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Abstract:
A restrictive population policy led to almost doubling the number of newborns from one year to another in Romania in the 1960s. Twenty years later, this large generation (of women) enters a marriage market with few eligible older mates, in a society where marriage is a must. In this paper I analyze this social experiment within the broader frame of the marriage squeeze/ two sex models. Using various data from censuses and surveys, I argue that the marriage market is flexible even when is confronted with disproportionately large cohorts. If the social pressure toward marriage is strong, the marriage rates do not necessarily fall, but the mating age patterns change. 
Background
At any certain point in time, a number of males and females look for a marriage partner. Marriage matching is not a random, but a constrained process optimization with the future chosen partner being the one maximizing the constraints imposed. The search process is constrained from two different directions. On one hand, both men and women look for mates with certain characteristics - certain age, education, income, health status, ethnicity /race; on the other hand, they have to choose their partners from a defined array of available choices. Although they have plenty of paths within this system, the behavior of those participating in the process of marriage matching has to stay within the limits imposed by these sets of constraints. 
One of the assumptions of the family studies is that marriage behavior does not change unless some important social, political or economic problems affect the society. This is because, although some changes appear from one year to another, people tend to marry at more or less the same ages and with partners from similar age groups.  In fact, the idea of marriage as a conservative institution is so undoubted that any significant variation of its characteristics (age at marriage, percentage of single women, number of marriages) are interpreted as signs of important social changes  taking place in the society (Lesthaeghe, 1983). Social change is then seen as a latent variable with changes within marriage institution being manifestations of this latent variable. 
From this perspective, the nuptiality patterns observed in a certain population at a particular point in time can then be envisioned as the result of two components (Schoen, 1981): 1) marriage preferences, defined as degrees of attraction between males and females from certain age, educational, racial, ethnic (or other type of) groups; and 2) the availability of partners within these groups. Some perspectives define the two components as independent (Schoen, 1988), while others accept a certain level of interaction between these two (Ni Bhrolchain, 2001). A high marriage rate of a certain cohort of women presupposes the existence of enough suitable men, but the mere existence of a generous supply of suitable partners does not lead necessarily to a high rate of marriage (Goldman&all, 1984).When the availability of partners in some groups is restricted and there is ‘an imbalance between the numbers of males and females’ (Schoen, 1988), a marriages squeeze occurs and alters the marriage pattern (marriage rates, age at marriage, type of mates). The concept of marriage squeeze, in this perspective, implies that the attraction rates/forces between various age groups change only in response to the larger societal changes and are independent from the marriage market composition.
Generally, the number of men and women looking for a partner is balanced because the number of births increases or decreases slowly most of the time (Keilman, 1985). This is why the marriage squeeze appears (and it is studied) only in very particular situations, such as war or high emigration, situations that led to a sex imbalance on the marriage market. 
In one of the earliest studies of marriage squeeze, Henry (1966) studied the effects of WWI on the mating patterns in France. He highlighted the degree of imbalance between cohorts affected by the World War I by comparing the number of deaths for males and women in those cohorts. Although there was an (obvious) excess mortality for men during the World War I, Henry showed that the percentage of the single women in these generations did not increase significantly. In a study focused on Lebanon, Saxena & all (2004) looked to the effects of civil war and emigration on the marriage market. They argue that the political and social conditions (war and emigration) resulted in a marriage squeeze for women and it increased the prevalence of single women. Goodkind (1997) showed that, in Vietnam, a double marriage squeeze (against women, in the country, and against men among the Vietnamese emigrants) played an important role in delaying or foregoing marriage among the ethnic Vietnamese both home and abroad.
