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4.

Income pooling strategies of cohabiting and married
couples. A comparative perspective1

4.1. Introduction
Income pooling strategies constitute an important aspect of a coresident
couple’s everyday life regardless whether the partners are married or not.
,QFRPHSRROLQJVWUDWHJLHVUHÀHFWKRZLQGLYLGXDOVWU\WRUHVROYHWKHFRQÀLFW
between on the one hand, the commitment towards the partner and on the other
hand, the maintenance of individual autonomy. Whether and how cohabiting
and married couples differ with respect to income pooling strategies is a
research topic of growing relevance because cohabitation is becoming more
common, often preceding or replacing marriage (Kiernan, 2001) and national
governments aim at regulating its practice. If cohabiters more frequently
keep money separate and if the number of cohabiters continues to increase,
the popular assumption of policy makers that households share all of their
¿QDQFLDODVVHWVZRXOGEHFKDOOHQJHG
$FRQVLVWHQW¿QGLQJLQH[LVWLQJUHVHDUFKDERXWLQFRPHSRROLQJVWUDWHJLHVRI
cohabiting and married couples has been that cohabiters are more likely to
keep money separate than their married counterparts (Ashby and Burgoyne,
2008; Bradatan and Kulcsar, 2008; Elizabeth, 2001; Lyngstad, Noack and
7XIWH2URSHVD/DQGDOHDQG.HQNUH9RJOHU%URFNPDQQDQG
:LJJLQV:LQNOHU 7KHPDMRULW\RIWKHVHVWXGLHVIRFXVHGRQWKH
role of selection. It has been suggested that cohabiters differ from married
couples before they enter cohabitation (Axinn and Thornton, 1992; Van de
.DD +HQFHLQGLYLGXDOVZLWKFHUWDLQFKDUDFWHULVWLFVDUHERWKHIIHFWLYHO\
selected into cohabitation as well as into individual money management. Our
¿UVWUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQWKHUHIRUHLV7RZKDWH[WHQWGRFRKDELWLQJDQGPDUULHG
couples differ in the manner in which they manage money and how much of
WKLVYDULDWLRQLVGXHWRVHOHFWLRQLQWRRQHRIWKHWZRXQLRQW\SHV"
Selection may, however, only be part of the story. Differences in the manner
in which money is managed could also result from inherent differences
between cohabitation and marriage, for instance in the level of interpersonal
commitment (Rhoades et al., 2010; Stanley et al., 2004). It has been argued
1
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that the most important difference between cohabitation and marriage is
±EHVLGHV WKH OHJDO GLIIHUHQFHV± WKDW FRKDELWHUV IDFH D KLJKHU OHYHO RI
insecurity about the relationship’s future, because cohabitation lacks strong
LQVWLWXWLRQDO DQG QRUPDWLYH UXOHV DV ZHOO DV WKH SXEOLF DI¿UPDWLRQ RI WKH
marriage vow (Brines and Joyner, 1999; Cherlin, 2004; Winkler, 1997).
Cohabiting partners are thus expected to be less committed to each other,
resulting in a lower likelihood of income pooling. Commitment within
cohabitation and marriage, however, may vary. First, the economic lives of
couples are likely get more intertwined with time; hence, long-term unions
have a larger tendency to pool economic resources than unions that have
ODVWHGIRUDVKRUWHUSHULRGRIWLPH6HFRQGWKHSUHVHQFHRIMRLQWELRORJLFDO
FKLOGUHQLQWKHKRXVHKROGPLJKWLQGLFDWHDMRLQWLQYHVWPHQWLQWKHUHODWLRQVKLS
that increases interdependence and solidarity between partners and might
reduce the difference between cohabitation and marriage (Seltzer, 2004).
Third, doubts about the long-term stability of the union might discourage
LQGLYLGXDOV WR VWULYH IRU PRUH ¿QDQFLDO LQWHUGHSHQGHQF\ 2XU VHFRQG
research question therefore is: To what extent are the differences between
cohabiters’ and spouses’ income pooling strategies reduced when the level
RILQWHUSHUVRQDOFRPPLWPHQWLVWDNHQLQWRDFFRXQW"
A number of studies have shown that cohabiting relationships in which
marriage plans are present are not qualitatively different from marriages
(Brown and Booth, 1996; Wiik et al., 2009). Marital intentions might not
only be a sign of high commitment which reduces the perceived risk of
income pooling but may also imply that these cohabiters are more likely to
pool income because they comply with what they consider typical marital
behavior. Also, the experience of premarital cohabitation has been argued
to signal lower commitment to the relationship as partners have not been
sure enough to marry directly (Forste and Tanfer, 1996). But premarital
cohabitation becomes an increasingly common way to start a co-resident
union in many countries (Liefbroer and Billari, 2010). We will therefore
explore differences in the income pooling of cohabiters with and without
marital intentions as well as spouses with and without premarital cohabitation
experience.
Barely any prior research compared income pooling strategies of cohabiting
and married couples across different cultural and institutional settings. Most
studies focused either on the differences between spouses and cohabiters in
one country (Ashby and Burgoyne, 2008; Elizabeth, 2001; Lyngstad et al.,
2011; Oropesa et al9RJOHUet al., 2006; Winkler, 1997) or compared
married couples across countries (Lauer and Yodanis, 2011; Yodanis
and Lauer, 2007). The only two existing studies that compared married
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and cohabiting couples with regard to their income pooling strategies
cross-nationally, have found persistent differences between cohabiters and
spouses in their income pooling strategies after controlling for a limited
set of selection and commitment factors but do not identify variation in the
effect of cohabitation on money management strategies across countries
representing very different welfare state regimes (Hamplova, 2009; Heimdal
DQG+RXVHNQHFKW 
Studying income pooling strategies of cohabiters and spouses in different
social and cultural contexts increases our understanding of the interplay
between institutional context, the selection into different union types, the
meaning attached to cohabitation, and the way intimate relationships are
organized. First, when cohabitation is marginal, the cohabiting population is
PRUHOLNHO\WRFRQVLVWRIDQRYHUUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRILQGLYLGXDOVZLWKVSHFL¿F
characteristics that attach one predominant meaning to cohabitation.
Second, countries might vary with regard to the commitment that is involved
in cohabitation. In Western European countries where most unions start by
unmarried cohabitation, the level of commitment involved in these unions
might vary largely across individuals. Whereas some unions might dissolve
relatively soon, for others, the difference between cohabitation and marriage
might be blurry as they view their union as a long term alternative to
marriage and are very committed to their relationship. In Eastern European
countries, where cohabitation is marginal and its social approval is low, the
commitment involved in cohabiting unions might generally be higher as
cohabitation tends to be short lived and quickly converted into marriage.
Third, countries might differ beyond their variation in selection and
commitment associated with cohabitation and marriage. Sociologists
have posited an individualization of intimate relationships occurring in
contemporary Western societies in which partners increasingly value
individual autonomy and self-realization. In order to maintain individual
autonomy and the ease of leaving a union that is no longer considered
VHOIIXO¿OOLQJ SRROLQJ LQFRPH PLJKW EH DYRLGHG ZLWKLQ LQGLYLGXDOL]HG
unions leading to an increased likelihood of individual money management
(Lauer and Yodanis, 2011).
Thus, our third research question is: How do countries differ in the association
EHWZHHQ XQLRQ W\SH DQG LQFRPH SRROLQJ VWUDWHJLHV" 0RUH VSHFL¿FDOO\ GR
ZH¿QGHYLGHQFHWKDWWKHFRXQWU\FRQWH[WWUDQVODWHVGLIIHUHQWO\LQVHOHFWLRQ
processes into cohabitation and the level of commitment involved in
FRKDELWDWLRQ DQG GR ZH ¿QG LQGLFDWLRQV RI GLIIHUHQW QRUPV FRQFHUQLQJ
money management across Europe that lead to persistent cross-national
