of such intornation and the "mismaiches™ inhercnt from it are the
primaiy cause of divorce (Bsuderl. Dickmann. and Engethardt.1999), Co-
habitation hence provides Ihe intending couples with the nccessary information
that should terminaic the conjugal rclaiionship between co-habiiers before
marriage.

ii. Security reason: Since co-habitalion is more prevalent among those who pever

lived with both parcnis at a young age. they feel a sense of security vhich they

have never felt whei they cohabit (A statistical postrait based on cycle 6 (2002) of
the National Survey o1 Farally Growih),

Inability to afford accommodations of the unavailability of enough housing

facilities in school environment. While some tertiary institutions in Nigeria don '

have enough resources 10 finance hosiel consuuctions, efforts made by others
have cother worscaed the case, Privatizailon of school hostels providesa relatively

better SCCUI’ily but Bt @ hith reast. This has forced undcrgmduﬂc students 10 look

outwards for o cheaper and available altematlve, living together with and sharing

things 1n common with fellow swdents of the oppasite scx- Cohabitanis could live
together in order 10 save MONEy, or to fulfil a need ¢o find housing (Krainer,

2004).
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is littlc research cxamining its disadvantages for younger adults. However some of the

posilive and negative cffect of co-habilation will be discussed below.

P’ositive ciTccls of co-habitation

Co-habitation is indulged in duc to its convenience and in terms of sexual availability.
More recent irends Indicate that perhops a highes proportion of co-habiiers than in the
past simply drifl into co-habitation because il is more convenicnl than dating. That is, it
makes it casicr to be with cach other sexunlly than when living separaiely. Living
together also eesults when one the other dater is looking for an apartinent, co-habiting is
then o fonn of savings: shoring an apartment is less expensive than maintaining two
scparate oncs. Couples who move together for such reasons generally do not think long

tcrm and this ammangement is cuerently plcasant, cconomically advantageous, and less

complicated (Crisscy, 2005)

In the aspect of relationship. for many young couples, living together may serve the
functlion of testing to sce if they con graduale 10a more permancni relationship, whether
long tcrm co-habitation or marriage. Couples who have plans 10 marty before moving in
together or who ate engaped before co-habiting typicaliy many before two ycars of living
together (Mupow and Lin, 2010). Alse, when co-hobiters plan 1o many, the Quality of
their relationship is not much different ffom that of marricd couples that have becn
togcther for the same duration (Brown and Booth, 1996). In addition. because it js less
instijutionalized, the couples may feel freer 10 invent their relationship outside the mould
of traditional cxpectation and gender roles. There seem (o be o more cqua) division of
labour wlihin co-hablatlon than within mosringe (Shelton and john, 1993),

Ncgatlve effects of co-hahltetion
The negaljve cifects of co-habitajion are more pronounced than its positlve Cflect and

somc oflhese are!

Ioor Academic Performance: Pcrsons in co-habiting relationships have higher
likelihood ofp.;,fmmins podcly academically in comparison 10 those who are not hecdusc
such Indlvidyals will spend most of their time in professing thelr fove for cach other,
having gexual itercourse, focusing on irvelevant things and fess time on academic work
(Joon & Olive, 2011), The effect of co-habitatlon on scademic performance of the
siudenty |3 pegatlye (Ogadimma, 2013). When quarre) cnsues and disayreement fak cs

a0
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longer time, students are aflected emotionally and finds it difficult to concentrate in while

reading and in class during lectures.

Premarital Scxual Activitics: Sex appears to be a key pait of the co-habiting “deal.”
According 10 the 1992 National Health and Social Life Survey, co-habiting men and
women makc love on avurage bclween seven and seven and a half times a month, or
about one cxtra sex act a month than married people. Co-habiters havc intercourse more
trequently than married couples (Laumann, Gagnon, Micheal and Micheals, 1994). These
relationships are more individualistic and may bc morc invested in sexuality whilc
matriage may be morc invested in general commitment (Clark, 1996). Howcver, married
couplcs are usually happicr with thcir rclationship than co-habitcrs (Nock 1998). Forste
and Tanfer (1996) concludc that marriage i self increases sexual exclusivily; co-habitation
is no bcttce than “dating” on this dimension. Sex is paramount in co-habitaling
relationships and il is associated with tcenage and unintended pregnancies, abortion, the
spread of Sexually Transmitlcd Infections (STls) and HiV (Al0,2008). The rise in
premasital sex in Africa has resulted from o sexual revolution thot come with westem
culture (Scot1, 2006). Alo (2008) asserled that scx in southwest Nigeria before now was
regarded as sacred and limitcd only to adult males and fcmales within marriage. The
infileration of this sexual revolution into Nigera brought about changes in attitude
towards premarital scx and Icading to the involvement of adolescents and young adults
who are yct to many inlo it. Since premariidl seX is Wfng and dangerous to heahh, iys
resulting efect is abostions tccnage mothers and sexually transmitted infections (Aaron
2006, Finer, 2007). Co-habitation has been rePCitcd as a common phenomenon among
Nigerian Unijversity undergraduates (Alo 2008). Since co-habijation affec(s the females
more than the males, once a young gifl becomes pregnant and decidcs to abort i, he
consequence mighe be death if ot careful bul if such person decides not to gbor the
unbom baby, jhe end result is teen childb¢aring and this might fead 10 her dropplng out of
school but except in rare cases, she may never go back to school (Ale 2008), |n addition,
both pasyics jnvolved in co-habitation are in risk of infeClions such as sTouviny.,

Gender Equality: Aluough, the gender division of labour prevalls within co-habjatlon,
co-habitlng students may choose to organize this moee cquitably than s cluracic rigyle of
marigge. Ogadimea (2013) in her rescarch quoied 8 co-habiting student saying: “me
© run the home. f can wash Plstes and cleay the house

2!

coptributc our moncy and time
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while my girlfticnd is cooking. Somctimes [ even do the cooking 100.”" Because co-

habitation is oftcn perccived as a trial marriage, women may sclect men who are willing

to share domestic work {Schzer, 2000).

Teen Childbearing: The rise in co-habitation in modem times has scriously weakened
the institution of marriage and strongly contributed, to a large cxient, to the increase in
unwed births and lonc-parent fomilies. This suggest that children being reored in single
familics that do not involve the two biological parents lack adequate development that
such children should benefil from the economic ard emotional invesiments of their
natura§ parents that arc living together in conjugal harmony. This pose a scrious problem
(0 the future ol such children as empirical evidence has consistently shown that
individuals fare best both in childhood and in later life when they are brought up in &

healthy home where both parents are involved in their upbringing (Ogunsola 2004).

The [ssue of commliment, Infidelity and pbysical abuse: Tlie rescarchers from Denver
suggests that rclationships with pre-cngagement co-habitation may wind up sliding into
marriage, whercas those that only cohabit post-cngagement or masriage make more clear
decisions, This could explain their 2006 study of 197 heteroscxual couples finding that
mecn who cohabitcd with their spousc before engagement were less dedicated than men
who cohabited only aRer cngagement or not af all before merriage (Rhoades, Slanlcy and
Markman, 2009). Co-habitcrs are less faithful. to their patiners scxually (Blumstcin 3nd
Schwartz 1990). Forste and Tanfcr 1996 report that co-habiting women were five times
morc likely than mayricd women (o have another seXual encountes since the beginning of
thelr relationship which incans co-habitation itself makes people less committed, it \Was
decmons(rated through @ survey that 20% of co-habiting women reported laving
sccondory scx pastners compared fo only 4% of marricd women. Likewisc, 7 Inda Waite,
a sociologist found that 16% of co-habiting womcen rePOrted that arguments with heis
panners became physical during the past year, while only 3% of masried women hag
similar expericnces (FHarms. 2000). Margolin (1992) found that male members of
cohabiants with childicn are less likely 10 be a part of the childeaie but haif of the time

they are responsible for chlld abuse

Community iiacegard: Friends, fanilly, and the communlty view cohablignts i
particulas ylew which Is almost the same as though they were sii|| singles. Even If & non-
a2
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marricd couple has been living together for scveral ycars, their partner is gencrally
rclegated to the status of boyfriend or girlftiend in the eyes of fticnds and family
mcmbers. Generally, family members olfer less support 1o co-habiting members and are

less likely lo consider the partncr as part of the family or consider them in tong-1erm

family planning,

Marital jnseability, disruption and divorce in adullliood: since co-babitation performs
the function of trial marriage, we would intuitively expect marriages preceded by co.
habitation to fare beiter thnn the ones not preceded by eo-hgbitation. lloswvever, siudies
have shown that co-habitation negatively infl'uences the quality and longevity of
marciages {Axinn and Thorion 1996, Balakrishnan 1987). The Centre for Discasc Control,
in 2002 found that for marricd couples, the percentage of the relationship ending alier §
ycars is 20%, for unmarried cohabitants the percentage is 49%. Alter 10 years, the
percentage for the relationship to end is 33% for marricd couples and 62% for uamarricd
cohabitants. According o an asticlc in Population Trends the results are clear cul: ‘For
cvery duration of marriage, the cumulative propertions of marriages which had broken

down gre higher amongst mariages in which there wos co-habitalion than amongst

marriages in which there was no co-habiwtion.*

Neurotic Disorder; A large notional survey of mental iliness was commissiored by the
Dcpariment of Health, The aim was to provide informatlon ahout the prevalence of
psychintric problems among adulls, aged between 16 and 64 in Great Britain, The data
suggested that the mental well.being of women is adversely oflected by a co-habiting
arrangement, whereas the mental-Well-being of men Is haidly affected ot all, Many
women fecl unhappy about a sexual rclotlonship that lacks permanence. |1 seems likely
that women are worgied by the passibllity that they may become pregnant. and then face

the consequences svith @ mén Who is 10t their husbond and has made no life-Yong

commitment to the rclationship.

Aborlog: ratcs of unintended pregnanicy and abortlon are high among co.habiting

women, Pasticujarly among those the! are younger, have less than o college degeee, ang

are jn jower quality telallonships (Bouchard, Lachance.Grzela, and Goguen « 200s)-

Ustimates for 2001 suggest thal 70% of co-habillng women's Pregnancies were

unintenged atid that over half these $4% ended in aboflion (Finer & EHenshaw, 2006), Co.
23
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habiting women under the age of 30 years have higher contraceptives faiture rates than do
matried and single women, rcgardless of the type of contraception used (Fu, Darroch &
Ranjitt, 1999). Research based on the 1995 National Survey of Family growth found that
nearly two-thirds of the womcn who became pregnant while co-habiting during the carly
1990s were not married at the birth of the child (Raley, 2001). The World Health
Organisation (2004) has defined unsafe abortion as “the termination of an unintended
pregnancy cither by persons lscking the necessaty skills or in an environment lacking the
minimal medical slandards or both™. |ndeed, the WHO (1998) states that induced and

unsaic abortion is a critical public heaith problem and an imporant cause of maternal

moriality in developing countries.