When marriage institution is changing, it is difficult to isolate the effects of marriage squeeze from the larger effect of social change. As many people in the developed world prefer to cohabitate instead of marrying nowadays, a fall in the marriage rates is perceived as a sign of changes in the marriage system rather than as a result of a marriage squeeze. Within this context, South and Lloyd (1992) studied the availability of suitable male mates on the US African American marriage market. They argued that, about 17% of the differences in marriage rates between whites and African Americans can be attributed to the lack of available males, while another 8% results from the lack of unemployment for the existent males. Qian & Preston (1993) study is as attempt to isolate the effects of changing marriage propensities (as a result of social change) from the changing availability of suitable (from the age and educational level point of view) mates. They showed that the changes in marriage rates were larger than the changes in the partners’ availability and concluded that, although there is variation in the availability of suitable mates, the changing forces of attraction are the main factor in explaining the decrease in the marriage rates during 1972-1987 in the US. With a similar approach, Raymo & Iwaswa (2005) analyzed the marriage changes on the Japanese marriage market in the past twenty years. They showed that the increase in the women’s level of education led to a decrease in the availability of suitable partners and this resulted in decreasing marriage rates for highly educated women. 
In this paper, I analyze an unusual situation in which a very large cohort (double than the previous ones) enters the marriage market. The imbalance between the number and men and women in this case is not due to war or migration, but it is a result of an unusually successful population policy, aiming toward higher fertility in a (then) state socialist country, Romania. 
Following Schoen (1988) I define the marriage squeeze as an imbalance in the number of females and males on a marriage market at a certain point in time. If we consider the attraction between males of age (x, x+n) and females age (y, y+n) as fixed, then an imbalance between the number of females and males in that particular age groups will lead to a change in the marriage rates and/ or age at marriage for these two groups. As the average difference between husband and wife at marriage is 3.5, there are obviously too few older available partners for the women in this cohort, so either many of them would have to remain single, or they have to look for partners outside of the traditional patterns. In the following, I will show that, if pressure toward marriage is strong, the marriage rates do not fall in the presence of a marriage market squeeze, but the mating patterns do change. 
Marry (even) if you can (‘t)
When demographers talk about the existence of a ‘European pattern of family’, they always refer to the Western European system of family, a particular type of household, characterized by late age at marriage for both men and women and the existence of a separate household for the young couple (Hajnal, 1982). With almost universal marriage, early age at marriage and young couples living, at least at the beginning, in the parents’ house, Eastern European countries have, historically, a type of family relationships more similar to the Asian than to the Western one (Goody, 1996). Although the zadruga household (multiple generations living in the same household) was not as common as some authors thought in Eastern Europe (Sklar, 1970; Botev, 1990), young couples tended to settle down close to their parents’ house and this proximity created and maintained very strong family relations. After the World War II, under the state socialism, the importance of family as an institution was reinforced here not only through propaganda and policies, but also by the ‘neo-traditionalism’ of the social life (Watson, 1995). Even after the 1990s political changes, many of the East European marriage patterns became more similar to the Western patterns, in the 1990s total marriage rates were around 28% lower in Western countries than in Eastern Europe (Sardon, 1993). 
As a country from Eastern Europe, Romania shares the characteristics of the region with relative low women’s age at first marriage (26 in 2002) and almost universal marriage (95.9% of women 45 and over were married at least once as the 2002 census data show). In the 1960s, fearing a population decline due to low fertility, several Eastern European countries used coercive measures to raise the number of children born (Bradatan and Firebaugh, 2007). Hungary, in 1953, restricted the access to abortion and contraceptives; in Bulgaria, by the end of 1960s, abortion restrictions were introduced for married women who were childless or had only one child. On October 1966, Romania adopted one of the strictest abortion laws, limiting legal access to abortion to a few well-defined medical situations for women at reproductive age. It also blocked access to contraceptive methods by neither producing nor importing them. The 1966’s decree resulted in almost doubling the number of newborns in 1967 in comparison with 1966 (Graphic 1). Although the number of births decreased slowly after 1969, the policy had long term consequences as it was successful in keeping the number of births above the replacement level for more than two decades. Their number returned to the pre 1967 level only in 1991, after the policy was changed and abortion allowed.