differences in cohabiters and spouse’s income pooling strategies even when
WDNLQJVHOHFWLRQDQGFRPPLWPHQWLQWRDFFRXQW"
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Using data from the Generations and Gender Surveys (GGS), we analyzed
data from countries that differ widely in the prevalence and institutional
context of cohabitation, not only including two Western European countries,
namely France and Germany, but also countries located in Eastern Europe,
namely Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, and Russia.
4.2. Theoretical background and hypotheses
The existing literature offers overwhelming evidence that cohabiters are
more likely to opt for independent money management than the married
although contrasting explanations for these differences are proposed. Our
¿UVW K\SRWKHVLV FRQFHUQV WKH UHSOLFDWLRQ RI WKH ¿QGLQJ WKDW FRKDELWHUV DUH
more likely to keep money separate than married individuals (+\SRWKHVLV).
The two main explanations for this difference focus on the role of selection
processes and on inherent differences between marriage and cohabitation.
4.2.1.
([SODQDWLRQVIRFXVLQJRQVHOHFWLRQSURFHVVHV
The selection argument implies that the same set of factors leads individuals
to prefer cohabitation and to opt for individual money management. First,
age might be associated with both union type choice and income pooling
strategy. Cohabiters are on average younger than married individuals. Young
adults are more likely to be economically dependent, for instance on income
provided by parents or study grants. They might thus not yet consider
merging their income with their co-resident partner or at least keep some
income separate.
Second, selection may occur on the basis of cultural characteristics.
Within the theoretical framework of the Second Demographic Transition,
the increasing popularity of cohabitation has been argued to result from a
change in values and attitudes concerning family life in a broader sense
(Surkyn and Lesthaeghe, 2004). The highly educated have been considered
to be at the vanguard of this value change. Although at later stages of the
transition, the educational gradient may have become smaller, as larger parts
of the population enter into cohabitation, highly educated individuals have
been found to be more progressive in their value orientation, less in favor
of marriage and more likely to cohabit (Kiernan, 2000; Manting, 1996).
Individuals who value individualism and personal autonomy are also more
OLNHO\WRKDYHDSUHIHUHQFHIRUVHSDUDWHSXUVHVLQRUGHUWRPDLQWDLQ¿QDQFLDO
independence (Elizabeth, 2001) or to simply facilitate decision-making
on individual expenditures (Ashby and Burgoyne, 2008). Several studies
have reported that the higher educated are more likely to keep their money
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separate (Hamplova and Le Bourdais, 2008; Lyngstad et al., 2011), but see
7UHDV  IRUFRQWUDGLFWRU\HYLGHQFHIRU$IUR$PHULFDQPDUULHGFRXSOHV
in the United States.
It also has been argued that opting for unmarried cohabitation might be a
sign of social deprivation. In times of growing globalization and economic
crisis, the most disadvantaged social strata of society might be more affected
E\WKHQHJDWLYHRXWFRPHVRIGHFUHDVLQJMREVWDELOLW\DQGZDJHSURWHFWLRQ
VXFKDVXQHPSOR\PHQWMRELQVHFXULW\DQGHFRQRPLFXQFHUWDLQW\DQGWKXV
more likely to opt for cohabitation (Blossfeld et al., 2005; McDonald, 2006;
Sobotka and Toulemon, 2008).
Religiousness is another cultural resource on which this type of selection
might occur. Religious people hold more collectivistic and traditional
values that oppose unmarried cohabitation (Kiernan, 2000; Manting, 1996;
Thornton et al., 2007). Although no empirical evidence is available, it could
well be that religious people also prefer income pooling as this highlights the
unique relationship that they have.
Selection may also occur on the basis of the division of paid labor within
the couple. It has been found that couples in which the female partner is
strongly attached to the labor market, are overrepresented among cohabiters
(Kiernan, 2000). Female labor force participation and female earnings have
been found to be positively associated with independent money management
as well (Elizabeth, 2001; Hamplova and Le Bourdais, 2008). Whereas the
traditional male breadwinner model requires that the employed partner
compensates the partner who specializes in home work by pooling economic
resources, the pre-eminence of specialization is reduced when both partners
contribute to the household income. Moreover, the bargaining power of the
female partner in the way the relationship is structured is enhanced when she
contributes to the household income.
(DUOLHU OLIH FRXUVH H[SHULHQFHV FRXOG DOVR LQÀXHQFH XQLRQ IRUPDWLRQ
processes and the manner in which relationships are organized (Guzzo,
2006; Liefbroer et al., 1994). Individuals who experienced a divorce have
been found to be more likely to cohabit (Bumpass and Lu, 2000). At the
same time, the experience of a divorce might result in a reluctance to
pool resources (Burgoyne and Morison, 1997; Heimdal and Houseknecht,
 DVIRULQVWDQFHSUHYLRXVO\PDUULHGUHVSRQGHQWVPLJKWKDYH¿QDQFLDO
obligations towards their former partner, or children from a previous
relationship which might make them less willing to pool income with the
current partner (Burgoyne and Morison, 1997). The presence of children
from prior unions in the household might increase the odds of independent
money management as the step-parent might not want to pay for the child
brought into the relationship or might want to protect the biological parent’s
alimony entitlement from his or her former partner.
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If selection is at play, the observed differences between cohabiters and
spouses with regard to their income pooling strategies would be spurious,
because they result from differences in the background characteristics
addressed above. In summary, our second hypothesis reads:
The association between union type and income pooling strategy results
from selection processes that shape both the preference for cohabitation and
for independent money management (+\SRWKHVLV).
([SODQDWLRQVIRFXVLQJRQLQKHUHQWGLIIHUHQFHVRIFRKDELWDWLRQDQG
marriage
In contrast to theoretical approaches that focus on selection, some authors
have emphasized that differences in the money management strategies of
cohabiters and spouses might also be explained by inherent differences
between cohabitation and marriage (Brines and Joyner, 1999; Brown and
Booth, 1996; Nock, 1995; Poortman and Mills, 2012). Often, differences in
the commitment of married and cohabiting unions have been highlighted.
Marriage is a symbol of long term commitment because it is highly institutioQDOL]HG 1RFN 0DUULDJHLVDSXEOLFDI¿UPDWLRQWKDWLPSOLHVVSHFL¿F
norms, obligations and formal ties and leads to “enforceable trust” (Cherlin,
 %RWK¿QDQFLDOO\DQGVRFLDOO\PDUULDJHLPSOLHVKLJKHUH[SHFWDWLRQV
and exit costs than unmarried cohabitation. Married partners are therefore
expected to be more committed to each other than cohabiters. These
differences in commitment are in turn expected to translate into differences
in the ways in which married and cohabiting couples manage their money.
Cohabiters face lower exit costs from their cohabiting relationship, are more
uncertain about the stability of the relationship due to the shorter time horizon
and are confronted with more ambiguity regarding social expectations about
what it means to be a cohabiting partner. The uncertainty about the persistence
and seriousness of the relationship makes it risky for many cohabiters to
SRROWKHLULQFRPH 7UHDV HVSHFLDOO\ZKHQMRLQWSURSHUW\LVQRWOHJDOO\
protected in the case of separation. These differences have been argued to
lead cohabiters to opt for independent money management (Winkler, 1997).
4.2.2.