Intinmate partacr violence: Intimate partner violence is more common and more severe
tn co-habiting couples than in both dating and married couples {e.g.,Brownridge & Ralli,
2000; Kline et al., 2004 Stets & Suaus, 1989). As comparcd with mairied women. co-
habiting women wcre approximately three times more likely to report being the viciim of
domestic violence and wwice as likely to report being the perpetrator of that violence
(Kessler, Molnar, Feurer, & Appelbaum, 200t). Aflcr conttolling for age, education, and
occupation, co-habiting couples still had the highest assault rate. followed by daling and
then marricd couples (Steis & Straus, 1989). Howeven when ditferences in demographic
and social lactors (social support and soCial controt) Were accounted for, ¢0.habiting and
married coyples reporied simitar ries of aggression (Stets, 1991), This result suggests
that co:habiting couples'higher rates of aggression may be pastially spurious and/or
indirect (Stets, 1991). Morcover, most {Brown, 2005; Brown, Lce and Bulsnda, 2005;
Marcyssen. 2005; Stalford. Kline-and Rankin 2004), but not all (Horwitz & White,
1998), studies have suggesicd that co-habiting individuals have more depressive
symptoms thgn do marricd imiividuals. Brown cl al. (2005) showed thst co-habitlng
individgals hpd more dcpresstve Symploms than marricd individuals afer controlling for
economic resources, social support and physical health, Additionally, Marcussen (2005)
showed that femaining diffcrences in depression between co-habiting and maygied
individuals could be explalned by differences in coping resources and relationship
quslty. In addition 1o depressive symptoms, co-habiting individuals, csPeciatly men,
experience more prodlems with alcohol than do marmicd and singl ¢ individuals (1jonvig
& Whitc, 1998; Morcusscn, 2005), These differcnces in alcohol problems penisted even
aftce controlling for prior levels of afcohol problems, unconventionalyyy, re latlonship

24

AFRICAN DIGITAL HEALTH REPOSITORY PROJECT




habiting women under the age of 30 years have higher contraceptives failure rates than do
married and single women. rugardless of the type of contraception uscd (iu, Darmoch &
Ranjitt, 1999). Research based on the 1995 National Survey of Family growth found that
nearly two-thirds of the women Who became pregnant while co-habiting during the early
’ 1990s were not married a1 the biith of the child (Raley, 2001). The \World Hcalth
Organisation (2004) has defined unsafc abortion as “the termination of an unintended
| pregnancy cither by persons lacking the necessary skills or in an environment lacking the
minimal medical standartds or both". Indeed, the WHO (1998) states that induced and

unsalc abortion is a critical public health problem and an impottant couse of matcrnal

mortality in developing countries.

Intimnte partncr violence: Intimate partner violence is more common and more sevete
in co-habiting couples than in both dating and married couples (e.g..Brownridge & Halli,
2000; Kline €1 al., 2004 Stets & Straus, 1989). As comparcd with married women, co-
habiting womcn were appioximatcly theee times more likely 10 report being the victim of
domnestic violence and twice as fikely to report being the perpetrator of that violence
(Kessler, Molnar, Feurer, & Appelbaum, 2001). Al'er controlling for age. education, and
occupation, co-habiting couples still had the highest assault tate, followed by dating and
then married couples (Stets & Steaus, 1989). Howevet, When differences in demog raphic
and sociol factors (social support and so¢ial control) Were accounted for, co-habiting and
marricd couples reported similat rates ol aggression (Stets. 1991). This result suggests
thal co-hablting couples'higher mtes of a§BPession may be partiolly spurious and/or
indirect (Stees. 1991), Morcover, most (Brown, 2005: Brown, Lecc and Bulanda. 200S;
Marcussen, 2005; Stalfosd. Kline and Rankin, 2004), but not all (Horwitz & White,
1998), studics have suggested. thet co-hablting individuols have more depressive
symptoms than do mausied individusis, Brown ct al- (2005) showed that co.habiljng
individuals had motc depressive symptoms than married individuals afler controlling for
economic resources, social support, and physical health, Additionally, Marcussen (2005)
showed that remaining diffcrenccs in depression between co-habiting and marsied
individuols could be cxplained by diffccences in coping resources and relionship
quality, 1n oddition to depressive 3Ynptoms. co-habiting individuals, especislly men,
expericnce more problems with alcohol then do maried and singlc individuals (130cwitz
& White. 1998; Marcussca, 2005). These differences in alcohol problems persisied even
ofter controlling for prior levels of alcohol problems, unconventionality, rclationship
y
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. charactcristics, and demogrophic characieristics {Horwitz & \Vhite, 1998) and for

sociocconomic factors, social resources, relationship cominitment, and reclationship
stadbility (Marcussen, 2005).

Marital status was the strongest predictor of abusc—ahcad of race, age, cducation or
housing conditions—to emerise from data examined by an agency of the US Depastment
of Health and Human Services in 1994, Stets (1991) study revcaled how unmarricd

| women were three to four times morc likely 10 be physically abuscd by their boyfricnds

whilc pregnant than married swomen by their husbands. Confirming carlicr findings, the
} US National Family Violence Resurvey showed that almost 35 out of every 100 co.
I habiting couplcs expericnecd a physical assault during the previous year, compared o 15
per 100 marricd couples und 20 per 100 dating couples. Moreover, co-habiting couples
had the highest ratcs for cacl of the three specific types of violence, involving women
only. men only and both partners. For cxample, in 18 out of every 100 co-habiting
couplcs, both were violent, double the rate for dating and maivied couples. For minor
violence commiticd by both partners, co-habiting couples had roughly double the rate of

other groups, and six times the rate of severe violenee commitied by both partners.

2.2 Theoretical review

2.2.1 Sexunl behaviour

According 1o Alo and Aklnde (2010). children lcam about sex not from parents but
through the mass medio and pecrs. Thicy lcam the important topic of sex education in
ncgalive monners, Alo (2008) reported that premeritnl cohabitation is a common
phenomenon among Nigena university undergradusntes. Premosital sexual activity Is not a
recent phenomenon, reporis Indicate that premarilal sex ks on the increase in Africa
(ZulKilli and Low, 2007; Alo and AXin, 20i0)- Finer (2007), reponcd that premarital scy
Is not & surprising occurrence in an cra when men and women typleally marty in their late
twentles. [n [ndig, Keishmen (2006) repotted an increase In premarital scx pmong youths

Allen (2003) indicatcd peer pressure a3 2 signlficant scxual activity predictor. Other
factors associaled with premarital s€x IncluJe, Poasesslon of [utwre panners, licracy,
urban residents, religion, tha breakdown of traditional [anlly system, inNuence of the
mass medin, cusiosily. cxpesiation of B and moncy, living amangement and economic
sltuations (Kuragu and 22bin, 1995, 3 Akinlcye ami Onlfade, 1996: Zane), 1998; Blank
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and Way, 1998: Djomba, 2003: Ghuman, Huy and Knode, 2006; Lee, Chen, Lee and
Kaur, 2006; Ramesh and Tgoisne, 2009).

Undergraduate sexual behaviour has attracied global attention, in that its consequences
which include unwanted pregnancies, unsafe abortions, carly childbearing and sexually
iransmilted diseases have bccome a major public health concern (Omoticso, 2006).
Owuamanom (1982), Action Health Incorporated (1996) and Amazigo (1997) rcported
thot carly age at sex initiaticn, high level of premarital sexual activities, risky sexual
practices with little or no knowledge about sexual and reproductive health issues IS
prevalent among the youths. The resultant effects of these practices are high rates of
unwanted pregnancies, maternal mortality, sexually transmitted discases and increasing

number o £ school dropouts. Alikaand Egbochuku (2009) found that most adolescent girls

T TR e e—

dropout of schogl as a resull of pregnancy and early marciage, this couid be atlributed to

inadequate awareness as regards the conscquences of their sexual behaviour.

Sexual bchaviour is considerably influcaced in Nigeria by culture like in many other
countrics of the wortd. This perhaps explains why few decades ago, viiginily of o girl
until she got masricd was rewarded and various (ad00s were crented round pre-marita] sex
(Omoteso, 2006). The trend is gradually changing and the incidence of adolescents and
youths engaging in sexua! inmercoursc is high and may constitute a problem (jsiugo-
Abanihe, Uche and Oycdiran. 2004). Some effects of this type of behaviour include
sexually 1ransmitted infections (STI's), HIV, gynaccologicsl problems, ynwanted
pregnoncy and increase 1N the number of abandoned babics. This behavioyr opincd
Isiugo-Abanihe c1 al., (2004) is prevalent dinong students in higher instlistions of teaming
In Nigeria and may be due 1o erosion of various cusiom and observamres as well as
(aci0rs associsted with rapid urbanlzation. Franzkowrak (1990) identified sexuglity o
adolescent devclopmental task. Several studies conducled on sexuality among adokscents
show that adul(s in Nigeria becom¢ sexually aclive al a8 very early age and this mostly
resutt into negalive healih outcome such as HIV and clher STis, adolescent pregnaney,
premature marmioge sed Other conscquences assoclated with these problems (1siugo-

Abanihe ¢t of., 2004, Temipn and Lauriat 1999).

Acconling to the 2003 Nigerio Demographic and Heshh Survey (NDIIS), 75.5% of
women between the sges of 25-19 had sexual Intereourse by the age of 20, and 39,1% of
26
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men aged 25-59 had sexual intercourse by the age of 20. Similarly, a study conducted by
NDHS in 1999 showed that 31.5% of spinsters between the ages of 15-24 years wecre
sexually experienced and the mcdian age of sexual initiation was 16.6ycars (Isiugo-
Abanihe cl al.,, 2004).Youths are the most vulnerable since they are the most sexually

active population and have shown 1o have engaged in premarital sex (Okpani and Okpani,
2000, Ibe and 1be,2003, Juarcx and Martin, 2006).

Sexually transmittcd infections (STls) are stem health challenge with a worldwide
prevalence of 333 million new cases each ycar (Wolfers. deZwart & Kok, 2011). In
developing and dcvcloped countries. young adults are at huge risks of contracling
sexually transmitted infections mainly through sexual intereourse as a result of their
physical, psychosomatic, social and economic characteristics of young adults (Earl, 1995)
and they arc also vulnerable due to the high levels of risky sexual behaviours and the
attitudes, expeclations and resirictions of the cultures in which they grow up, Most of the

SVis that are prevalent in Nigeria are both ulccrative and non-ulccralive in nature hence;

they constitute one of the public health problems. The situation becomes warrisome in the

country because STls are ponrly recognised and inadcquotely 1reated (Lawoyin, [arsen,

Osinowo & Walker, 2001)

The highest rates of STls arc found among young adults within the ages of 20 and 24,
folfosved by adolescents aged §5-19 years (Wolfers, Zwarl & Kok, 2011) and adults in
this age calegories comprise about 20% of the world's population and 1hey also gecount
for 60% of (he new 11V infections €ach year (UNAIDS, 2010). In addition (o being o
grave Infection In ail its mmilicotions, STis can increase the risk of HiV acquisition and
Iransmission by a factor of up to 10 times. Cufrent statistics on HIV/AIDS iq Nigerlo
provide evidences that young people within the age brocker of undergroduties are the
high rlsk group (UNAIDS,2000). The reasons Mt have been addueed (o numbce of
factors which include laek of communicatlon between parents and chitd about sexually;
high leve] of illicit sexual prcticesi high incidence of campus Prostinition, canpus
coupling, poverty or hash ¢conomic conditlons among other facton (Qbinna,200s,
Uzokwe,2008), With the conception of high Prevalence of waic of IIV/AIDS among
students of tertiary Institurfors 1n Migerla, onc is el wonderng If the siudents are aware

Oflhc dlm I.ﬂd lf Vlﬂlou’ cm‘gﬂ, on l"V’A’DS have any' lmpﬂc[ on lhcm Nl‘fdl
shnatlon whercby everybody ls aware of the dcadly irus
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HIV/AIDS {(Omoregic, 2002; Adcdimeji, 2003) but they all seem not (o care. Students
give in casily 10 peer pressurc and physical attractiveness to affect their sexual behaviour,
‘TTe traditions in most cultures in Nigesia expect youths to remain a virgin before marita)
unjons. lHowever, such nonns have been compromised in almost all ethnic groups in the
countsy due to the increasc in the age ot marriage (Caldwell, Caldwell, Ankrab, Anarfi,
Agyeman, Awusabo-Asare & Orubuloye, 1992). The 2008 Nigeria Demographic Health
Survey (NDIS) revealed that only 12% of women between the ages of 15-19 had been
marricd at the age of |5 while 39% of women between the ages of 20-24 exchange
I marilal vows at the age ol 1 8. The risky sexual behaviour of young adults has become a
' serious cnusc for health promoters and STls campaign mansgess because of the serious

consequences usually linked with young aduhs’ unproiected sexual cxploitation
(Moronkola & Idris, 2000).