. 
--------------Graphic 1 about here -------------------------------------------------------------------
As Easterline pointed out, the effect of a generation size persists during the life circle (Easterline, 1987).The post 1966 generations suffered the consequences of being too large from the beginning (as there were not enough doctors to assist women at birth), throughout their school years (as the number of teachers had to increase sharply and sudden, many of them were poorly trained and schools did not have adequate space facilities) and throughout their marriage life (a marriage squeeze appears because there were too many in comparison with the preceding and subsequent cohorts). Their retirement years will also most likely be affected, as the number of working age people declined dramatically over the last 15 years. 

One of the consequences of being too large was that, when entering the marriage market, women from this generation would have had few available older mates to choose from. This happened in a society where women were experiencing  a high pressure to marry and not getting a husband was perceived as a failure. The pressure to marry was manifested through various factors. 
First, in a country were more than 95% of women are married by the age of 45, not being married defined oneself as an outlier. Although state socialist countries modernized quickly after 1945, with an urbanized and educated population, they were at the same time very traditional as the family remained the only trustful group. The institutions outside of family (clubs, unions) were heavily controlled by the communist leadership. The interaction between people and these organizations was controlled and artificially maintained by the communist party. The majority could not get involved or identified with these formal institutions so the family remained the only true place of social interaction, a protective space helping the individual to keep going through an ‘alien institutional environment’ (Watson, 1995). There were no real alternatives to being married and having a family, so marriage was almost universal in Romania and the divorce rates were relatively low.  In 2002, less than 5% of women age 45 and over were unmarried (2002 Romanian Census Data), and the total divorce rate was 0.2 (Recent demographic developments in Europe, 2004).
Secondly, being married facilitated the access to a house. Housing was a permanent problem in Eastern Europe, in general, and in Romania in particular. There were few opportunities to own one, so renting was the only viable possibility. However, renting was controlled by the state, and as there were always too many applicants and only a few houses, those married would have priority and be pushed in front of the queues.
Thirdly, having sexual relationships without being married was very much discouraged by the Communist Party as immoral behavior. Such a behavior (if known) would have been recorded in one’s career file and it could bring severe problems. This does not mean that there were no people having sexual relationships outside of marriage, but they were few and not openly recognizing it. Cohabitation was never a popular choice: in 2002, when cohabitation was recorded for the first time in the census data, more than a decade after the fall of the communist regime, only 3.7% of women cohabited in Romania.
All these factors created an enormous social pressure in the society toward getting married. The large 1967 cohort raised and socialized with the idea that a woman has to marry, were faced with a deficit of mates from the earlier cohorts. They had to adapt to the realities of the marriage market and to change the pattern of marriage rates and distributions or to face the challenges of remaining singles and being perceived as a failure. In the following, I will document this adaptation using data from various sources. 

Data and methods
In this paper, I used three types of data: aggregate level data (from the Romanian National Institute for Statistics and European databases) ; micro-level data from two surveys (Barometer of Gender (2000) and Barometer of Opinion (1999-2003)) and the 10% 2002 Romanian Micro-census Data, made available by the Minnesota Population center. 
The aggregate level data refers to the number of marriages for men and women of various ages for selected years, the marital status population distribution in selected years and the distribution of first marriages for women.

The survey data (Barometer of Gender (2000), Barometer of Opinion (1999-2003)) come from cross sectional and repeated cross sectional surveys, using national representative samples of Romanian population. Each of these samples has between 1800 to 2000 respondents. From these surveys I extracted the questions related to demographic characteristics of the respondents and their wives (husbands), and I pooled the data together. The final file contains 19288 cases. 
The Microcensus (10% 2002 Romanian census) data consists in about 2,000,000 cases provided by the Minnesota Population Center in collaboration with the Romanian National Institute of Statistics. Two separated files were used out of these data: one with couples where at least one partner was born during 1961-1975 and one with females (married or not) born during 1961-1975. Census data include information regarding the year/ age at marriage only for women who are currently in their first marriage, so I had to link the husbands and wives to compute men’s age at marriage. 80% to 85% of all marriages contracted during1980 to 2000 are first marriages for both bride and groom and 86% to 90% of marriages are first marriages for the bride (Table 1). Five different three year cohort groups are compared here (cohorts 1961-1963; 1964-1966; 1967-1969; 1970-1972; 1973-1975) as well as seven one year cohorts (1964, 1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970) to highlight the changes occurring in the marriage behavior of the cohort 1967-1969 relative to the other cohort groups and of the 1967 in comparison with previous and following cohorts. Although for these analyses I used data from the 10% 2002 census sample, I was also able to compare some of the results (from this sample) with the data from the whole census. In order to isolate the marriage squeeze effects from the changes in marriage behavior brought by other factors, I assumed that generations very close in age (3 or less age difference) would be equally affected by the societal changes, so any observed differences between their marriage behavior are the sole  result of differences in size between these generations. 