Although the level of commitment may generally be lower in cohabitations
than in marriages, it is important to realize that the extent to which these
XQLRQ W\SHV GLIIHU LQ WKHLU OHYHO RI FRPPLWPHQW PLJKW GHSHQG RQ VSHFL¿F
characteristics of these unions. First, union duration might matter. Cohabiting
unions last increasingly longer (Sobotka and Toulemon, 2008). The economic
lives of couples most likely get more intertwined with time, hence, long term
unions have a stronger tendency to pool economic resources than unions that
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KDYHODVWHGDVKRUWHUSHULRGRIWLPH7UHDV  KDVGHVFULEHGWKLVDVDZD\
to reduce transaction costs within households. Long-term cohabiters might
thus be as likely as married individuals to pool income with their partner. The
difference between spouses’ and cohabiters’ money management strategies
might be thus largely due to the overrepresentation of short unions among
cohabiting relationships.
Second, across Europe, but also the United States and Canada, the increase
in non-marital childbearing is largely due to increasing births to cohabiting
couples (Kiernan, 2001; Raley, 2001). A growing number of cohabiters
KDYHMRLQWELRORJLFDOFKLOGUHQ7KHSUHVHQFHRIMRLQWFKLOGUHQFDQUHSUHVHQW
increasing commitment to the union as it strengthens the bond between the
parents (Seltzer, 2000). In turn, children increase the need of a couple to
FRRUGLQDWH¿QDQFLDODIIDLUV0RUHRYHUDFKLOGLQFUHDVHVWKHDPRXQWRIZRUN
within a household that might ask for at least temporarily specialization of
one partner in unpaid labor. This suggests that couples who share responsibilities for a dependent household member are more likely to pool income
in order to compensate for specialization. The empirical evidence that
FRKDELWHUV ZLWK MRLQW ELRORJLFDO FKLOGUHQ GLIIHU OHVV IURP PDUULHG FRXSOHV
in their money management strategies (Hamplova, 2009; Lyngstad et al.,
2011; Vogler et al., 2006) suggests that the observed difference in the income
pooling strategies in cohabitation and marriage could be at least to some
extent driven by the smaller proportion of parents among cohabiting couples.
And third, not all married unions are per se more committed than cohabitations
either. The level of relationship satisfaction has been previously found to
be associated with income pooling strategies (Hamplova and Le Bourdais,
2008). Individuals who thought about separation are less committed to their
unions which in turn might discourage income pooling. Cohabiters have
lower exit costs from their unions and might be overrepresented among
those considering a separation from their partner.
From these considerations on the role of commitment we derive a third
hypothesis:
The differences in income pooling strategies of cohabiters and the married
ZLOOEHUHGXFHGRQFHWKHOHYHORILQWHUSHUVRQDOFRPPLWPHQWLQERWKXQLRQ
types is taken into account (+\SRWKHVLV).
$¿QDODVSHFWWKDWPD\LQÀXHQFHLQFRPHSRROLQJERWKZLWKLQFRKDELWDWLRQ
and within marriage, is whether cohabitation is linked to marriage or not.
Some cohabiters plan to marry while others do not. It is widely assumed that
cohabiters with marriage plans are more committed to their relationship than
cohabiters who lack such intentions. Cohabiters envisaging marriage have
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been found to be more likely to pool income than cohabiters who do not
have marriage plans (Brown and Booth, 1996; Hamplova, 2009; Lyngstad et
al., 2011). Some spouses cohabited before they got married, others married
straight away. When separate purses are more likely during cohabitation,
married couples who cohabited before marriage might also be more likely
to continue the money management strategy employed during cohabitation.
So far, no study on income pooling strategies of cohabiting and married
couples has taken the heterogeneity of both union types into account (but see
Poortman and Mills, 2012 for other arrangements). We distinguish between
those (a) cohabiting without marital intentions, (b) cohabiting with marital
intentions, (c) married with premarital cohabitation and (d) married without
premarital cohabitation. We expect these four union types to be differently
associated with income pooling, suggesting a hierarchical order:
:H H[SHFW LQFRPH SRROLQJ WR EH OHDVW OLNHO\ WR RFFXU DPRQJ FRKDELWHUV
ZLWKRXW SODQV WR JHW PDUULHG IROORZHG E\ FRKDELWHUV ZLWK LQWHQWLRQV WR
PDUU\ ,QGLYLGXDOV  ZKR KDYH FRKDELWHG ZLWK WKHLU SDUWQHU EHIRUH JHWWLQJ
PDUULHGDUHH[SHFWHGWREHPRUHOLNHO\WRSRROLQFRPHWKDQERWKW\SHVRI
FRKDELWHUVDQG¿QDOO\LQFRPHSRROLQJLVH[SHFWHGWREHPRVWOLNHO\REVHUYHG
among married couples who married directly (+\SRWKHVLV).
4.2.3.
7KHFRPSDUDWLYHVHWWLQJ
Previous research has mainly focused on the income pooling strategies of
couples in Northern and Western Europe, the United States and Canada.
0XFK OHVV DWWHQWLRQ KDV EHHQ SDLG WR FRXQWULHV LQ (DVWHUQ (XURSH ±
FRXQWULHVWKDWGLIIHULQPDQ\ZD\VDQGZKHUHVLJQL¿FDQWVRFLHWDOSROLWLFDO
and demographic changes have taken place during the last few decades.
Studying income pooling strategies of cohabiters and married individuals and
comparing countries across Western and Eastern Europe allows exploring
JHQHUDODQGFRQWH[WVSHFL¿FGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQFRKDELWDWLRQDQGPDUULDJH
and ultimately helps us to understand the diversity of cohabitation across
(XURSH,QWKHIROORZLQJZHZLOOEULHÀ\FRQWH[WXDOO\VLWXDWHWKHFRXQWULHV
in our study with regard to the prevalence and level of institutionalization of
cohabitation. We then discuss three reasons why we expect cross-national
variation in the effect of union type on money management: Selection,
commitment, and level of individualization in cohabitation and marriage.
Whereas the Scandinavian countries have been characterized as the
forerunners in the societal diffusion of cohabitation and have been referred
to as “cohabitation land” (Syltevik, 2010), Western European countries
have been considered following the Scandinavian countries suit. In Western
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Europe, cohabitation has replaced direct marriage as the start of a union for
WKHYDVWPDMRULW\RIWKHPRUHUHFHQWELUWKFRKRUWV,Q)UDQFHFRKDELWHUVFDQ
register their partnership since 1999 when the Loi sur la Concubinage et le
3DFWH&LYLOGH6ROLGDULWp (PACS) was promulgated. A registered partnership
LV ODUJHO\ VLPLODU WR FLYLO PDUULDJH LQ OHJDO WHUPV$URXQG KDOI RI DOO ¿UVW
births occur within cohabitation (Perelli-Harris et al., 2012). Cohabitation is
part of the transition to adulthood in Germany as well. Several institutional
constraints and economic incentives encourage cohabiters to marry and
marriage and parenthood are strongly linked. A registered partnership
(Lebensgemeinschaft) as an alternative to civil marriage is available to
homosexual but not heterosexual couples.
Eastern European countries have been considered to be situated at an earlier
stage of the diffusion process of cohabitation. Countries like Bulgaria,
Georgia, Romania and Russia have been characterized as contexts where
cohabitation is marginal, thus, practiced by a subpopulation with particular
characteristics. Nevertheless, substantial differences across countries in this
region have been found with regard to the prevalence of cohabitation and its
IXQFWLRQLQWKHFKLOGEHDULQJSURFHVV 6RERWND )RULQVWDQFHZKHUHDV
percent of women born between 1971 and 1980 were cohabiting at the birth
RIWKHLU¿UVWFKLOGQRWPRUHWKDQSHUFHQWRIWKHLU5RPDQLDQFRXQWHUSDUWV
did so (own calculations based on GGS data, see Chapter 1). But also the
predominant role of cohabitation in the union career differs across countries.
For instance, in Russia, divorced individuals as well as urban residents are
largely overrepresented among cohabiters (Zakharov, 2008), whereas in
Bulgaria, premarital cohabitation has a long tradition, where particularly
in rural areas, cohabiters move in together at the moment of engagement,
often into the house of one set of parents (Hoem and Kostova, 2008). The
proportion of births that occur within cohabitations varies across Eastern
Europe and is surprisingly high in Georgia (40%) and lowest in Romania
where less than ten percent of all births occur within cohabitation (own
calculations based on Generations and Gender Survey data, not shown).
The extent to which cohabiting and married couples differ in their income