2.3 Empirical Review

2.3.1 The Relationshlp between Co-habltatlen, Mcatal and Physical )icalth

Muwmried couples enjoy berter mental and physical health than the unmarricd (Wu & 11art,
2002).Co-habiting women hnve rotes of depression three times higher than mairied
women do; and co-habiling Women arc morc irritable onxious, worried and unhappy
compaied 19 their masricd counterparts (3rown, 2000). Co-habiting couples as a whole
(men included) report lower levels of happiness, lower levels of sexual exclusivity ond
scxual sglisfaction. and poorer relationships with their parents swwhen compared 1o
marricds (Nock. 2003), ‘The gicater depression characterizing cohabitors jg primarily duc
10 their higher selationshlp Instability relative to marrieds; cohabitors’

reporis of
relovionshlp instability orc about 25%5 higher than rasricds’ reponis (3rown: 2000)

High Jevels of relatlonship instability are especislly detrimental for cohabitors who have
been in gheir union for a long period of time. Compared 16 co-habiting men. married men
report less depresslon. tess onxlety, snd fower levels of other 1ypes of psychologlcal
distress thon those who arc single, divorced or widowed (Mirowky & Ross. 2001). When
comparing co-habiting couples 10 singles. Kurdek (1991) repon cohabltors have fower
levels of depicssion and highce fcvels of happiness than singles. but their mental gnd
ahysicat well-belng |3 sill infcrior to that of marricds (Brawn, 2000). Cohabltors wiihout
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plans 10 many were found to be more inclined to argue, hit shout, and have an unfair
division of labos than inerricd couples (Brown & Booth, §996). Women in co-habiting
relationships are more likely than married women to suffer physical and sexual abuse;
and, compared with unmarried cohobitors, married couples engage in a substantialfy
tower rate of physical aggression (Stets, 1991). These findings suggest the possibility that
violent cohabitors arc less likely to many than their nonviolent counterpens. if this is the

cosc, co-habilation docs serve 10 improve marital stability by liltering cut some of the

worst marriage risks, violent couples (Dcntoris, 2007). Demaris also found somewhat

-

surprising results conccming violence in co-habiting couple; he found that it was

women's violence, and not men's, that retards the rate of eniry intc mairiage,

B Couples who cohabit have duite diflercnt and signiflcantly wcaker relationships than
married couples (Schoen & \cinick, 1993). Unmarried people in general are not as
happy as those who are morrled: they tend 16 get sick more oflen and die younger (Waitc,
1995). The unmarried are far mose likely to die from oll causcs, including coronary heart
disease, siroke, pneumoniu, many kinds of cancer, cirrhosis oflhe liver, automobile
accidents, murder and suicide {\Woite & Gallagher, 2000). Both men and women fjve
Jonger, happier, healthier, and wcolthicr lives when they are marmied (U.S. Burcau of 8
Census. 199g), Overoll. marricds are in belter psychological and physical heahh than their

non.masticd counterparts {Rrawn 2000),

2.3.2 ‘Tbe Kclatisnship beinecn Co-habitatioo, Parcntiag and Clijldren

The number of children bom to unmarricd pasent has increascd 10 almost {3 of oll births
in the United States (Scltzer. 2000). Of the four mlllion co-habiting couple in the U.S.
8 25% Increasc in the number of children since the corly 1980s. Over years, majority of
1991), One of the greatest Prabtems of chifdren living with o co-habitlng couple is the
hikh risk thot the €ouple will break up(Wu, 1995),

Cwildren borm inlo o co-habitlng unlon are already at & disadvantaBc in tcyms of parental

\ncome and education and are MOSt likely to sxpericnee the famlly fom1 of co-habltation

themselves (Smock, 2000). The poogcr Telutlonshlp quality repodacd by cohabitors pas

“Slllﬂcunl consequences for ch“dleﬂ" “C“vu‘ﬂa Poor parcnital mlﬂllmhip qunlhy is
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associated with dating difiiculties, lower marital quality; greater odds of dissofution,
lower feve! of education attainment, and greater psychological distess among offspring
{Brown, 2000). Given the high rates of divosce. co-habitation and non-marital fertility, a
substantial proportion of children are at risk of experiencing these adverse outcomes.
Previous research has demonstrated cffccls of parcntal behavior. attitudes, and values on
children’s decisions concerming premarital sex and union formalion (AXinn & Thomton,
1996). Childsen of parents who experienced a divorce are more likely to cxperience non-

marital co-habitatjon than children of stablemarried patents (Thomton et ai. 1995).

Thomton and Young-Demarco (2001) also concluded that parents who divorce may have
more favorable attitudes toward divorce of less avorable attitudcs toward masriage both
of which may be ttansmitied to their children and may lead 0 higher mes of both co-
habitation and divorce. Parcats’ attitude toward matrriage and divorce may be invoived in
the process of selecting their children into co-habiting union: those who experience
disruplion in patental mairiages, especially women, arc more likely to cohabit (Axinn &
Thomton, 1996). Latson and {lolman (1994) found that people who spend part of their
childhood in singie parent or co-habiting [amilics arc more likely 10 have their own union
break up. The higher the quality or cohesion in the parent’s selationship, the higher the
qualily of 1hcir children's relationship.

Acecpance of co-habitation was higher among adolescents when they were exposod 1o
significant tevels of parental confilcr and divorce (Heights, Martin, Marun, & Martin
200i). As non-maTicd pascnis Or previously matrled parents begin to engage in sexual
activity ousside the boundaries of mamiage, and Pérhaps Initiale a pon-marital
relationship, the acccpubility of the noniradijional behaviors is communicated (o thejr
children (Axinn & Barbes 2002). I onc licludes co-habitation in the definition of
sieplamily, then aimost onc halfof ali €£Plamilics arc cascs of & blological paseni and co
habiting pastner (Bumpsss ¢ al, 1991). Cohabitors’ ap-m;m EOres ore incteasd by
the preapac of biviogical and sicpchildren, wheress mamieds’ deprension scorey are
impcrviow o children (lirown, 2000). Bumpass <t a5 11993) found that half of el
curseatly marTicd seplamilics Whh chikiren beSan with Ciﬁhmtm o two-Disds of
children extarics deplumilies do 40 {8 Uve s£050g of co-labitauion rathev than mastiage
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(Seltzer, 2000). Wu and Bolakrishnan (i995) suggest that those who are comfortable with
having children outside of masrioge represent those who are more ideologicolly

commilted to long-tenn co-habitation as an altemative to morriage.

Studies have found that children might actually be a positive infiuence on co-habitation as
they lower the risk of scparation in co-habiting unions, yet they also retard the transition
10 marriage {(DcMaris, 2007). Seltzer (2000) has comporalive cescasch on co-habiting and
children; he states that childbearing apparcntly promotes union stability: poriners were
fess likely 10 manty but they were olso less bikely to separate. The differences between
cohabitor and marrieds with children are considerable; the economic status of co-habiling
households with childien resembles that of single-mother houscholds (Manning &
Lichter, 1996). Co-habiling parlners also receive less social rccognition as a parent

(Selizer, 2000). Research has shown thot, when compared to a co-habiling unior, stable,

single motherhood may provide advanlages to raising children (Thomson, Aosley,

l1anson, & McLonahan, 2001).

2.4 Conceptunl framework

The health providers and promolers need to understand that different people in the
communities not only behave dilTerently, but also have difTerent reasons and e planations
for behaving the way they do. Hence. the need to direct a health education programmes or
Inteevention based on the disgnosis about healih behaviours |n each communily.
Therefore PRECEDE modcl Is used in this study to cxplain human behavours as related
10 perception and attitude towards co-habitation omong students of the polytechnic,

lbadan, Oyo state.

PRECEDE Model
The model provides o comprehensive striclure for assessing health and quality-of-life

needs of the populace and for designing, impiementing, and evaludting health promotion

ond oyt pubﬁc health prBnUnNMES to meet lhese needs. it was developed by Geeen,

Kreuter and associntes in 1974s and moadilicd in 1999, The model eonsists of theee

antecedent factors which or¢; predisposing, reinforcing and cnabling factors that jnfluence

human behayiour positively ornegatively

]
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Predisposing Factors

The characteristics o[ individual such as oge, gender, cducation level, knowledge. ottitude
and bchavior 1owards co-habitation come 10 play at this level,

Enabling Faclor

These are factors that enable people to act on their predisposition. They include high cos!
of living in compus, parcnl sociocconomic slatus 10 afTord sccommodotion (er their wards
in compus is also a faclor, education demonds (1ime) that do not allosw for carly macrioge

and distance away from home might moke students to do whatever ihey like since they
arc (ar away from their parenis.

Reinforcing Factors

This factor encourages repelilion antl persisience of behaviour after a behaviour has becn
initioted. The reinforcing fnclors include influence of significant others such as friends,
peer groups, acquainlsnces anil conlacts in schools. Friends and peer pressure ore rclc\tnnt
factors thal can aiso influence the opinion and belicl of the students aboul the s?bjca
motter. Pecr group ond acquainionces ¢€an advisc the students 10 Fﬂ in.volvcd in 1the
practice of co-habistion, which cventually con changc their scxual ora‘cnlotlon an.d sexual
relations. Inlerventions torgeled ol the peer groups. ":icnds and “Cq?ﬂlmﬂnc“ will surcly

help in corrccling opinions and behaviours that might be a chIfin' fmm. !hc .nOtmnl

socical norms ond valucs. Other faciors thol can influence s|.ucfc.m$ m. covh'obl"ﬂs include

being in o syyong emotionol rclationship, 10 esi for compalibility. high divorce raic and

desirc for scx on a vegular basts.