I used the harmonic mean function (Schoen, 1988) to decompose the changes in the marriage rates in changes due to the mates’ availability and changes due to other factors. Schoen (1988) used initially the harmonic mean function to solve the ‘two-sex problem’ resulting from the fact that observed marriage rates for both men and women cannot be incorporated at the same time in demographic models.  The idea behind using the harmonic mean is that the marriage rates result from a combination of two sets of factors : 1) societal factors such as pressure to marry and different levels of attraction between certain males/ females groups (defined by educational background, race, ethnicity, occupation, etc), and 2) the availability of partner (marriage market composition). If Wtn(x) is the number of single women age [x, x+n) in year t, Mtn(y) is the number of single men age [y, y+n) in year t, Ctn(x, y)  is the number of marriages occurring in year t between women age [x, x+n) and men age [y, y+n), than the attraction force between these two age groups (Atn(x,y)) is defined as the sum of their marriage rates:
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From (1), 
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This is equivalent with:
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Equation (3) shows that the number of marriages between males age [y,y+n) and females age [x, x+n) is a combination between the attraction force (Atn(x,y)) and the harmonic mean of the number of men and women from those age groups on the marriage market in year t.
From (3), rate of marriage (RMtn (x,y)) for women age [x, x+n) to men age [y, y+n) in year t will be:
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If we consider the attraction force as being independent from the marriage market composition, then we can estimate the impact of the marriage market composition in a certain year by comparing the observed number of marriages (or rates) with counterfactual data resulting from replacing the current marriage market composition with a different (previous or future) one. Qian and Preston (1993) used a similar approach to analyze the relationship between marriage and education level in the US; Raymo and Iwaswa (2005) employed the same function to show the role played by the marriage squeeze in the declining marriage rates for highly educated women in Japan.


I computed two types of counterfactual marriage data: one in which the women in 1967 would have kept the force of attraction for various age groups of men similar to the women born in 1966 and a second one in which I kept the males availability pattern similar to the one that the 1966s cohort experienced. I also looked to the role education played in the marriage patterns. Women’s legal age at marriage for women in Romania is 15, so I focus this research on the post 1980s years.  
 Results
Table 1 shows the general statistical picture of marriage in Romania between 1980 and 2000
. The nuptiality rate increased since 1985 to 1990, and decreased slowly after. Between 1986-1991, the 1967-69 cohorts had an important effect on the marriage market, as more than 1 out of 3 marriages involved a bride from this generation. As Table 1 shows, the nuptiality rate and the number of marriage increased or remained unchanged in 1986-1991, despite the fact of having a large cohort of women entering a marriage market. The difference in average age at first marriage between groom and bride is around 3.5 for all years, it increased to 4 between 1980 -1985 and it decreased after 1986. There is also an increase in both number of marriages and percentage of first marriages for brides after 1986 when the large young generations of 1967 – 1969 had an important presence on the marriage market. A one sex (male and female) life table marriage analysis for 1980-2000 (using data from the 10% census sample) shows that marriage became less and less attractive during the years: only 8.5% of a male cohort and 6.6% of a female cohort would have remained single based on the 1980 marriage rates, while 34% of males and 31% of females would remain unmarried based on the 2000 data.

 ------------------------Table 1 -------------------------------------------------------------

Using the survey data, I compared the distribution of first marriages for women age 15-31 years
, born in 1964-1966 with women born in 1967-1969 (Figure 2).
--------------------------------Figure 2 --------------------------------------------------

As the graph shows, there is not only a change in the mean age at first marriage (20.9 years for generation 1964-1966, 21.4 for generation 1967-1969), but the shape of the distribution changed too, with more women from generation 1964-1966 marrying around the mean age. Percentage of women from 1967-1969 generation marrying before the age of 31 is slightly lower than the percentage for 1964-1966 generation (89% for 1964-1966, 86% for 1967-1969), but the difference is only 3%.
The distribution of age differences between husband and wives (Figure 3), for women born in 1964-1966 and 1967-1969, shows that generations 1967-1969 adapted to the shortage of men using two mechanisms: by marrying men from a larger pool of ages than the 1964-1966 generation did
 (standard deviation is 4 years for 1964-1966 generation and 4.8 years for 1967-1969) and by marrying, in a higher proportion, men of the their age or younger (11.5% of married women born in 1967-1969 are married to men of the same age, but only 7.7% of married women born 1964-1966 are in the same situation; 20.3% of women born 1967-1969 are married to men who have the same age or are younger than they are, 16.8% of women born during 1964-1966 are in the same situation). This behavior also influenced the difference in mean age between husband and wife, generation of 1967-1969 having a 3.8 years average difference and generation 1964-1966, 4 years.
-----------------------------------Figure 3 ---------------------------------------------------