pooling strategies might vary between countries for at least three reasons.
First, differences in the prevalence of cohabitation across countries might
lead to different selection processes into cohabitation which in turn might
DOVR LQÀXHQFH WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK FRKDELWHUV DQG PDUULHG LQGLYLGXDOV
differ in their income pooling strategies across countries. Whereas in most
Eastern European countries, only a minority cohabits, in Western Europe,
virtually everyone experiences periods of cohabitation. In Eastern Europe,
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cohabitation might be reserved for individuals with particular characteristics
and differences in the income pooling strategies between different union
types are expected to be larger, but strongly reduced after selection factors
are accounted for. In Western Europe, individuals with a large diversity of
characteristics are attracted to cohabitation and differences in the income
pooling strategies of cohabiters and spouses might be relatively small and
QRWWKDWPXFKLQÀXHQFHGE\WDNLQJVHOHFWLRQLQWRDFFRXQW
Second, a contrasting hypothesis on cross-national differences in cohabiters’
and spouses’ income pooling strategies can be derived when examining
cross-national differences in the commitment involved in cohabitation.
When cohabitation is less widespread, it constitutes a deviant behavior.
Often, such a context is characterized by higher levels of religiousness and
moral conservatism (Gault-Sherman and Draper 2012), and consequently,
VWURQJ VRFLHWDO SUHVVXUH WR JHW PDUULHG /HKUHU  7KLV PD\ LQÀXHQFH
how cohabiters view their union, how stable cohabitation is, and if
cohabiters marry, how fast they do so. When cohabitation is marginal and
stigmatized, cohabitation is likely to be short-lived and quickly transformed
into marriage. If the decision to get married is interpreted as a consequence
of high interpersonal commitment, we would expect commitment within
cohabitation to be higher in these countries. It has to be however noted
that the aspiration of marriage can also indicate a perceived absence of
alternatives to marriage and thus an expression of conformism (Coast 2009).
If cohabiters in Central and Eastern Europe predominantly enter cohabitation
with the aspiration to marry soon, they might adopt marriage like patterns of
income organization right from the start of their union. At the country level,
ZHZRXOGWKXVK\SRWKHVL]HWR¿QGVPDOOHUGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQFRKDELWHUV¶
and spouses’ money management. In contexts where cohabitation is more
prevalent and accepted, premarital cohabitation is viewed as a phase in
WKH ³QRUPDO´ OLIH FRXUVH DQG D VLJQL¿FDQW SURSRUWLRQ RI FRKDELWHUV PLJKW
not marry at all, either because their union dissolves rather than being
WUDQVIRUPHGLQWRDPDUULDJH±DSURFHVVFDOOHG³ZHHGLQJ´ .OLM]LQJ ±
or they consider their union as a permanent alternative to marriage. Variation
in the commitment that is involved in cohabitation might thus vary largely
at the individual level. In addition, in these contexts, the legal protection of
non-marital unions often is higher than in countries where cohabitation is a
rare practice (Perelli-Harris and Sánchez Gassen 2012; Poortman and Mills
 ,ILQFRPHSRROLQJVWUDWHJLHVUHÀHFWVWKHFRPPLWPHQWRIWKHXQLRQ
differences in the money management strategies of cohabiters and spouses
might thus be larger among Western Europeans. Accounting for the variation
in the level of commitment may however reduce these differences also most
strongly in these countries.
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Finally, country variation might arise from differences in the socio-cultural
context, independently from differences in selection processes and levels of
commitment. It has been argued that individualization affects the nature of
intimate relationships and how couples manage their money. As the level
of individualization varies across countries, it could be that in countries,
where the level of individualization is high, intimate relationships would
be primarily entered for the sake of satisfaction derived by being with that
partner rather than for the social recognition or economic advantage gained
by being in a partnership and relationships that do not longer provide these
EHQH¿WVDUHHDVLO\GLVVROYHG *LGGHQV %XLOGLQJRQQHZLQVWLWXWLRQDO
economics, which situates economic action into its institutional context,
Lauer and Yodanis (2011) in a cross-national comparative study on spousal
income organization, show that the spread of individualized marriage in
D FRXQWU\ LQÀXHQFHV VSRXVHV¶ PRQH\ PDQDJHPHQW VWUDWHJLHV ,Q RUGHU
to maintain individual autonomy and to ease leaving the union, married
couples in individualized contexts are more likely to avoid income pooling.
Sociologists have argued that the individualization of intimate relationships
is spreading across Western societies (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 1990).
Keeping income separate as an expression of individualistic values that one
holds might be thus more likely in Western Europe than in Eastern Europe.
&RKDELWDWLRQ±HYHQPRUHWKDQPDUULDJH±PLJKWFRQVWLWXWHDQH[SUHVVLRQRI
the valorization of individual autonomy and that the relationship is entered
DQG PDLQWDLQHG DV ORQJ DV LW LV FRQVLGHUHG VHOIIXO¿OOLQJ DQG VDWLVI\LQJ ,W
could thus be that differences between cohabiters’ and spouses’ money
management strategies are larger in Western Europe compared to Eastern
Europe. Nevertheless, given that cohabitation is normative in these countries
DQGWKHPDMRULW\RIPDUULDJHVDUHSUHFHGHGE\DSHULRGRIFRKDELWDWLRQLWLV
also more likely that spouses in individualized contexts continue the money
management strategies employed during cohabitation which would lead to
smaller differences between cohabiters and the married in Western Europe
compared to Eastern Europe.
In sum, selection variables are expected to more strongly explain the effect
of union type on income pooling in Eastern Europe as cohabiters in these
countries are considered a more selective group than their Western European
counterparts. Commitment variables are expected to strongly reduce the
differences between cohabitation and marriage in Western Europe as
cohabiters in these countries are expected to be more diverse with regard to
the level of interpersonal commitment. Persistent country differences might
indicate that cross-national differences in the level of individualisation of
intimate relationships exist.
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4.3. Data and methods
We analyzed data from six countries that participated in the Generations
and Gender Surveys (GGS) that have been collected in 2005 and 2006.
The GGS is a panel survey of a nationally representative sample of the
18-79 year-old resident population in each participating country (Vikat et
al., 2007). To date, Wave 1 data of 15 countries has been collected. Six of
them include a comparable measurement of the money management strategy
employed within the couple. These countries are Bulgaria, France, Georgia,
Germany, Romania and Russia. The overall size of the main samples differs
by country but most surveys contain about 10,000 respondents. Data were
usually collected by a computer assisted personal interview (CAPI) and in
some countries by paper and pencil interview (PAPI). The overall response
rates vary between 49.7 percent in Russia and 78.2 percent in Bulgaria. Our
analytical sample contains individuals who were either married or cohabited
unmarried with a heterosexual partner. Individuals who did not provide
information on their organization of household income (n = 157) or who
reported to have an “other” manner in which they managed their money
(n = 474) were excluded from further analysis. Moreover, we excluded
respondents who did not report whether they are married to their current
partner (n = 55) as well as cohabiters who did not report whether they have
intentions to marry within three years (n = 114). The analyses are based
RQ D ¿QDO VDPSOH RI    PDUULHG LQGLYLGXDOV DQG   
cohabiters.
4.3.1.
Measurements
Income pooling 2XU GHSHQGHQW YDULDEOH ±WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK LQFRPH LV
SRROHG±GLVWLQJXLVKHGFRXSOHVZKRNHSWWKHLULQFRPHDWOHDVWSDUWO\VHSDUDWH
from those who pooled all their income. In the GGS, respondents were asked:
³+RZGR\RXDQG\RXUSDUWQHUVSRXVHRUJDQL]H\RXUKRXVHKROGLQFRPH"´
1. ,PDQDJHDOOWKHPRQH\DQGJLYHP\SDUWQHUVSRXVHKLVKHUVKDUH
2. 0\SDUWQHUVSRXVHPDQDJHVDOOWKHPRQH\DQGJLYHVPHP\VKDUH
3. We pool all the money and each takes out what we need
4. We pool some of the money and keep the rest separate
5. We each keep our own money separate
6. Other (Comment: Only for coding, not presented in the card itself)
,Q OLQH ZLWK SUHYLRXV VWXGLHV +HLPGDO DQG +RXVHNQHFKW 9RJOHU et
al., 2006), we distinguished individuals who kept their income completely
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or partly separate (response 4 and 5) from those who pooled all their income
UHVSRQVHDQG 3RROLQJLQFRPHLVFRQVLGHUHGDVWKHUHIHUHQFHFDWHJRU\
Union type. Respondents who were married and live together with their
partner are distinguished from those who shared a household with a partner
to whom they were not married (coded as 1).
Selection factors:HLQFOXGHGage groupsLQWKHDQDO\VLVWR\HDUV
ROGWR\HDUVROGDQG\HDUVWR\HDUVROG7KHGDWDSURYLGHDQ
internationally comparable measure of education attainment using the
,QWHUQDWLRQDO 6WDQGDUG &ODVVL¿FDWLRQ RI (GXFDWLRQ 81(6&2   :H
distinguished three levels: 1 = primary and lower secondary education, 2 =
XSSHU VHFRQGDU\ DQG SRVWVHFRQGDU\ QRQXQLYHUVLW\ HGXFDWLRQ DQG   DOO
levels of university education.
Religiousness was measured as a combination of religious denomination
and the frequency of visiting religious services (with the categories less than
once a year, once a year, less than once a month, once a month, less than
once a week, once a week, daily). We created a scale ranging from 1 = no
denomination or with denomination but visiting religious services less than
once a year to 6 = with denomination, going daily to church. A higher value
indicated a higher level of religiousness.
'LYLVLRQRISDLGODERU. The data include the self-reported activity status of
both partners. Four categories were distinguished: (a) Only the male partner
is employed or self-employed, (b) only the female partner is employed or
self-employed, (c) both are employed or self-employed (d) none of them is
employed or self-employed.
/LIH FRXUVH HYHQWV. Dummy variables were created indicating whether a
respondent (a) had ever been married with a former partner (coded as 1)
or (b) reports at least one child below age 18 living in the household that is
either his or her stepchild or a biological child with a former partner.
Commitment factors. The union duration has been measured in years
between the date of interview and the date the couple started living in the
same household. A dummy variable was created that takes the value 1 when
the respondent reported at least one MRLQWELRORJLFDOFKLOG younger than 18
years old with the current partner and living in the household. To measure
separation thoughts, respondents were asked “Over the past 12 months, have
\RXWKRXJKWDERXWEUHDNLQJXS\RXUUHODWLRQVKLS"´7KHDQVZHUFDWHJRULHV
were 0 = no and 1 = yes.
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+HWHURJHQHLW\ ZLWKLQ FRKDELWDWLRQ DQG PDUULDJH 0DULWDO LQWHQWLRQV RI
cohabiters were ascertained by asking whether they intended to marry
their partner within the next three years. Respondents who answered 1 =
yes or 2 = probably yes were considered as having marriage plans. Those
ZKRUHVSRQGHG SUREDEO\QRRU QRZHUHWUHDWHGDVKDYLQJQRPDULWDO
intentions. Among spouses, a distinction was made between those who
cohabited before marriage and those who married directly.
4.3.2.
Analytical approach
First, descriptive statistics are discussed. These results provide insight into
how cohabiters and married individuals across countries differ in terms of
selection and commitment measures as well as in income pooling strategies.
Within-country differences between cohabiters and spouses have been
WHVWHGIRUVWDWLVWLFDOVLJQL¿FDQFH:HH[SOLFLWO\VWDWHZKHQHYHUDQREVHUYHG
difference does notUHDFKVWDWLVWLFDOVLJQL¿FDQFH1H[WRXUK\SRWKHVHVDUH
tested by estimating binomial logistic regression models for each country
separately, because the small number of countries does not allow the use of
multi-level analysis (Hox, 2010).
Item non-response is hardly problematic, because most of the variables had an
item-non-response rate of less than one percent and were excluded from the
analyses. The question on separation thoughts has a high item non-response
RIDURXQGSHUFHQWLQERWK*HRUJLD IRUXQNQRZQUHDVRQV DQG)UDQFH DV
interviewers were instructed to skip the question on relationship assessment
when the respondent’s partner was present at the interview). We created an
additional category “no response” for this variable and compared respondents
without separation thoughts to respondents with separation thoughts as well
as those with a non-response. For additional analyses, we did the same for
other categorical variables with missing data. The results did not change and
are available upon request.
4.4. Results
Table 4.1 shows for cohabiting and married individuals by country the
percent distribution of the variables included in our analysis. In Eastern
Europe, pooling all income is by far the most common manner in which
couples manage their money, regardless of whether they are married or not.
With the exception of Georgia and Bulgaria where married and cohabiting
FRXSOHVGRQRWGLIIHUVLJQL¿FDQWO\IURPHDFKRWKHULQWKHZD\WKH\RUJDQL]H
their income, independent money management is clearly more frequently
reported by cohabiting couples than by the married. Germany and France
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differ from Eastern European countries in two respects. First, the share of
non-poolers among married couples is higher (12 and 15%, respectively)
than in Georgia, Romania and Russia. Second, the proportion of non-poolers
among cohabiting couples is much larger than among married couples. More
than half of all cohabiting couples keep at least some of their money separate
(51 and 58%, respectively).
Countries vary in the SUHYDOHQFHRIFRKDELWDWLRQ. It is particularly uncommon
LQ5RPDQLDZKHUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\¿YHSHUFHQWRIDOOFRUHVLGHQWXQLRQVDUH
cohabitations. In Georgia, Russia, Bulgaria and Germany, the proportion
RI FRKDELWHUV YDULHV EHWZHHQ  DQG  SHUFHQW ,Q )UDQFH RQH ¿IWK RI
all co-resident unions are cohabitations. More than half of all cohabiting
individuals in Bulgaria, Russia, Germany, and France intend to marry their
SDUWQHU ZLWKLQ WKUHH \HDUV 7KH YDVW PDMRULW\ RI *HRUJLDQ DQG 5RPDQLDQ
cohabiters reports marital intentions for the near future (78 and 67%,
respectively). Whereas around 50 percent of all currently married couples
in each country experienced premarital cohabitation, 17 percent of the
5RPDQLDQDQGSHUFHQWRIWKH5XVVLDQPDUULHGFRXSOHVFRKDELWHGEHIRUH
they got married.
Cohabiters in all countries are on average younger than married individuals,
cohabiters in Eastern European countries are in general older than
cohabiters in Germany and France. In all countries, except Georgia, the
OHYHORIHGXFDWLRQDWWDLQPHQW of married and cohabiting respondents differs
VLJQL¿FDQWO\,Q5RPDQLDDQG%XOJDULDPRVWFRKDELWHUVKDYHFRPSOHWHGRQO\
low education (around 50%) whereas married respondents are more likely
to be highly educated. In Russia and Germany, these differences are smaller.
French cohabiters by contrast are on average higher educated than married
individuals. Regarding the GLYLVLRQ RI SDLG ODERU ZH ¿QG WKDW PRUH WKDQ
half of French and German cohabiters live in unions in which both partners
are employed. The male breadwinner model is more prevalent in Eastern
Europe, and in particular among cohabiters in Georgia and Romania. Both
cohabiting and married respondents in Romania score on average highest
on the religiousness scale whereas Russian respondents regardless of union
status as well as German cohabiters are least religious. Apart from Russia and
*HRUJLDZKHUHWKHGLIIHUHQFHVGRQRWUHDFKVWDWLVWLFDOVLJQL¿FDQFHFRKDELWHUV
are less religious than married individuals. In all countries, cohabiters much
more frequently report that they have been SUHYLRXVO\ PDUULHG. Although
this proportion varies strongly across countries and is highest in Russia and
5RPDQLD  DQG  UHVSHFWLYHO\  WKH GLIIHUHQFH EHWZHHQ PDUULHG DQG
cohabiting individuals is remarkably large in all countries. /LYLQJWRJHWKHU
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44.5
2.6
2.8
1.2