1
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PRECEDE MODEL

/l’rcdisposing \‘

faciors
Gcndcr: 33" /l;chm'iour and Life Slylc\
Educational leved, M
High Cost of living Domestic violence
| e campus, Premarits] Sex
Distance away Exploitation
fromn home Drug abuse p
\\ / [k Co-
habitistion
rEnnbiing Faclors 3 : /
Affordability ol house ‘L
|
£.ducation demands
Environment \
1\ _/,J Family stniclure and
background

Religious groups

rf'chinforclng Faclon\

Peer influence
Being in a strong
emolional K

tclntionship “/
Test for compalibility

Desire [or sexon a
rcgular basis

e _

Figurc 2.1

Source: Modified from Green and Kreuter, 1999
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’ CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1  Swdy design

A descriptive cross sectional design was used for 1his study. The study nssessed the

perception, attitude and practice of co-habitation among students of The Polytechnic
Ibadan.

3.2 Scopeof the study

The scope of the study is lirnited to perception, attitude and practice of co-habitation
antong students of The Polytechnic Ibadan.

3.3 Study Setting

This study was carricd out at The Polytechnie, Ibadan. Since 1975/76 academic session,
The Polytechnic, Ibadan has been operating on {ocuhy system for easier work co-
ofdination and management. At present, there are five facuhies with a poputarion of over
19000 students. The five facultics are: Engincering, Science, Environmental Studics,
Financia) and Mapagemenl Studies and Business and Communicalion Studies. The
facullics run Notional and fligher National Diploma. The Polytechnic main canipus has ot
present four Halls of Residence With o totai capacity of 4000. The Halls are: Orisun Holl
(South Campus), Ramat Mall (North Campus). Unity Hall (North Campus), olori
11a11.(Female Hostel).

Only bongfide reglistered firll time students of the PolYlechnic ore aflowed to live in the
hall of residence. 11owever, The Polytechnic has rules ond regulation that guide squdents’
sexua) ang social actlyitlcs on campus. Visitors of the opPOsite sex can be seccived in the
common room only and nat in the siudent bedroom (Swudents’ information 1{andboos:.
The Polysechnic 1badon, 2010). According to recoids, the four Halls of Residence can
only accommodate 4000 siudents while other studenis are expeetcd o find
accommodation in neighbouring cominunilles. Malority of the studenis five ncasty

around campus, natncly; Apsle. Eleycle, Allbode ond Sango arca in [badan,

Accommodotjon padd been 0 dounting issuc among students of higher instlwtion in

Nigera. ‘This is duc to the inaded uate pfovision of sccommodatlon (acllitles wiihin the
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Polytechnic. Many of the students during the course of this study ogreed that they live

off<ampus, of which the guiding rules' rcgulating this lifestyle does not extend to
students fiving oulside the campus.

3.4 Swudy Populotion
The study populotion consists of all the students of The Polytechnic, Ibadan main campus

admitted for full-time academic progromme of the institution.

Table 3.1: Faculiles and the Population of full time students in 1he Polytechnic of

Tbndnn 2013/2014 ncadcmic scssions.
Il Facuities Noof | Noof Total
' females males population
Busincss and communication studies 1003 | 1032 2035
Enginecring -90 \ 1343 1433
‘Environmental studies »5'3 509 1022
Financial management -_ _1"_1 133 619 1752
Science = e, S [ 2165
Totol s | 3423 4984 8407

Source; Vocotlonal Skills »nd Entrenreacursiup Study Ubit, The Polytcchnic,
I'badan.

3.5 Inclusloncrilcriv |
Only registercd fulltime students of the Polytcchnic, |badan both National Diploma and

| tighcr National Diploma in (he main compus Wefc included in the study.

3.6 Exclusion crlicrln |
This study cxcluded <udents on preliminay proBrémmes as well as Partgime or
s (3
J s h in the polwechﬂlc This Is because students running these programmes are not
sandwich in -

lar students and their academic calendor is difterent from (he regulor sjudents.
regular stu

33

AFRICAN DIGITAL HEALTH REPOSITORY PROJECT



3.7 Deiermination of snmple size

The sample size (n) was determined by using Leslie Kish’s (1965) sample size formula:
n=72pn(1-p)

o
Whcre n=minimum sample sizc required

Z= conlidence limit of survey at 95% (1.96)

P= Proportion of premarital co-habiters taken a1 619 (Kline, Scolt and Stanley, 2004)
d=absolute deviation from teuc value (degree o faccuracy) = 5%
n= 1,96 x0.61x0.39 = 365.56 approximate = 366
0.05°
A non-response rate of 10% of366 = 366 X |0 = 36.6
100

were added (o the sample sice calculatcd to make sampie size 410. In order to address

any possible case of incomnplcte response.

3.8 Samgpling Technique

A mullisiage sampling technique involving 1w stages was used in seleciing respondents
for this study. The sampling technique invelved all the faculties. All ihe five faculties
were used for the study

Stage one: 16 outs of 32 departmenis were sclected from all five faculties using 13bles of
random number

Stage Iwo: Sirlificd ssmpliag was used 1o sclect the number of sjudenys taking into
consideration the sex rotio of students in each of the facullies. Praportionate sampling
lechnique was used to deteaning the numb<s of studenlts from each of the faculties (scc
wble 3.2 for detajle). Eligible studenis met in the leClure room were putposive ly selected
for the siudy.
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Tadie 12: Dsovdenoe of rspoodedn froo cxcd fAcahy

SN |[FACULTIES | Deparuncnts Number of | Number of | Female Male Proportion of | Proportion
students in | students in | students in | siudentsin | female of male
cachDept. | each cach each respondents | respondents

Faculty Facuity Faculty that were thot were
selected in | selected in
! cach Faculty |each
Foculty
P Busipess  and | Mass comm. 517
caremuncmion | Masketing 457
SIdes Music wech 494 203S 1003 1032 49 50
Puchasing® supply | 567
2. |Engemng | Civil Eng 404
Elecoical Eng 617 1433 90 1343 9 65
Mechanical Eng 412
3. Enviromoental | Architecture 225
siodics Building 217 746 235 Sl 12 25
Estatc mgt 304
4, Fmanciai mEl | Accountancy 431
studics Banking & Finance | 337 2028 895 1133 44 5
Insurance 365
5. Scicnce Suatistics 993
Mnanblolog?' 609 2165 1200 965 59 47
Compuler science | 563
TOTAL 16 dcpartments 8407 8407 3423 4984 168 242
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3.9 Mcihod and instrunicalts for data collection

‘The data werc obtained using both qualitative and quantitative methods of data collection.
In-depth intervicw guide was developed based on the research objective, The instruments
wer¢ developed after thorough litcrature review and supervisor went through the

devcloped instrument.

In-depth interviews (1DI)

The in-depth interview guide was developed based solely on the rescarch questions in
order to achieve the aim of the study. Only respondents who indicated in the
questionnaire that they are currenily cohabitating and had practiced co-habitation were
recruiled 1o participate in the in-depth interview. 'The [Di guide has 4 main questions; the
questions were ftgmed to give funher insights into the following issues: how commeon is
co-habitation among students on campus. factors influcncing the practice of co-habitation
among students, consequences of co-habitation and the benefts derived from gic practice
of co-habitation

Responses were 1gpe recorded with the consent of the paticipants gnd open cnded

discussions gbout designatcd questions were encouriged. Outcome of the . depth

intervicw were used in the modification of the drafl questionnaire.

Survey

‘The quantiwtive dalp was collected with the use of a semi-structured qucstionaaire (hat
was adminisiered by the rescarcher with the assistance of four traincd licld assisiants, The
semi-structuzed questionnairc \Wos scil.adminisicred 85 parilcipants were abfe to eead gnd
wrile. The questionnaire included the socio-demographic section {Section A). Sectlon B
clicited information on thc pcrception, Section € constituted information on the anitude
lowerds co.lusbitation, Scction D consisted questions on the practice of co-habhation in

the Polytechnic, Section E consisted questions on [actoss Influencing co-habitation and

Section F constituted informa tion on the perceived cffects of co-habitation,

3.10  Validity of the fnstruinent
Validity of the instrsment was cnsured through the development of a drafl instrsmeny by

subjecting the draft to Independent, peer and expen

eonsulling relevant litcratures.
public health and comments from supSevisor was ysed 1o

reviewa, panicularly €xpest I

further fige-tune the instruMents.
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3.11  Reliability of the lastrument

The instrument was pre-tested, using 10% of the sample size calculated. The instrumenis,
questionnaire and in-depih interview guide were pre-tested omong the students of The
Polytechnic Ibadan Seki Campus, Oyo state. The 1DI guide was adminisiesed among
three male students and three female students who were pregently co-habiting, they were
identified during the pretest of the questionnaire. The responses from the in-depth
inlerviews werc used (0o develop a scmi-situctured questionnaise for the survey

componcnls.

The questionnaire was pre-icsted among 41 students in all the thiee faculties of The
Polytechnic, jbadan, Suki salellite compus. The pretested questionnaires were clcaned,
coded, and entered into the computer. The rcliabitity of the questionnaire was determined
using Cronbach's Alpha model techniques of SPSS (version 16). The reliability co-
cfticicn was 0.96 implying that the instrument was very reliable (the closer the co.
cfficient is 1o 1, the mon: reliable the insuument is). Revisions wete made on the
instruments before they were finally uscd. The word “couples life* was added 10 ‘co-
habitation’ in bracket because quite 8 number of students indicated they didn'1 undersiand

the word. More advantages of co-habitation were added due to the [D| reSponses,

312 Training of Fictd Assistanis

Four ficld assistaiis were recruited ond tined for a day. The wgining focused on the
objectives and importance of the study, the sampling procedure, administering of he
rescarch instrumcnts, how to S€curc respondents’ informed conset and interviewing

skills, The swudy instrunicnls were dlscussed in details during the course of ylic ¢mining.

3.13 I'roccdure for dutn Coullectlon
The data collection precedurcs 8dopted arc described as [otlows:

Scnsl.siructurcd ducsiionnaire ‘
Ihe quantitative data ‘were collccted using the €mi-struciured questionnaire (see

sppendix 1) with the help of four fleld assistatis, The questionnalre was ceir.

administered since the rescarch assistant could read and wrile in English fanguage. The
copies of the questionpalre were admintsicred dufing bicak time ol the love yarden,
. c room, Consent of the participants whs sought befure (he
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administration of the questionnaire aller explaining to them the purpose of thc research
and benefits of the research. 'I'hc qucstionnaire was collccied immcdiately a respondent is
through wilh it. Alter a field assistant had collected a questionnaire from a respondent,
he/she checked for complctencss of the questionnaire. [n addition, the ficld assistant
instantly checked a complcied questionnaire to detesrmine if 8 sespondent was suitable for
fuithcr in-depth intervicw. After conlirming the suitability of o respondent, availability

ond willingness to participaic in an in-depth interview was thcn sought

In-depth intcrview (IDI)

The retrieved copics of the questionnaire were used 10 determine those who were 10 be
involved in the 1DI. Purposive sampling method was adopled in sclecling respandents for
the In-Depth Interviews to cnsure thatthe selection of respondents is based on availability
and relevance to the study. Only those who had cohabited asid presently ¢o-habiting were
involved in the 1DI. Consent of the pasticipants was sought before being involved in the
in-depth interviews. The eight students who gave their consent were immediately
interviewed using the [DI gunide (sec appendix 1) ofter the survey. In-depth interview

sessions werse recorded on audio tapes.