In terms of difference in level of education between husband and wife, there are no significant changes between cohorts of women born in 1964-1966 and those born in 1967-1969. With an average difference of 0.1 years and a standard deviation of 2.2 years (2.3 for 1967-1969), the two distributions are almost identical.  This shows that the education level was something that the post 1967 women cohorts did not give up as easy as the age of their mates.
The percentage of women never married is low for both cohort 1964-1966 (2.2%) and for the 1967-1969 cohort (6.6%). If we look only to the differences between 1966 and 1967 cohort, 5.3% of women born in 1967 are unmarried and only 2.3% of women born in 1966 were never married by the time of survey. The figures are close to what I have got from first marriages data presented above (Figure 2). For men, the percentages of unmarried are much closer for 1966 and 1967 generations: 6.5% of men born in 1966 are unmarried and in comparison with 7.7% of men born in 1967.
Using the census data, I analyzed in more in depth these marriage related changes.  Figure 4
 shows the distribution of age difference between husband and wife for women born in 1964- 1969 who were in the first marriage in 2002:

 ------Figure 4-------------------------------------
In order to compare our sample with the general census data, I did the same computations based on statistics coming from the whole census published by the Romanian National Institute of Statistics and I have got similar patterns (results not shown).

The distribution of the age difference between husband and wife, for women born between 1964 -1969, shows that the 1967 women generation shifted from the 1962-1966 distribution with one positive local maximum (that is, the highest percentage of marriages was with men 1 to 3 years older) to a distribution with two local maximum points - a high 0 or negative maximum (men from the same cohort or younger) and positive one (men 2 or more years older).While 82.2% of (married) women born in 1966 married men at least 1 year older and only 6.2% of the 1966 women married men from their cohort, 75.7% of the 1967 (married) women married older men and 11.5 %  of them married men from their cohort (almost two times more than in 1966 cohort). The 1962-1965 had similar patterns as the 1966 cohort: between 6-6.5% married men born in the same year and between 85-89% married older men. Generations following the 1967 cohort (1968-1970) had similar patterns to the 1967 cohort, although the younger generations (1970) tend to come back to the patterns of the pre 1967 cohorts, as fewer of them marry men from their cohorts and more marry older men (results not shown). What we witness here is a change in the type of partners women marry in the 1967: if before, most of the women would marry men 2 or more years older, the post 1967 generations married within their age group and had chosen mates from a larger array of ages. Although the graphic is pretty clear, it is not clear if the lack of older man pushed the women to change their preferences, or if their preferences changed because of other factors.

The age of marriage is higher for women born in 1967-1969 in comparison with previous cohorts, but also in comparison with the younger cohorts (21.08 for 1967-1969; 20.73 for 1964-1966 and 20.87 for 1970-1972).The difference in age at marriage between the 1967-1969 and 1970-1972 cohorts can be explained by the relative young age of the 1970-1972 cohorts at the time of the census (28-30), but the difference in age at marriage between  the 1967-1969 and 1964-1966 cohorts cannot be explained by the same factor ( the 1967-1969 cohort is younger than the 1964-1966, so if the difference is due to the difference in age at the time of the interview, than the difference should be negative, not positive).
In order to highlight the changes in the attraction forces between the 1966 and 1967 cohorts, I decompose the marriage rates for women born in 1967 in the two components listed in the methods area: marriage market composition and attraction forces. I then computed two counterfactual marriage rates (Table 2) by: 1) replacing the composition of the marriage market in 1967 with that faced by the 1966 cohort, and keeping the forces of attraction to the 1967 level (Expected 1) and 2) replacing the 1967 attraction forces  with those from 1966, but kept the marriage composition from 1967 (Expected 2).  Expected 1 column is then a response to the question: how many marriages would have been occurred among the 1967 cohort, if they would have available similar marriage market structure as the 1966 cohort (that is, if they would not have been faced with a shortage of older mates)? Expected 2 values respond to the question: how many marriages would have been recorded among the 1967 cohort if they would have kept the same partnership structure as the 1966 cohort did (that is, if they would have chosen their husbands in the same way) but faced with their own cohort marriage market? In both cases, I used n=1 (I computed the rates for each 1 year age interval, both for men and women) which resulted in two tables (37 rows, 21 columns) containing the attraction forces applied to the respective age compositions.