68.8
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2.4
21.9
10.2
7.8
56.7
5.6
845

Commitment variables
Mean union duration (yrs)
Joint biological children <18 yrs
With separation thoughts
Total number of observations
24.5
50.1
2.2
7,420

54.4

85.6
14.4

Selection variables
\HDUV
\HDUV
56+ years
Primary education
Secondary education
Tertiary education
Only man employed
Only woman employed
Both employed
Mean religiousness (1-10)
Divorced
Children from prior unions <18 yrs

10.2





Income management
All income pooled
At least parts of income separate
Types of cohabitation/marriage
Cohabiting among all co-res. unions
Cohabiting with marital intentions
Married after cohabitation

Bulgaria
Coh
Mar

10.7

2.9


49.7
41.8
8.5
11.4
60.8
27.8

7.1
21.9
2.9
6.7
2.2




90.8
9.2

25.0
50.4
1.8
857

17.6
50.6


59.5
28.2

9.2

2.7

0.2

47.1

92.0
8.0

Georgia
Coh
Mar

10.7


444


40.5
22.1


6.8

8.8






67.1

85.4
14.6


41.1
1.8


16.6
45.9


52.7
10.1
18.8
8.1


4.5
1.4

17.0


6.9

Romania
Coh
Mar

8.1
26.0
26.9
945


41.2
15.6
14.5
56.6
28.9
22.2
10.4

1.9
48.7


14.7
48.2

84.9
15.1

22.4
49.9

5,501

24.8
47.9


47.7
40.0
16.7

46.4
1.9
12.2





6.2

Russia
Coh
Mar

6.7
25.4

747

50.8


17.1
58.6
24.2

11.7

1.6
21.4
10.7


45.9

49.0
51.0

50.5
41.1

19.8
47.5

18.7
7.2
64.7

19.6
11.9

20.4
40.6

42.0
58.0


45.0
41.6


25.1
14.7
8.1
45.1
1.8

2.0

48.9

85.2
14.8

France
Coh Mar

25.1
8.1 26.7

45.1 42.0

14.1
4.7
 1,211 

12.8
49.5


60.0
28.8
21.9
7.4

2.5
6.0
5.9

50.5

88.5
11.5

Germany
Coh Mar

Table 4.1. Percent distribution of income management strategies and characteristics of
FRKDELWLQJDQGPDUULHGLQGLYLGXDOVE\FRXQWU\ 1 
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ZLWKFKLOGUHQEHORZDJHIURPSULRUXQLRQV is much more common among
cohabiters and particularly prevalent in Russia.
In all countries, the average partnership duration of cohabiting unions is
shorter than that of marriages. The difference between cohabiters and spouses
is largest in Germany with six years for cohabiting versus approximately
\HDUVIRUPDUULHGFRXSOHV%HWZHHQDTXDUWHU *HUPDQ\5XVVLD DQG
percent (Georgia) of all cohabiting unions involve at least one MRLQWELRORJLFDO
child with the partner. Neither married nor cohabiting individuals are likely
to have thought about breaking up with their partner during the last year.
Among those who did, cohabiters are largely overrepresented, in particular
in Germany and France, but also in Bulgaria, Georgia, and Romania.
Cohabiters are overrepresented among those with separation thoughts in
Russia as well. The peculiarity of Russia is that these kinds of thoughts are
relatively prevalent among married respondents as well.
,QRUGHUWRUHSOLFDWHSUHYLRXV¿QGLQJVDQGWHVW+\SRWKHVLVWKDWFRKDELWHUV
are more likely to keep money separate, we conducted a logistic regression
analysis with independent money management as the dependent variable
and union type as the only independent variable for each country separately
(results not shown). With the exception of Bulgaria and Georgia where the
HIIHFWRIXQLRQW\SHGRHVQRWUHDFKVWDWLVWLFDOVLJQL¿FDQFHFRKDELWHUVDUHPRUH
likely to opt for independent money management than married respondents.
Against our expectation that differences between cohabiters and spouses are
initially larger in Eastern European countries where cohabitation is marginal,
ZH¿QG*HUPDQDQG)UHQFKFRKDELWHUVWRKDYHDWLPHVKLJKHURGGVWR
keep money separate, whereas in Romania and Russia, cohabiters’ odds of
LQGHSHQGHQWPRQH\PDQDJHPHQWLVLQFUHDVHGE\DQGUHVSHFWLYHO\
In Hypothesis 2, we assumed that the variation in income pooling strategies
of cohabiting and married individuals should be strongly reduced after
controlling for selection into cohabitation as the differences between
cohabiters’ and spouses’ income organization would derive from individual
characteristics associated with the entry into cohabitation. Table 4.2 shows
the results of a logistic regression analysis of the association between union
type and income pooling when selection processes into cohabitation and
LQGHSHQGHQW PRQH\ PDQDJHPHQW DUH FRQWUROOHG IRU :H LQGHHG ¿QG WKDW
keeping income separate is associated with variables that are considered to
select individuals into cohabitation. Although not in all countries, individuals
in the oldest age group are most likely to keep money separate in Eastern Europe
EXW WKH HIIHFW UHDFKHV VWDWLVWLFDO VLJQL¿FDQFH RQO\ LQ *HRUJLD DQG 5XVVLD

116

Chapter 4

7KLV ¿QGLQJ FRQWUDGLFWV RXU DVVXPSWLRQV DQG PLJKW EH FRXQWHULQWXLWLYH
It is however in line with previous research and has been explained as a
VWUDWHJLF UHVSRQVH RI ROGHU LQGLYLGXDOV WR FRXQWU\ VSHFL¿F LQKHULWDQFH WD[
UHJXODWLRQVDQGPHGLFDOFDUHSD\PHQWV +HLPGDODQG+RXVHNQHFKW
Lyngstad et al7UHDV ,Q)UDQFHDQG*HUPDQ\WKHDJHHIIHFWLV
UHYHUVHGEXWDVZHZLOOVKRZEHORZWKHHIIHFWWXUQVSRVLWLYHDQGVLJQL¿FDQW
when we include measurements of interpersonal commitment. In line with
SULRUVWXGLHVZH¿QGWKDWXQLYHUVLW\HGXFDWHGLQGLYLGXDOVDUHPRUHOLNHO\WR
NHHSPRQH\VHSDUDWH6XUSULVLQJO\ZH¿QGUHOLJLRXVSHRSOHWREHVOLJKWO\
more likely to opt for separate purses in Georgia and Russia. In accordance
with our theoretical expectation, strong labor market participation of both
partners and a female breadwinner model increases the likelihood of keeping
VHSDUDWHSXUVHV,QOLQHZLWKRXUDVVXPSWLRQVZHDOVR¿QGSUHYLRXVO\PDUULHG
respondents to be more likely to pursue individual money management. We
¿QG QR HPSLULFDO HYLGHQFH WKDW LQGLYLGXDOV DYRLG SRROLQJ UHVRXUFHV ZKHQ
children from prior unions are living in the household. In Germany, having
children from prior unions even decreases the odds of separate purses.
Including selection variables into the model reveals that the effect of
FRKDELWDWLRQ RQ NHHSLQJ PRQH\ VHSDUDWH EHFRPHV VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQL¿FDQW
in Bulgaria and Georgia. In Romania and Russia, the effect of union
type remains virtually unchanged, whereas in Germany and France, the
differences between cohabiters and the married become smaller. Despite
differences in the characteristics of cohabiters in Western compared
WR (DVWHUQ (XURSH RXU ¿QGLQJV VXJJHVW WKDW VHOHFWLRQ SURFHVVHV LQWR
independent money management operate in similar ways across countries.
Against our expectation that selection factors would explain more of the
YDULDWLRQLQ(DVWHUQ(XURSHZKHUHFRKDELWDWLRQLVOHVVZLGHVSUHDGZH¿QG
that considering selection into cohabitation reveals differences in the money
management strategies between cohabitation and marriage in Bulgaria and
Georgia but hardly account for variation in two other countries in Eastern
Europe. By contrast, taking selection into account explains some of the
variation in income pooling strategies by union type in Germany and France.
Across Europe, the effect of union type on money management remains
large. The odds ratio of separate purses among cohabiters ranges between
LQ*HRUJLDDQGLQ*HUPDQ\DIWHUFRQWUROOLQJIRUVHOHFWLRQSURFHVVHV
,Q +\SRWKHVLV  ZH DVVXPHG WKDW GLIIHUHQFHV LQ WKH LQFRPH RUJDQL]DWLRQ
of cohabiters and married would derive from variation in the level of
interpersonal commitment both within cohabitation and marriage. In order
WRWHVWWKDWK\SRWKHVLVZHDGGXQLRQGXUDWLRQSUHVHQFHRIMRLQWELRORJLFDO

1.01
1.40**
1.07**
2.64***
2.40***
2.57***
0.88
1.90


1.74***
2.64***
1.00

1.49***
0.98
0.87
0.88
0.07***


11

Ȥ2
Pseudo R2
df

†p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001..

0.97


1.07
1.24†

-1721.7

11



1.60***

Georgia

Union type (married omitted)
Cohabiting
Age \HDUVRPLWWHG
\HDUV
56-79 years
Education (primary omitted)
Secondary
Tertiary
Religiousness
Division of paid labor (male breadwinner omitted)
Female breadwinner
Both breadwinner
No breadwinner
Divorced
Child prior unions <18yrs
Constant

Bulgaria

-2170.5
0.02
11

1.58**
2.02***
1.24
1.40**
0.69


-1658.8
0.04
11

1.41†
1.59**
0.88
1.21
0.77



1.69**
1.12**


1.50**
1.05


0.14
11


2.27***
0.97
2.04***
0.89
0.07***

1.17

0.98

0.90
0.95




1.02
1.21

Germany


Russia
2.74***

2.45***

Romania

-2599.2
0.20
11

2.14***
2.00***
0.99
2.52***
1.08
0.08***

1.52***

0.97

0.71***
0.75**

5.92***

France

7DEOH6XPPDU\RIORJLVWLFUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VLVIRUYDULDEOHVSUHGLFWLQJLQGHSHQGHQWPRQH\PDQDJHPHQWE\XQLRQW\SH
IRUFRKDELWHUV 1  DQGWKHPDUULHG 1  FRQWUROOLQJIRUVHOHFWLRQSURFHVVHVRGGVUDWLRV
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children in the household as well as separation thoughts to the model. The
results are presented in Table 4.3. Including the commitment measures
decreases the effect of union type on money management strategies in
all countries. In Georgia, differences between cohabiting and married
LQGLYLGXDOV UHPDLQ RQO\ PDUJLQDOO\ VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQL¿FDQW 7KH HIIHFWV RI
the selection variables remain virtually unchanged, with the exception of
the effects of two variables (results not shown). First, older age turns from
a negative to a positive effect in Germany and France and thus becomes in
OLQHZLWK¿QGLQJVIURPDOORWKHUFRXQWULHV6HFRQGWKHQHJDWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQ
between the presence of children from prior unions in the household and
VHSDUDWH SXUVHV UHDFKHV PDUJLQDO VWDWLVWLFDO VLJQL¿FDQFH LQ 5RPDQLD DQG
VWDWLVWLFDO VLJQL¿FDQFH DW WKH  OHYHO LQ *HUPDQ\ /LNHOLKRRG UDWLR WHVWV
UHYHDOWKDWFRQWUROOLQJIRULQWHUSHUVRQDOFRPPLWPHQWVLJQL¿FDQWO\LPSURYHG
WKHPRGHO¿WIRUHDFKRIWKHFRXQWULHV
The longer the union duration, the lower the likelihood that a couple keeps
income separate. The effect of union duration is particularly strong in Western
European countries where the effect of union type decreases strongly after
partnership duration is controlled for (step-wise models not shown). As
H[SHFWHGMRLQWELRORJLFDOFKLOGUHQGHFUHDVHWKHRGGVRIVHSDUDWHSXUVHVLQ
IRXU RXW RI VL[ FRXQWULHV VLJQL¿FDQWO\ VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW D FRXSOH¶V ¿QDQFLDO
OLYHV JHW PRUH LQWHUWZLQHG ZKHQ WKH\ VKDUHV WKH UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU D MRLQW
child. Separation thoughts turn out to be a very strongly linked to income
pooling preferences in all countries. Respondents who considered breaking
up with their partner have a strongly increased likelihood to keep money
separate. Although including commitment factors reduces the cross-national
variation in the effect of cohabitation on independent money management, it
UHPDLQVVLJQL¿FDQWDQGYDULHVEHWZHHQLQ*HRUJLDDQGLQ*HUPDQ\
Finally, we expected in Hypothesis 4, that taking into account marriage plans
of cohabiters and the cohabitation experience of married individuals might
explain differences in the income organization of both union types. Table
4.4 presents the results of a regression model that replaces the dichotomized
union type variable by a fourfold typology in order to test within-group
heterogeneity.
,QDOOFRXQWULHVERWKW\SHVRIPDUULHGLQGLYLGXDOV±WKRVHZKRPDUULHGGLUHFWO\
DQGWKRVHZKRGLGVRDIWHUFRKDELWDWLRQZLWKWKHLUVSRXVH±DUHOHVVOLNHO\WR
keep money separate than cohabiters. Only in Romania and France do we
REVHUYHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQL¿FDQWGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHLQFRPHSRROLQJVWUDWHJLHV
between both groups of married respondents. Whereas Romanian spouses
who cohabited before they got married are less likely to keep money separate
WKDQWKRVHZKRPDUULHGGLUHFWO\)UHQFKH[FRKDELWHUVDUH±DVK\SRWKHVL]HG±