3.14 Data Mamagement

The principal investigator checked all copies of administered questionnaire onc aper the
other for purpose of compleicness orid accuracy. Scrial number was asSigned o exch
questlon for easy identificatiun and for correct data entry and analysis. A coding guide
was developed lo code anl enter €ach question into the computer for analysis. Analysis
was done with the use of Statistical packege SPSS version 16. The dow entercd into tire
computer was subjecicth W descriptive {mean, percentages, frcquencics and standard
deviotion) and inferentiol (Clii-$9uare) stafistical analyscs. Finally, information obtained

were summarised and presented in tablcs and charts, The in-dicplh inteeview responscs

were gecorded on audio pes, tanscribed ond analyzed using thematic approach,

Perception was measused o 8 30-palnt scale, cacli cOmEE answer was scored 2 whilk

incormect answer was scored J; scores of S14, >11 were calcgorized as npegallve and
mec! aNswer . .
e towards co-habliatlon was measurcd on s 30-point s¢ale of

positive respectively. Attltud . .
inconect answer wea scored 0: scores of S)4 were

which correct ainswer was scored | and
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cotegorised as negative altitude score and scores of >14 were cotegorized as positive
ottitude score.

3.15 Ehical considcrations:

Prior to the commenccment of the study, cthical approval was obwined from the Qyo
State Ethical Review Commitice (sec appendix V). The committee helped to ensure that
the reseorch wotk conforms to the generally accepted scientific principles and
internotionol ethico) guideline reguired in human subjects’ research. Pennission was also

obtained [rom the Student’s A flair OfTice of the Polytechnic, Ibadan.

The noture, purpose and processes involved in the siudy were cxplained to the
parlicipanmts wilth cmphasis on confidcntiality, pfivacy and anonymily of jnformation
provided. No identificr such as name of participants wes sequired ond all information
provided was kepi conf dentinl. Information Bothered fram the respondents was stored in
the computer package for analysis by the principal investigotor and with no access to

unauthorized pessons.

However, porticipants were given opporiunity 10 withdms their consent frecly during the
study.

3.16  Linitatiou of the study
Some of the mspoﬂdcn“ held back some focls to themselves due 10 the sensitivity

sucrounding the practice, However cliosts Were made to reduce these challenges by
assuring the respondents of canlidentlnlity of ail information provided.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS
4.1 Rcspondenis® socio-iiemographic eharacieristics
The socio-demographic chatacteristics of the respondents are presented in Table 4.1.
Respondents were within the age range 16-30 years. Most ol the respondents 234 (57, 2%)
Were within the age group 21-25, followed by 140 (34.0%) respondents who fell within
the age group 16-20 ancl lastly 36(8.8%) respondents fefl within the age group 26-30 with
the mean ol 21.83 + 3.0 ycars. Respondents consisicd of 59.3% mates and 40.7% females.

Majority of the respondents 388(94.6%) were Yoruba, 17(4.1%) were igbo, 4(1%) Faysa
and one respondent (0.2%) was Edo. Three hundred and ninety-1wo respondents (95.6%)
were single. Most of the respondents 292(71.2%) were Christians while 116(28.3) were
Muslims and 2(0.5) were iruditionalists. Two hundred and sixty-four respondents (64.4%)
stay off campus, 60()4.6%) arc resident in Unity hall. thirty-five (8.5%) are regiden: in
Ramet hall, 26(6.3%) are resident in Orisun hall whiie 25(6.1%) are resident in Otor hail,
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Table 4.1: Socio- Demographic of the Respondents

Sacio-demographic characteristics Frequency Perceniage
Age
16-20 140 34.0
21-25 234 57.2
26-30 36 83
Sex
Malc 243 593
Faady.. 167 10.7
Religion
Christinity 22 ez
Elato 116 28.3
Traditional 4 -3
Marital Status
Single 3192 95.6
Morried s 5
Dlomed 3 0.?
Hall of residence 26
Otisun hall e
35 8.5
Ramat hall
v o 60 14.6
i
i "““ 25 6.1
grhnd 264 64.9
Off<am pus
Ethoic group 388 94.6
Yoruba 17 4.2
Igbo d 1.0
lauss l 0.2
Other (£do)
o e
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4.2.: Perception towards co-ha bitation

Respondents’ perceptions 1owards co-habitation are presented in Table 4.2. Most of the
respondents (55.4%) ogreed that co-habitation gives a fore hand knowledge of who g
panner is belore marriage while 186(44.6%) disogreed. Majority of the respondents
repoited that their parcnts would not approve co-habitation 326(79.5) while 84(20.5%)
reposted parent approval. Onc hundred and tifly-tive respondents (37.8%) reponed sexual
relotionship, 130(31.7%) test before masriage and 125(30.5%) avoid being lonely as the
Main reason for co-habitotion among students. Majority 237(57.8%) of the respondents
disagreed 1hat co-hobitation contribute 1o the reduction of divorce rate, Also, 347(84.7%)
of the respondents agreed that co-habiting pattners engage in premaritat sex Furtheqmore,
three hundred and thirty-two respondents (81.0%) agreed that co-habitaiion is the reason

for the rising number o' unwanted pregnancy and teen childbearing on campus,

The above reason for cngaging in <o-hoabiiotion was corcoborated by (he in-depih
Interview where patticipanis staled that co-habilation gives partner the opportunily (o
leam, test and possibly odjust to cach other before the decision o marry is made, A
letnole panicipant siated ‘only if you live togeiher, you can get © know this person truly,
and see. vhither he is the right person for the nexi stoge of 1ife, or for the rest of your
life, Simiharly another patticipan! stated that *we el 10 knasw edh oticr and leurn aboyy

our shortcoming pretty Quickiy’

perecption were 336(82.0) (Figure 4.1). More respondents

Respondents who had positive i
pondents w 25 years had positive pereeption than age group §6-20

192(46.8%) in the age group 21
yeors and 26-30 yeasrs (p<s0.05) ;
relntionship between the sex Of responte

The result showed that there was a signilican
nts aad perceptlon towards co-habitation as

dents {46.3%) than female respondents
- , mong Malc Tespon
Positive perception was more a

(p<0.05). Religion hay no ignificon! relations

(Teble 4.3)

hip with perception towatds eo-habitation,

#“
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Table 4.2; Perceplion towirds co-habitation

withihc Opposiic sex

. Sln(cmcm
Agreed  Disagreed Totul
—~ n (%) n (%) n (%)
Co-habitation gives a fore hand knowledge ol whoa 227(55.4
partner |s before marriage is before marriage ) 183(44.6)  410(100)
M ( L
Y parcnts would not approve co-habitation 326(79.5)  326(79.5) 4 0(100)
Co-habijation contributes ta the reduction of divorce rate  173(42.2)  237(57.8)  410(100)
The media (¢ 8. movies, music) infiuences ini
8. . . your opinion J03(73.9
about co-habitation : (73.9) 10%(26.1)  410(100)
Co-habiting partners plans to many themsclves 230(36.1)  180(43.9)  410(100)
Co-habiting partness engage in prernarnil sex I47(84.7)  63(15.3)  410(100)
Students who arc co-habiting will perform better 94(22.9)  316(77.1)  110(100)
academicaily than those not co-habiting
Co-habitation is onc ol the reasons for the rising number of  332(81.0) 78(19.0) 410(100
unmarried pregnant wosncen and teen child bearing armong )
studcnits on campus.
Those who live before marriage have higher scpanstion and  249(60.7)  161(39.3) 410(100)
divorce ralc.
Partners® co.habitating constantly blanie andcriticizecach  312(76.1)  9g(23.9) 410( 190)
other for any litile mistake commilted by any of the co-
habiters.
I's oll right for a boy and a girl who cohabit tohave sexif  179(43.7)  231(56.3) .110¢100)
they use methads to prevcni pregnancy.
e 2
Lack of scxual faithfulness of co-habiuting pn;:ncjslmny BAEED - 11(17.9) 411¢100)
lead 10 having muljipte sex pariners s coll_cl
8pread of infeclions.
it with 26%(61.4 146(3S.6
him,
239(58.3) 11417 410¢100)

There is more opporniunity 10 study

e ——

cd

————
*No respanses were exciud
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Table 4.3: Distribuyi; ich
Distribution of participants perception on co-habitation by sclected 50cio
demographic varinbles (N=310)

S

Sucio Nepative  Pasiliv

demographic 5o Pasilive Total X Pvalue
variablcs

ABC (ycars) -
16-20 21(15.0%) 119(85.0%) 140(100.0%) 6.09 0.048
21.25 91(17.6%) 192(82.4%) 233(100.0%)

26-30 12(32.4%) 25(67.6%)  37(100.0%)

Total 74(18.0%) 336(82.0%) <10(100.0%)

Sex

Malc 53(21.8%) 190(78.2%) 243(100.0%) 5.7 0.017
Female 21(12.6%) 146(87.9%) 167(100.0%)

Total 74(18.0%) 336(82.0%) +10(100.0%)

Rceligion

Christianity 56(19.236) 236(80.8%) 292(100.0%) 2.54 0.28!
Istam 17(14.7%5) 99(85.3%) . 116(100.0%)

Tradilional 1(50%)  1(50%) 2(100.0%)

Total 7.1(18.0%) 336(82.0%  410(100. 0%)

S

—

d0
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4.3: Attitudes toward co-hinhiation

with j ~ '
the mcan attitude score of 21.0+4.5. Majority of the respondents (89%) had positive

attitude (oward co-habitation. Three hundred and tive (74.4%) respondents were against

the practice of co-habitation while 105(25.6%) respondents were in suppan of co.

habitation, Respondenis who were againsi co-habitation siated 149(36.3%) premarital
S€X, 99(24.2%) rcligion, 50(12.2%) poor academic performance and 15(3.7%) marjt;
instability as the reason for not supporling co-habitation. Advantages of co-habitation
among students inctude 272(66.3%) tesling before maftiage, 291(71%) emotional
Suppotl, 288(70.2%) leaming to trust cach other, 274(66.8%) tinanciel suppon,
248(60.5%) strengthens fove and 295(72%) co-habiters can change partner swithout any
legal procedures. Reporicd conscquences of co-habitation among students included
379(92.4%) exposes students to premarital sex while 31(7.6%) disagreed, 377(92.0%)
unwanicd pregnancy, 377(92.0%) aborion, 318(77.6%) poor academic perfoninance,
364(88.8%) sexually transmitted infections, 356(86.8%) hean break, 309(75.4%) suicide
and 361(88%) tcen childbearing. Most of the respondent would not agree with their friend

(o cohabitatc 198(48.3%%).