†p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001.
Note: Generations and Gender Surveys 2004-2006.
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0.04
14
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15
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-1624.7
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-2295.6
0.15
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-2515.7
0.22
15

7DEOH6XPPDU\RIORJLVWLFUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VLVIRUYDULDEOHVSUHGLFWLQJLQGHSHQGHQWPRQH\PDQDJHPHQWE\XQLRQW\SH
IRUFRKDELWHUV 1  DQGWKHPDUULHG 1  FRQWUROOLQJIRUVHOHFWLRQSURFHVVHV RPLWWHGIURPWDEOH
DQGOHYHORIFRPPLWPHQWRGGVUDWLRV
Bulgaria Georgia Romania Russia Germany France
Union type (married omitted)
Cohabiting
1.60*** 1.29†

2.11*** 4.62*** 
Union duration in years
0.99*
0.99
1.00
0.98**
0.97*** 0.95***
Joint biological child <18 yrs (no omitted)
0.65*** 0.88

0.89
0.62*** 0.64***
Separation thoughts (no omitted)

1.74**
4.55*** 2.44*** 1.52**
2.22***
not answered
0.79**

Constant
0.11*** 0.04*** 


0.17***
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more likely to keep money separate than those who married directly. For the
other countries, these results indicate that income pooling strategies within
a marriage are not associated with premarital cohabitation. We thus found
little support for the assumption that premarital cohabitation is relevant for
income pooling strategies within marriage.
Apart from Bulgaria and Georgia where no or only marginal differences
ZHUHREVHUYHGEHWZHHQDQ\RIWKHFRKDELWDWLRQDQGPDUULDJHW\SHVZH¿QG
that cohabiters with marriage plans differ less from the married couples
than cohabiters without such plans. Cohabiters who do not have short-term
marriage intentions have higher odds to keep at least some of their income
separate than the “marriage-minded” cohabiters. Differences between both
W\SHVRIFRKDELWHUVDUHRQO\VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQL¿FDQWLQ5XVVLD*HUPDQ\DQG
)UDQFH:HWKXV¿QGVRPHHPSLULFDOVXSSRUWIRUZLWKLQJURXSKHWHURJHQHLW\
among cohabiters with regard to income organization.
4.5. Discussion
In this chapter, cohabiting and married couples were compared with regard
to their income pooling strategies across different countries. The aim was
to examine the extent to which cohabiters and the married differ in their
income pooling strategies, and to analyze whether the factors that account
for these differences vary across countries. In accordance with prior research
(OL]DEHWK  +DPSORYD  +HLPGDO DQG +RXVHNQHFKW 
Lyngstad et al., 2011; Vogler, Brockmann and Wiggins, 2008), support
was found for Hypothesis 1 that cohabiters are more inclined towards
LQGHSHQGHQWPRQH\PDQDJHPHQWLQIRXURIWKHVL[FRXQWULHV:HGLGQRW¿QG
such differences in Georgia and Bulgaria. We can imagine two explanations.
First, cohabiting unions in these countries tend to be particularly short lived
and the predominant exit from cohabitation constitutes marriage rather than
separation (own cohort analysis of the cumulative incidence of marriage and
separation as two competing events based on GGS data, not shown). It could
thus be that cohabiters adapt income pooling as the predominant way in
which money is organized within marriage right from the start of their union.
Second, as we have discussed earlier, income pooling might be an expression
of economic constraints rather than an individual preference and couples
might need to pool all their resources to make ends meet. Within our sample
of countries, Georgia and Bulgaria have the lowest Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) and are particular poor countries in European comparison (The
World Bank 2012). It could thus be that independent money management is
not feasible for couples in these countries, regardless of their marital status.

†p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001.

Constant
Ȥ2
Pseudo R2
df

0.11***

0.04
16
-1715.9
0.04
17

0.04***

0.04
16


-1621.6
0.06
16

0.12***
-2292.2
0.15
16


-2502.9

17

7DEOH6XPPDU\RIORJLVWLFUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VLVIRUYDULDEOHVSUHGLFWLQJLQGHSHQGHQWPRQH\PDQDJHPHQWE\WZRW\SHV
RIFRKDELWHUV 1  DQGWZRW\SHVRIWKHPDUULHG 1  FRQWUROOLQJIRUVHOHFWLRQSURFHVVHVDQGOHYHORI
FRPPLWPHQW RPLWWHGIURPWDEOH RGGVUDWLRV
Bulgaria Georgia Romania
Russia Germany
France
Union type (married directly omitted)
Married after cohabitation
1.06
0.98
0.67**