When respandents were asked about what can hinder them from co-habitation, 336(82%)
identilied parental disspproval, 336(82%) identificd religion, 263(64.1%)socicty's view,
290(70.7%) worrics aboui ¢hildren bom during co-habitation. and 312(76.1%) fuure
marriage panner's vicw. Majority of the rospondents repaned that they would not be
befgre marriage 312(76.1%). while 63¢]5.4) would be

RAPPy |iving with their partner
: before macrlage and 35(8.5%) would be preny happy

vety happy living with their pannc
living with their panner, Majority of the respondents. reporied that they would noy

recommend co-habitolion [o onyoRe. including their siblings 358 (87.3%). Most of

respandents also reported that they v ould leave pastner if the):found out that their parner
i% infected with a disease 25 H61-2%). 119(339%) tatk about it whh paitner and work it

oul, 11(2.7%) continue €0-habiting. and 9(3.2%) sct marvied. Se¢ detalls in Table 4.4,

of respondents and atiitude (awards co-

4.5, It wes observed that the diffcrence was not

DF=2 p<0_05) beiween afe of respondents gnd
pved that majority of the respondcnts (50.2%)

The result of the relationship berveen 25¢

habiation js presented in table

Yatlstlcally significant (X*+0 770,

MiHwe (gwards co-habliatlon: Iy was Obs<

47

AFRICAN DIGITAL HEALTH REPOSITORY PROJECT




i
within the ape Broup 21-25 years had positive attjtude tlowards co-

age proups. habuation than other

The in-depth intervicw panticipants were asked why they supported co-habitation. The
respondents stated that it' s worih to live togethcr beéfore marriage’, ‘it is good', and it
makes for ‘a super experience’. Another respondent talked about co-habittion as
‘nothing bad", and somcthing they would recommend their siblings to do. One participant
Who had cohabited before stoicd that ‘this learming before morriage leads o a situation
When after the marriage it looks like un old morriage. There is no fascination and no
tore love again’. Another paricipant stated that ‘we are living rogether in order to

satisfy our sexual urge .

4B
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Table 4.4a: Respondents® attitudes toward co-habilation

Statement VES NO
n (%) n (%)
Do you suppon eo-habitation 105(25.6) 305(7+4.4)
Advanlages
Testing before marrioge Prene6.d) LIS,
. 8.
Satisfying sexual desires A Ci2ig) 3 Rt k)
. 172(42.0)  238(57.8)
Saving money
, 291(78.0)  119(29.0)
Emotional support
: 288(70.2)  122(29.8)
Leaming 10 ttust cach other
. 274(66.8)  136¢33.2)
F":’"c'“ ot S 190(46.6)  219(534)
reet :y ple
r L :m: Al b 249(607)  161(39.3)
irengthen love
Co-habiters can change partncf withoul any legol procedures 295(72.0) 115(28.0)
Nisadvantages 379(92.4) 31(2.6)
It exposes students to premarital sc3 377(920)  33(8.0)
Unwanted prcgnaney 377(92.0)  33(%0)
Abortion 319(77.8)  91(22.2)
Poor geademic perfomonce 364(88.8) 46\ t.2)
Sexvally transmitted infcetions 356(86.8)  54(13.2)
teart break 309(75.4) 101(24.6)
Suicide 361(88.0)  4%(120)

Teen childbearing e s

— —
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Tab{ - i
| ¢ 4.4b: Respondents® altitudes toward co-habitation

Siatement
n (%)
Fricnd who wants to cohabitate with his or her love, would you N o,
Agree with him or her?
Yes
% 36 (2.7
: 199 48.5
Up 10 him or her 155 g
I Would recommend co-habiling to anyone, including my owa sister o
or brother
i 52 12.7
Y 358 87.3
Wil would you do if you found out thut your partner Is Infecied N o
With a discasc
Gel masried 9 2.2
Continuc co-habiling R 2.9
Talk about itwith my partner and work it out 139 33.9
Leave pariner 251 61.2
Whut can hinder you from co-habitstion Yes (%) No (%)
Pascntal disapproval 336(82.0)  74018.0)
Religion or custom 336(82.00 74 1.0
Socicty’s view 263(64.1) 147(35.9)
Worries about children bom during ©-habitation 290070.7)  120129.3)
JI12(76.1) o982 3.9)

Future harringe panner's view

e e —
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i‘nblc- 4.5: Respondens’

atlituile on co-habilatian with some socio-demographic

| viriables
‘Soclo Negativ T
palive Positive Total X Pvalue
demographic
variabjeg
Age (years)
16-20 14(10.0) 126(90.0)  $40(100.0%) 0,52 0.770
21-25 27(11.6) 206(88.4)  233(100.0%)
26-30 3(8.1) 34(91.9) 37(100.0%)
Totl 49(10.7%)  166(89.3%)  410(100.0%)
Sex
Male 29(11.9%) 214(88.1%) 243(100.0%) 0.90 0.343
Female 15(9.0%) 152(91.0%) 167(100.0%)
Toual 44(10.79%) 366(89.3%) 410(100.0%)
Religion
Christiapjiy 35(12.0%)  257(88.0%)  292(100.0%) 1.80 0.409
Islam 9(7.8%) 107(92.2%)  116(100.0%)
Tradilional 0(0.0%) 2(100.0%)  2(100.0%)
Toal 14(10.7%)  366(89.3%)  10(100.0%)
5t
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4.4: Respondents® Practice of Co-habitation

ﬂi“ﬂ)v' five (23.2%) rcspondents repolted that they have ever cohabited, of these
71(17.3%) rcported that they have had a co-habiting pantner, 16(3.9%) reported iwo co-
habiting pariners and 7(1.7%) reposted more than three co-habiting partners. Fyrihennore
40(11.6%) reporicd that they arc presently in o co-habitating relationship whileld42
(34.6%) rcported that their fricnd are co-habitating.

The in-depth intcrview participants weee asked how common co-habitztion on campus is.

Majority of the participants statcd that almost $0% of their friends arc co-habiating,

One participant stated three ot of my five friends ore s1aying in the same poom swith their
girlfriends including me'

Siinilarly another poiticipant declarcd that “any of ny fricuds who doesnt stoy with his
boyfriend might lose per doyfricnd’

The difference between sex of respondenis aad practice of cohabitation was found to be

signilicon) with more males 31{66.1%) cohabilating than females (p<0.05). Religion was
also foynd to be signilicant wlth the practicc of cohabitation. ( Table 4.7)
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.6: Respondeots practice of co-habitation

'_l_lll-:s
- N ./
S¥CYou ever cobabited :
es
5 95 232
| 315 76.8
umber of co-habiting partuers ever had
A partner 71
1 74.7
- Two parincr
| té 16.8
More than two partner 8 8.5
l‘rcscnl!y co-habiting
chs 7 e
No 363 88.4

s)
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* 4.7: Respondents*

pructice on co-habitation with some

socio-dem Ofra phic

e S

o variables
- g Total X! Pvatuc
demogrgp}.ic
variables
ABE (ycars) i
16-20 13(9.3%)  127(90.7%)  140(100.0%) 2.684 0261
21-25 27(11.6%)  206(88.4%)  233(100.0%)
26-30 218.9%)  30(81.1%)  37(100.0%)
Total 47(11.6%) 363(88.4)  410(100.0)
Sex
Female 16(9.6%) [51(90.4%) 167(100.0%) 1.984 0.032
Male 31(12.8%) 212(87.2)  243(100.0%)
Tota J7(11.6%) 363(88.4%) 110(100.0%)
Religlop \
Christiapity 24(8.2%)  268(91.8%) 292(100.0%) 11.283 0.004
Istam 23(19.8%) 93(802%)  116(100.0%)
Traditignat 0(0.0%)  2(100%) 2(100.0%)
Total a7(11.6%) 363(88.4%)  +10(100.0%)
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:;S:. Reported faclors promoting co-habitation among students

ajorit 8 ° ) .

50601 o s e 1 0
2498(60.5%) sharing of economic nn‘:lu domesti e 0).83'??3 Phiysical_aftaction,
| ¢ responsibilities, 296(72.2%) peer
Iflucnee, 265(64.6%) desire to test compatidility, 273(66.6%) desire for intimacy and
SEX on a regular basis, 274(67. [) being in a strong emotional relationship, snd 225(5 4.9)
cducation demand that do not allow for early masrioge are factors that promole co.

habitation among students

Slightly more than half of' the respondents 233(56.8%) disogrecd to the fact that feor of
infentility and awarencss of high divorce mte 220(53.7%) as foctors promoting co-

habitation, See details in lablc 4.7.

Thc in.dc‘“h inthViC\V PII"iCipﬂﬂlS were askcd what pmmplcd them to live with their

boy friend/girl fricnd. Their responses aflirmed the survey findings.
Onc participant stotcd that ‘it scoms 10 me that these divorces result from the Jact that

People didn’t really kmow vach other. A male participard  also disclosed thet ‘am

shonsaring myself and am lucky to hove a girlfriend that is buoyant to pay for our house

g{rlj?ft'nd [ 3 fp me ﬁNOﬂCfD”J’ when am

rent’ Another participnnt declored that ‘7
with him 10 satishy him sexually, so thas

broke*, pnother panticipant said that ‘/ live

hint from me’ Similasl
gl ggreed (0 3y with me to avold multiple sexual

y another pasticipant declared that * £ like
another girl wont snaich

! MIng sex on o regular beasts, Ty

pariney’

$5
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Table 4.8: Reported facturs thay promote ca-habitatlon among studeats

Factors that protnote co-habitation Frequency o
S N %
Peer influence 396 =3
Strong physical attraction towards someone 287 20.0
High cost of living on campus 280 68.3
Being in a strong emotionul rclationship 274 67.1
Desire for intimacy and scx oi a regular basis 273 66.6
Desire to test compatibility for mafriage 265 64.6
To avoid multiple scxual paciners 250 61.0
Sharing of economic and domestic responsibilitics 248 60.5
Education demand that do not allow for carly morriage 225 54.9
Awareness of high divorce rale i 16.3
177 43.2

Fear of infestility

*Mutually exclusive responscs
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4.6: Pcrceived Effects of co-habitation

The resultoft : : -
R it a;:c::r:::;:cccl f::bcitl i :gr;:nh:::a:mn:h:)w: that Tnf:jority 324(79.1%) of the
school. 276(67.3%) dgreed that co-habiting pnnnl:, : : OI:“O e nﬂc.r gradun(ing =
afler the relationship, 339(82.7%) agreed that brcnkci L ):: (.hc beglnmn.g D7 2l
could result into emotional 1rauma h o0 0 ween co-habiting partners

. uma, more than half 370(90.2%) of the respondent apreed
that rejection of pregnancy on the part of the male co-habiters may lead female co-habiter
10 abortion, 325(79.3%) aprced that frequent sexual intercourse often lcads 10 sexually
transmiticd infections anong co-habiters, and 329(80.2%) agreed that unwanied

pregnancies will not stop as far as co-habitation continues.