1.14
1.47***
Cohabiting with marriage plans

1.22
2.00**
1.74**
4.16***
4.09***
Cohabiting no marriage plans


2.19**
2.72*** 5.89***
6.42***
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We examined the relevance of selection in explaining the differences
between cohabiters’ and spouses’ money management. Although several
potential selection factors were related to income pooling, these factors were
hardly capable of explaining the relationship between union type and income
SRROLQJ VWUDWHJ\ :H ¿QG WKDW ROGHU LQGLYLGXDOV WKRVH ZLWK D XQLYHUVLW\
degree, unions in which the female or both partners where highly attached to
the labor market, as well as those previously divorced (in Western Europe) to
EHPRUHLQFOLQHGWRNHHSPRQH\VHSDUDWH7KHVHUHVXOWVUHSOLFDWH¿QGLQJVIRU
other countries (Burgoyne and Morison, 1997; Hamplova, 2009; Heimdal
DQG+RXVHNQHFKW/\QJVWDGet al7UHDV9RJOHUet al.,
2008). In all countries, the effect of cohabitation on independent money
management remained considerable, implying that the selection factors
considered here were not explaining much of the differences in the income
pooling strategies of cohabiting and married couples and if they did, they
did more so in contexts where cohabitation is more prevalent. Given the
SRSXODULW\ RI WKH VHOHFWLRQ K\SRWKHVLV RXU ¿QGLQJV VXJJHVW WKDW VHOHFWLRQ
cannot be the whole story and that it is likely that there must be inherent
GLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQFRKDELWDWLRQDQGPDUULDJHWKDWLQÀXHQFHKRZFRXSOHV
manage their money. Selection, however, might still play some role. We could
only include a limited number of selection factors that have been discussed
in the literature and our choice might not be exhaustive. Particularly for the
Eastern European countries, very little is known about the selection processes
into cohabitation and we might have missed factors attracting individuals to
cohabitation and individual money management in these societies.
Next, we examined the assumption that inherent differences between
cohabitation and marriage concerning the relationship itself explain this
YDULDWLRQ:H¿QGLQGHHGWKDWGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHLQWHUSHUVRQDOFRPPLWPHQWRI
cohabiting and married couples are associated with their money management
strategies. Differences between cohabiting and married couples were strongly
reduced (particularly in Germany and France) after controlling for union
duration in four of the six countries. The longer a relationship lasts, the more
entangled the partners’ lives become and the more likely it becomes that they
opt for pooled economic resources. First, our results imply that the different
average union duration of cohabiting and married relationships accounts for
a lot of the variation in the money management within both union types.
7KLVLVLQOLQHZLWKWKH¿QGLQJVRI/\QJVWDGet al. (2011) for Norway. Most
of the previous studies on cohabiters’ money management however did not
include union duration in their analysis (Hamplova, 2009; Vogler et al.,
 6HFRQGWKHVH¿QGLQJVVXJJHVWWKDWORQJWHUPFRKDELWHUVDUHOLNHO\
to behave more similar to married couples in the economic organization of
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their household income. This is interesting because it is widely assumed that
long-term cohabiting unions are the most ideologically inspired ones. If so,
it suggests that there are either institutional pressures on these couples that
make them pool their income (e.g. buying a house together).
Joint biological children below age 18 are associated with lower odds of
NHHSLQJPRQH\VHSDUDWH7KLV¿QGLQJVXJJHVWVWKDWDFRXSOH¶V¿QDQFLDOOLYHV
JHW PRUH LQWHUWZLQHG ZKHQ WKH\ KDYH MRLQW UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU D ELRORJLFDO
FKLOG7KLV¿QGLQJKDVLPSRUWDQWLPSOLFDWLRQVDVDQLQFUHDVLQJQXPEHURI
children are born to cohabiting parents. It suggests that the presence of
children might become an increasingly crucial determinant which money
management strategy couples apply, regardless of the union type they are
in. Despite on-going changes in individuals’ living arrangements and family
FRQWH[WSDUHQWKRRGHQFRXUDJHV¿QDQFLDOVROLGDULW\ZLWKLQDFRXSOHZKHWKHU
the parents are married or not.
In line with our expectations, separation thoughts were associated with a
higher likelihood of keeping income separate. We argued that thinking about
EUHDNLQJXSVLJQL¿HVORZFRPPLWPHQWZKLFKLQWXUQGLVFRXUDJHVLQGLYLGXDOV
to pool their income. However, some sort of reversed causality could be
RSHUDWLYHDVZHOO7KHDEVHQFHRIDMRLQWSRROFRXOGFDXVHRUVLJQLI\DORZHU
commitment to the partner and in turn lead to thoughts about separation.
Longitudinal data are needed to shed light on this issue.
In three of the six countries (Germany, France, Russia), cohabiters with
marriage plans are less likely to keep money separate than cohabiters without
PDULWDO LQWHQWLRQV D ¿QGLQJ DOVR UHSRUWHG E\ /\QJVWDG DQG FROOHDJXHV
(2011) for Norway. Cohabiters anticipating marriage might already have a
SUHIHUHQFHIRUMRLQW¿QDQFHVRUPLJKWVWDUWDGRSWLQJPDUULDJHOLNHEHKDYLRUV
after the decision to get married has been made. This difference within the
group of cohabiters stresses the importance of taking the heterogeneity
among cohabiters into account. Cohabiters anticipating marriage behave
more similar to married couples than cohabiters not thinking about getting
married.
:H ¿QG OLWWOH VXSSRUW IRU WKH K\SRWKHVLV WKDW PDUULHG FRXSOHV ZKR KDG
cohabited before their marriage are more likely to keep money separate during
marriage than those who married straight away. The only exception is France
where virtually all co-resident unions start by unmarried cohabitation. Those
who marry directly thus constitute a selective group, and their high likelihood
WRKDYHMRLQWPRQH\PDQDJHPHQWPLJKWEHPRUHUHODWHGWRUHOLJLRXVQHVVRU
conservatism than to different levels of interpersonal commitment.
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Although we were able to illustrate the existence of substantial heterogeneity
among both cohabiting and married couples in their income pooling
strategies, the effect of cohabitation on keeping money separate remained
VWURQJ DQG VLJQL¿FDQW 7KLV ¿QGLQJ FRXOG LQGLFDWH WKDW WKH LQVWLWXWLRQ RI
PDUULDJHLQGXFHVDFRXSOHWRDWWDFKDVSHFLDOVLJQL¿FDQFHWRWKHLUUHODWLRQVKLS
that differs substantively from cohabitation. In contrast to cohabitation,
marriage is a social institution, legally regulated and surrounded by clear
social expectations about how a married couple should behave. The norms
FRQFHUQLQJPDUULDJHDOVRFRQFHUQ¿QDQFLDODUUDQJHPHQWVVXFKDVPDWHULDO
support and inheritance and thus offer an institutional framework for mutual
solidarity between spouses. Hence, marriage seems to be strongly associated
ZLWKMRLQW¿QDQFHVLQDOOFRXQWULHVLQFOXGHGLQRXUVWXG\7KLV¿QGLQJLPSOLHV
that marriage is such a strong institution that it mainstreams prior cohabiters.
Since the decision whether to pool income has to be made by every couple
at one point in the course of their relationship, the availability of longitudinal
data for future research would allow examining at what point in the course
of an intimate relationship the decision to pool income is being made as well
as which couples change their money management over time.
Another limitation of this study is that we do not differentiate between partial
pooling and keeping all income separate. Burgoyne and colleagues (2007)
LGHQWL¿HG SDUWLDO SRROLQJ DV D GLVWLQFW PRQH\ PDQDJHPHQW VWUDWHJ\ DV LW
shares similarities with both independent money management and complete
SRROLQJ&RXSOHVHPSOR\LQJSDUWLDOSRROLQJPDQDJHDVLJQL¿FDQWSURSRUWLRQ
RIWKHLQFRPHLQGHSHQGHQWO\EXWERWKSDUWQHUVKDYHDFFHVVWRMRLQWPRQH\
for collective expenses. We acknowledge this important distinction that is
particularly relevant in thinking about its consequences for access to and
FRQWURORI¿QDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVZLWKLQFRXSOHV2XUGDWDGLGQRWDOORZXVWR
further distinguish among those not pooling all of their resources as the
number of observations is too small.
Finally, we explored whether country differences in the effect of union type
on income pooling strategies were related to different selection processes into
money management strategies across countries or cross-national variation in
WKHOHYHORIFRPPLWPHQWLQFRKDELWDWLRQDQGPDUULDJH:H¿QGWKDWVHOHFWLRQ
processes into independent money mangement operate in the same way
across countries despite that the cohabiting populations differ in some of
their characteristics. Across Europe, selection however can explain little of
the differences between cohabiters’ and spouses’ different ways to manage
money. Variation in commitment factors however neither can exhaustively
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explain the variation in income pooling strategies of cohabiters and spouses
in different contexts.
It might be that the money management strategy that a couple pursues is
not only the outcome of an individual preference, but could also mirror
constraints. The socio-economic context of cohabiters might thus play a role
in how feasible it is to keep money separate. Cohabiters in Eastern European
countries are characterized by a lower level of education attainment and
participation in the labor market, both compared to married individuals in
their country but also compared to cohabiters in Western Europe. For them,
the question whether money should be kept separate might simply not come
up because these couples need all money to keep things running even if the
couple has ideological qualms about it. This explanation is supported by our
¿QGLQJWKDWGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHPRQH\PDQDJHPHQWEHWZHHQFRKDELWHUVDQG
VSRXVHVLQ(DVWHUQ(XURSHDUHVPDOOWREHJLQZLWKDQGKDUGO\LQÀXHQFHGE\
selection or commitment variables. In prosperous countries where people
earn more than they need for their basic needs, the idea of keeping at least
some of the money separate in order to increase individual autonomy might
make sense.
Nevertheless, the level of commitment accounts better for the variation in
Western European countries than in Eastern Europe. Another explanation
of the persistent country differences could thus be that the more normative
cohabitation becomes, the more diverse the cohabiting population in terms
of commitment involved. The persistence of country differences in the extent
to which cohabiters are more likely to keep money separate gives some
indication for the notion that Western European relationships are indeed
more individualized but also that cohabitation is a particularly individualized
union type. In Western Europe, individualistic and postmodern values are
highly accepted. People in these countries might therefore abstain from
income pooling for ideological reasons such as maintaining their individual
autonomy, even though they are highly committed to their partner.
Cohabitation even more than marriage, might be an expression of holding
such individualized values. As a consequence, levels of commitment cannot
exhaustively explain why cohabiters are more likely than married couples to
keep their money separate.
Alternatively, it could be that even in Western Europe, where cohabitation
is common and accepted, keeping money separate during cohabitation
might be a norm itself. When common sense does not expect cohabiters
to pool economic resources, cohabiters might be less likely to do so. In
Eastern Europe by contrast, norms to pool income within a couple might be
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particularly strong, regardless whether the partners are married or not. When
keeping income separate is considered a particular deviant behavior it is not
very likely to occur.
We explored interesting country differences in the six countries we examined,
and hereby opening promising avenues for future research. Analyzing
countries separately does not provide the empirically appropriate test of the
effect of the institutional context. When data on more countries is available,
applying multi-level models that include both individual and country level
indicators can be tested directly in their impact on money management
strategies.