Funthcnmore, 344(83.9%) of the respondents agreed that scX is paramourt in a co.
habitating relationship while 310(75.6%) agreed that co-habiters engage in domestic

violence,
The in-dePth interview participants were asked if there arc limitations in their

rclationship.

sex bt nnytime he ask for i1, ] don

One panticipant declared that ‘7 don’ really like
into fight * similarly another tespondent stated thai *)e

hesitate pecaase i/ do, 1t will tirn
leciure . Auoiher femalc participant said *Ye must

sk for sex when am going for morting
» gimilarly another participant stated that ‘my friends don’y

"ol see me with male fricrids

Visil me . irlfidend is staying with me
me because my girlfrien hat she ¢ffen make me feel argry. 1 will bear her, lock Iier

instd . sye have Anown coch vther well nnd there Is no feeling for
tside and feave the house . Ry dcclnmd that ‘am nol ofd CIWIQ,"' 10 be Oﬁldacr. A5,
particip

er resulls are Presenicd |ntable 4.6,

A male panicipant also staicd t

her again®. Another male

' * Oth
8oes for abortion aiytine she's P"S'wm
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_Table 4.9: Perccived Effects of Co-habitation

I;erccivcd cffects of co-habiltation

Frequeney  Percentage
Y r N %

Rejection of pregnancy on the pait of male co-hsbitess may lead co- 370 90.2
habiters {0 aboition
Sex is paramount in a co-hubitating celationship 344 83.9
Breaking up benween co-habiting partners could sesull into cmotional 339 82.7
trauma
Co-habiting partncrs participate in other activi¥es with friends ppat 333 81.2
froin their co-habiting partner
Unwanted pregnancies will not stopas faras co-habiidtion continues 329 £0.2
Frequent sexual intercourse imong co-habiters often leads to sexually 325 79.3
tilapsmitied infections
Co-habiting partners  scparate for o while after gradusting from 324 79.1
school 3

. 1o 756
Co-habiters cngage in domentic violence ART 5

4 : lack respect lofs 4
Co-habjiers oficn lay o foundation of distrust and ack respe
¢ach other .
) cesponsibility to their 299 n9
Co-habiters Jock lasting commiment and FesPO
{

s . Juring or oftr the relationship 276 67.3
They fecl guilty at the beginfiing, unng 248 60.5

d& is'on indc“ﬂd‘ﬂl 'y

Co-habiting paitners make

*Mutually cxclusive responscs
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HYPOTHESIS TESTING
4.7

tho i
SC that have cver practiced co-habiation.

H 3 S . -+ o &
YPothesis: There is no significant association between the age of respondents g d
n

Th . .
¢ result of the relationship between the age groups and practice of co-habitation js

shown in Table 4.9.1. It was observed that the difference between the age and those that
have co-habited was statistically significant (X*=0.00], DF=2, p<0.05). From the result it
could be scen that 50(12.2%5) of the respondents within the age group 21-25 years
reported that they have co-habited, followed by 27(6.6%) of the respondents within the
48C group 16-20ycars, whilc 18(4.4%) of the respondents reported within the age group

26.30 years.

Table 4.10: Rclationship between the age of respondents and Practice of co- habitation

lHave you cver co-babited?

Yes No Total
ARe group
16-20 ycars 27(6.6) 113(27.6) 140(34.1)
21-25 years 50(12.2) 183(44.6) 233(56.8)
26-30ycars 18(4.4) 19(4.6) 32(9.0)
Total 95(21.2) 315(76.8) 410(100)

X3=15.06, p=0.001, dfi=2
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CHAPTER FIvE
DI
SCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMME:\'D:\T[ONS

S-1 Discussion of findings
511 Soci
. cio- ' !
Malority of Demographic characteristics of Respondents
h ¥ ol the respondents were single and more are within 21-25 years oid, implyi
that (he ‘ i
Y were mostly young people. This also shovs the liberiy such single swden
cngage j ile i ' b s
r‘8 €€ in while in school, ‘The value of institution of marriage has reduced the incidence
o | c
cohabitate on among students who were already marrjed. More than hglf of the
responde : ' |
; p| : NIS werc males, o trend which has a1 been observed in o similar studjeg
involving young peopjc in higher institutions of leaming (Ojikuty, Adeleke, Yusuf and

Ajijola, 2010; Folarpnnti und Gabalola. 2008). The result also shows that majority were

Christjans, yhis js becausc the southem part of Nigeria Which majority of the respondents
€OMes from are Christigns (Pew Rescorch Center’s Forum on Religion & Public Life,
2010). The fact that majorily of the respondents 94.6% Were of the Yoruba ethnic group
of the country could be traced to the fact that lhe study area is located in the souih
WESlem region where the pridominant cthnic gioup ere Yorubas (Olaniyi,2009), Most of
the respondents stay ofV ciitnpus. his could be traced to the inability of the institutions 10

expand pew hosiels which had f8rced studenis to look outwnrd for accommodation

(Abubnkay, 2008)

$.1.2 Pcrception lowards Co-habltation amosg students of the

Pulytcchnlc, 1badan. e o sy . el
alion a fore hand knowledge

Moss of the respondents 55.4% agreed that co- 8 | | n g ’ )
Who o naitner Is before mastiage, This & consistent with previous siudies on co-habliation
{C|mnp200$ | :h norc& Youns'pcmmo' 200] ; Smith, 2005; Smock. Manning & Pancr

" . ornMon A .
+2006) \ hich 0 ol malority of young people delieve thst co-habltation provides a

LR L bt ir pagent would not
890U test for compatibitity. Majoriy 79,59 repotted that their Dﬂh' e n:prow
co . p"CV'O'u’ studlics (lo)’ccv 2008) which lound oul 1hat co-
'h:lblm“on; this Is similar 10 © wments ln higher institutions of

covgl. T cnviros
’l&b‘len onen !ilcc zg'c’"n' ‘"Qpp va hlsh lc\tl Or ngi frcedom and social

lﬂmin‘ in Nigcria ore choracterized "r";‘m ihe hablts of faylng unscheduled visits to
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heir wards in order (o asceitaln® A 60

AFRICAN DIGITAL HEALTH REPOSITORY PROJECT



Co . -
-habitation pas been shawn (0 be associated yvith hiph
2003; Cohan & Klei R <o :
| einbaurn, 2002; Stanley et al., 2004) such situay;
B 1 " €M situation was noted in shis
Bt B3 in this current study showed thar 57.8% of respondents ggrecd ih
T . reed hat
e alton increases divorce rate. Respondents reported ‘sexual refationship’ N
e . overa
h 0, With test before matriage 34.7% as the sccond most popular reason fo
abitati Thi el
; tal0n among students. This result can be linked 1o Waite and Gallagher (2000) stud
whi 1t ~ o
ich revealed thar co.habiting men and women make love on avcrage between seven
and a half times a month, or about onc cxira sex at month than masricd people. The mass

ficdia has presented co-hnbitation as a healthy and acceptable |iving acrangement

(Nationa Marriage Projcct. Rutgers University: 2002). A targe number of respondents

(73~9%) agreed with the perception that the media is an influcnce to their opinion on co-
habitgyon. Young people’s exposurc 10 sexual content through television, music videos.
X-fated films, interncy and other clectronic media during developmental pcriod when

seXual autitudes and sexual bechaviour sre being shaped may be the reason for their

Perception (owards co-habitation.

More than half of the respundents (56.1%) repotted that co-habityting pantners plans 1o
many’ Thc feSU"-S con be fL"OlCd 10 SmOCL (2000) Sll.ldy tn the United Siate which found

OUt that 75% of co-habilers plan lo marry (keir paitncr. Large number of respondents
84,79, teported 1ha co-habliers cngage in premorial sex which share the same sentiment
with Atwaba and Noidoo (20005) study which revealed $7lcr proporiion in the numbers
g in premarital scx omong South Africa university

x occurs and appears (0 be Increasing as

cquiring fonnal cducation. Most of the
that students who cohabit will perform

of those who cohabit and cnga
students. This is rcvealing in that prrmamml ud

adolescents dJdelay marriage f¢ the purp ofo
res : h lhc ')Cmcpllon
Pondent (77.1%) disagreed Wit co-hobiting. This susgests that  co-habitating

ccs odversely. This result is in line with

i . ¢forrnan
rclauonshnps aiTect their acgdemle I"'mm odents. whose major purpose of coming (o
- nd to combine ‘mamied life with

Abubakar, (2008) report which stal¢ lyrn OtOU
nawledse:

€ tertinry institutions is 1o acquire K% o yration In school.

&Cagemic life* usually face less level of concent

Beticr acadcmically tlan those ot

k) co.l\3bivtion o3 the reason for the rising

(81.0%%) 1cP° on campus. This

Large numbcy of respondentd chil

jinﬂ .mons -'“.dcn“
lﬂi' £ d
W bey of unwanied pregnancy m e
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result is in sunpo .
etin & |:p 1 of National Campaign 10 Prevent Teen and Unplanncd P
a . :
co o s Rl fepor! which revealed that more than (wo-third Sl g
*habiting women gre unplanncd. * of pregnancics o

$.l.3l ::;::f'cs towards C'o-habitation aavong Students of The Potytcchnie,
The ani
W e
before marriage, This result is i BRI o o e i
. 4 s in contrast to Thorton and Demarco (2001) study in .S
4MONE high school studenis which revealed that majority of the students agrees sha iy is o
£00d idea for couple to live together before mamage. Most of the respondenss (66.3%)
reporicyd lesting before marriage as an advantage of co-hdbitation. This suggested thgy,
rcSpondcnts assessing compitibility through ‘trial mairriage’, is important. King and
Seon’s (2005) study in the US using the Notionnl Survey of Families and Houschold
f€POrts, that compatibility asscssment by younger cohabilors was a key reason for co-
habilaﬁon. More than half of the respondents (37.1%) disagreed to 1he fact thot saving
money ;s an advantages of cowbitation. This result contradicts some of the assertion of
Manning gnd Smock (2005); Sassler (2004), wha found out that young aduh move in

'O8Cther to save money on rent and other living €xpenses.
Findjngs from the study also seveal that 8 majolity of the respondents (72.0%) agreed that
€0-habiters can change partner Withaut any legal procedurcs. Ending a co-habiting
ding a marriage since it is not
relationship ; . .oted ond cheoper than €N
P i8 less complica yservotion of Strmatton (2002) that

PIOICCicd by faw, This is in corrobortion With the ©

Ny binding documen) in which bah
fou .. . not provide o I€Ba
nd out that ltving together docs o d Also accarding to National

Pliners gre protected by low like Indrrisge Lot tha; breaking up in a eo-habiting
Mzriag, Project, Rutgers University (2002). repoit n:ndv" by 38
'e"'ionship Aeasich becgust coup‘C$ dJo not ﬂﬂd o sc¢

dixsoly ¢ thei
r union.
upport as benellt derived from

(ed cmotions! s
repotted Katcy (2009 study which found out that

ihot is lacking in & co-habiiation
gatisled wiih their Nres because they

M“joﬁ‘)’ of the respondeits (72.0%)
‘o-hab i ifon, Fhis fimhing Ix M €™ '
My cmotion?

Miage provides a strong ! e m.otlon'“’

“TANgement, Marmied people feet O
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feel strong emotional connection with their spouse. Large number of the respondent
(92.4%) reported that co-habiters engage in premarital sex. This finding is simitar 10 Alo
and Akinde (2010) study which revealed that the rise in premarital sex in Nigedian higher
institutions is intrinsically tinked to the practice of co-habitation. The National HIV/A1Ds
and Reproductive Ilcalth survey (2003), similarly reveal that, co-habitation os one of the

factors enginecering the illicit scxual dehaviours of Nigerians

Most of the respondents (92.0%) agreed that co-habitation lead to unwanted pregnancy
among students that practice it. This result is similor 10 Schmidt {2012) study in the
United Siotes that found cut thal unintcnded pregnancy mites hlsh.CSl among co-habiling
-habiting is as b irial relationship. then any pregnancy

v Qi urposc ofco . .
individuals. Since the purp dJ. This finding is also similar 10 Abubakar's

in a co-habitatjon relationship is unwanle

i . thot co-habiters are -
(2008) study which reveole ted o the inceease leve| of abortlon among youny girls
u

fond of gelling unwanted pregnancics,

and that the incidence has contrib

cplives.
despite early exposurc o the use of comractP

rtcd sexuaily transmittcd
el P .of the rcspondcnls (88-0%) repo 35
Findings alsoshow thpt Majoryl Thic finding .« similar 10 the lingircial:d

: -habilation.
infection as consequences of €o-ha”!

W [ \\
fescarch carricd out by OpuNsoid 7 ) which could cesult i
SeN R ccording 10 Alo (2008) study
V/AIDS C  can casily forget about tht

hich showed thot co-habiting students will
hic ‘

o scxualty transmilled
most |ikely cngoge in unplmcc‘c‘j

p HI
infections gnd the much dreaded

dnlc and dontl MV

L
p‘cmal"lm
o memories, This
fcla‘}OﬂShip \thn lhcy Sll}" dallns "O“g n.nd Bnp!CaS‘nl 1 (5
S heare break asconscquences

break he nature of scxual Y0 g

up, the ‘ i 8"8% oflhc res u or the ltspondcm-’ (87.3%) "mﬂﬁd
Was observed in this ¥ s A large numbe<’ i juding th cir siblings despite

t co-h ‘ vone

of ¢o-habitation amons o o | that the disadvantages of the co-
thot they would not fecontnNe

co-hmbi;ntiou o9
B ponsents (61.204) Indlcate
. abilnlloﬂ. 1% q

the bencfits derived from €O s. Most of the infeciod witho discass
habitation practice outweld
practice

. f
“\ll lhcy wou‘d icave their 'wm

i olved, before the
which reveals that student who is Involve

pandent report®
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|

S.1.4 Praclice of Co-habitation ameng students of The Polytechnic,

(badan

A total of 23.29% of the respondents indicated that they had cohabited. This [mding is
similar 10 tHlacker (2012} study in the United Stotes which revealed that 26% of college
students havc cver cohabited. The linding is in contrast with Schmidt (2012) study in
Salisbury which revecaled $0% of college students have cver cohabited. Majority of the
participant reporicd that 50% of their {riends are co-habiting. Behaviours of individuals
on campuses can also be cxplaincd by peer pressure. This indicates that students whose

fiiends arc co-habiting might decide 10 hook up in 0 co-habiting rclationship because of

peer pressure. A finding (romn the study also revedls that 11.6% of the respondenis are

presently in a co-habiting rclotionship. The growing number of those who cohabit are
made manifest in the high rate premar

infections (Mwaba & Naidoy, 2005).

ol pregnancy and spread of scxually transmitied

niticant dctceminant of co-habitation. Respondents who were
E

A si
B¢ was found to ben and young adults whosc age mnges 21-

dol ' nping from 16-20 ycass
R o es ETEINS habitation than older adult (sged 26-30ycars).

23years were significantly praclising €O
: lack
Adolesccnts® inadequate capericnce and

bitatio y i n why

ha tation may be the poss:blc jeasch M : =/

expectcd having just undcrgonc pansiion (rom the secondary school 10 higher jastitution
(*ecicd having Jus g

edom in

of appreciation of the fisks iphcrent in co-

thcy Ppractice co-habiation. This is (o be

terms of social life.
where students enjoy unresericted fre

anong students

. fon
3.1.5 Factors promoting Co-habital of living on campus s factor that

d high cO0si
68.3%) feporic TR d
wvc been documented by
The sane findings
g studc NG.

and Abubakar, 2003). This may bc duc 10
d moie hosicls and more students are been

Majority of the respondents (

PrOmotes co-habitation amon
Ogodim™a. 2013

buil
o cxpand Of carnpuis: A 1878¢ number of respondents
n

. co-habitatlon lo 8void Multiple sexual peaners.
§is siudents declde to “ohabit with a partnet (0
y that

wtly UaASM

Previous rescarchers such as {
the inability of the Instilutions ¢
%dmittcd more than the vvailable
(GLO%) agreed that $tudcni® enga

The findings rrom this study m”“, of sexi

inned infectlon.

o
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Xécording to Ogadimma (20]3) study which revealed that 94% of studcnts cohabit with
their lover 10 prevent others fom snatching their pantner ffom them. This could be noted
in the study, 67.1% of the respondent reported that students cohabit when they are in a
Strong cmotional relationship. Co-habitation has become a relationship that serves as an
alicmative to carly marrisge (Ralcy, 2004) indicating that carly mariage is being
replaced by co-habitation (Bumpass and Lu 2000). This was also revealed in the study,
morc (han half of the respondent (54.9%) feporied that students cohabil because of
educition demand that do not allow carly marviage. A large number of respondents
{72.2%) reported that peer intluence students in co-habiling. This linding is similar to the
Institule of Marital Healing. West Conshocken (2007) report which revealed that syudents
feel pressured by friends nnd collcagues to move in togcther once they are cngaged.

These misperceptions ol bechaviour create pressure and can affect choices in 1erms of

Whether 10 decide 10 be in a co-habiting rciationship.

S.1.6 Perecived effects of Co-habitatlon
Mnjon’ly ol the respondents (67.3%) reported thay co-habilcrs fecl guilty at the bekinning,

during or aflcr the relationship. This indicatcs that co-habiters oflen feel guilt, remorse

and fearful pecguse of the danger of Sexuoly vansmitted infections and unwanted
Pregnancy. A jarge nuinber of respondenis (83.9%) also reporicd thet premarital sey s
Paramount in a co-habiting relationship. Male panier demand for sex os a proof of love
fom female partner. there is nn cgo and physical desire to salisfy and femalc paniner will

be used to fulfil it.

. commilmt‘“- no plcdgc for the fiure, no oflicial

Co-habitation | no publi
i nvolves no p arrangement based on a romanitic

respongibillty. 1t's o private
bond. This e e Ty T29% of respandents. reported thet co-habhers fack
. w C ) . ! !. ml
lasting eonimitment and responsibility (© ““":‘"“" Romance. In lodo) cly, is
i@gn ©
Masttly geyised and casily discanied Bt 1he 3160

aled that female students are most 1ime

POnoupcement of love and

wnniC’-

Accorg)n 20 (1) stydy that 763¢
8 10 Ogadimma (20! 3) gy e
l’hytlcally abusc ond rope by male studenls in » co-habiling ship. This was also

In domesikc
oted rced that co-hablters cngaiie
In thi f mpoodcnu 4
is siudy, 75.6% o

kam
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5.2 1mplications of the findings for Health Promotion aad Education

Though students were found 10 have positive perception and positive attitude towatds co-
habitation, one would have cxpected that this would have ianslated into practice bui this
result is pointing to the conirary as their sexual behaviour docs not rellect these vajues.
Cohabitotion practice was found to be pracliced by 11.6% of the study population at the
time of the study which is of public health signif cance. The findings from the study
suggest that polytechnic students are being influenced by {riends or peers in co-habiting.
The study rccommends polyiechnics to develop policies, programmes and strategies to
address sexual behaviours issues latgeting students using peer-based interventions. The
health promotion and cducation strategics could be used to design and develop a truining

curriculum for sclected pecss in the institution based on the findings of this study.

| i i | practlces in their orientation
The polytechnic should inculcate the idea of safe sexudl pric ati

pProgrammie to dircct attention ot the studenis thot come in newly into theinstitution. And

8150 the General Studies progmmme of the polyte |
styles among students. Use of billboards. posters or

chnic should include a module on safe

sexual practices and healthy life

banncrs within the polytechmic cnvitonment, educating the students on the imporirnce of

sale scxual practices is olso recommended 10 influence positive sexual behavior. Parent

Sho id ol be d have wush COﬂVCfSaIiO" with thCil’ “'ards Md Cducafc thein
uld also b¢ encousacd O

8boul (he risks of cohabitation. Saving (he
bencfits (08 ecquple.

physical, emotional, and mental

Ancr and don't neBotiate condom use with male co-
rust pa

Pemale stydenis co-hobiting ! Fenule students bear by far the grestest

habiters whjch has Sctious implications.

unintc
s such as he back strecls by quacks and sutler the

ded pregnancy’ that could lead to abortions,
reprody ctive health problem

Y done N
And most times oborlions are 9On€

Ith
sburtion. Sexual hed
ali[)‘ ﬂ’ld rh
| health requircs positive and cespectful

as the possibility of having

ls a state of physical, emotlonal, mental
Complications of unsaflc
€nd social wellbeing in
dysiunciion or inflenity (W10,

clat
pproach 10 sexuality and scxudl f \
nee.

a1 tome an
celatiorohip-

s a0l merely the abseace of discase,
N
tclation O 7

2004). Sexud

1onsl\5i” as well

PRasurgbic and safc scxual expefi€ d in school © inform polytechnic

bath
tdy I used :
calion can therefore % o pabltind
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know the clficiency of this mcthod is also recommended so that necessary ndjustments
could be made.

5.3 Conclusion

J In conclusion, the findings of this study showed thot students of The Polytechnic, Ibadan
6;18080 in the praclice co-hubliation. Respondents had positive perception of, and attitude
towards the practice of co-habitation. Those practicing co-habitation had experienced
conscquUences that posc threat 10 their health such as unswanicd pregnancy. abostion.
d scXually transmitied infcctions, heartbreak and suicide. Peer influence was identificd as

the migior reasons why students cohabitate on campus dcspite the perceived conseque nces

that posc threatl 1o their healih. Positive pereeption towaeds co-habitntion was more

: smong males® respondents thun femole respondents even though the femoie students bear
‘ the greatest burden associawed with the practice. There is need to address the praclice of

T ' IOUr.
co-habitation in order 1o drrest the conscquences of this risky sexusl behavio

5.4 i joti
| s ho (o sensilisc young pcople on co-habitdtion shouid be
(8]

gramme for young people 0 help them moke
people proclice co-habitation oul of emotions,

.  Awarcness progrnmmes
included in life bullding skills P

inforined decisions and 0s Younst
1 intimatY. .
14 vwork in partnership with pon-governmental

miiy life issues especlally
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m shou

° . . ° L] n‘c
Tesi institulions’ 'nanaget
T ¢ studenls On scX and fa
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those relating to co-hnhustion
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practical and cifeclive counsellin
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g o

and family life. make elfort in encouraging young

Religious bodica within the in

- and preman
from cohabigation 9 ad of scxually tcansmiucd Infections.
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stituti al sex; this whi Bo a long way In

peaplc (o abstain

.« andUtc spit
minimizing premaorital prcgnancics

lcatiaty institutions is recommended to educatc
in f€f
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- Peer educntion P'OB'B“““C’
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APPENDIX (I

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
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Health Promolion and Education, Collcge ©

Igers : e
Kigeria, The pumpose of the rescarc L is to de

: ic,
8¢ Co-habitation among stuslents of The Polytechn

from You Using ?

. informaotion N
obtoin e used 10 Jicit

note thot all questionn = JEmiDs

o1 be assigned code numb gl "N
A s of oY idenuifier »
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ent of the person giving consent:

Y€ read the description ol the fesearch and ax
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ay frecly stop Deing Pate
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APPENDIX IV
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