In mathematical terms, for Expected 1 (E1), the equation is:
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This situation is one in which the attraction forces between men and women of different ages are kept at the 1967 cohort level, but the composition of the marriage market (the availability of male partners) is changed to the 1966 level (a much more friendly marriage market). In other words, the composition of the marriage market reflects the male/female population composition faced by the 1966 cohort, while the attraction forces are kept at the 1967 cohort level.
For Expected 2 (E2) the equation is:
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This situation is one in which the composition of the marriage market (the availability of male partners) is kept at the 1967 level while the attraction forces between men and women of different ages are changed to the 1966 cohort level. In other words, the composition of the marriage market reflects the male/female population composition faced by the 1967 cohort, while the attraction forces are those reflected by the 1966 cohort marriage behavior.

---------------------------------------Table 2 -----------------------------------

The results in Table 2  show that when we replace the marriage market structure faced by the 1967 women cohort with the marriage market composition faced by the 1966 cohort (column 2, Expected 1), the 1967 cohort rates of marriages increased. 88% of the 1967 cohort would have been married by the age of 34, that is, 5% more women would have been married by the age of 34. The age at marriage would have been also 1 year lower for the 1967 cohort in this case (20.7 instead of 21.7).
When I use the forces of attraction from the 1966 cohort and apply them to the 1967 marriage market composition (column 3, Expected 2), the rates of marriage are lower than the observed ones, the percentage of women married by the age of 34 is 69% (instead of the observed 83%), and the age at marriage is higher than the observed one (22). This shows that, in the 1967 cohort would have kept the mating patterns of the 1966 cohort, 14% more of them would be single at age 34 and those who married would have married later than they did.

The large 1967 women cohort was faced with only two choices: either they would switch to a different pattern of partnership, and keep the marriage rate high, or many of them would remain unmarried. In a society where marriage was a must, they adopted the most accepted solution and married whatever partners were available, despite facing an unfriendly marriage market. These results show that the 1967 cohort adopted the first option: they adapted to the shortage of older men by changing the age patterns of partnership and they were able to keep their rates of marriage high. With a low supply of older mates, they focused more on finding partners within their own cohorts; they married younger men or more often accepted  much older partners. 
Conclusions
This paper discusses a particular case of a marriage market faced with the entrance of an unusually large cohort (almost double than the previous one). Looking mainly on how marriage market was affected by the large size of this cohort, I showed that women from large cohorts adapted well to the shortage of mates. 

Not long ago, the idea of “demographically lucky” was very popular among social science researchers in US. The large cohorts of baby boomers, generations considered by many as especially ‘unlucky’, were subject of numerous books and articles explaining how important is the size of a cohort for the life of those who happened to be part of that generation.  Marriage market, employment, housing prices and many other aspects were shown to be influenced by the changes in cohort dimensions.  However, what I document here is that, at least on the marriage market, it might be that the large cohorts do better than it was thought if they are able and willing to adapt and look for new ways to deal with their lives.
Such a big discrepancy between the sizes of two close cohorts as in the case of Romanian 1966 and 1967 generations is very rare in history. These differences in size can only be the result of unexpected events such as war, migration or, in this case, a policy restricting abortion. Women of the Romanian post 1966 generations had to be, in a sense, revolutionary; they had to change the existing marriage pattern in order to get mates. If they would have been born a couple of years before, or even a couple of years later, their life would have been different, and they would, for sure, find mates much easier than they did. Some of them had to marry later than they expected, accepting  too old or too young mates, more of them accepted men that were divorced or widowers and some of them never married. They were able, however, to maintain high rates of marriage despite the shortage of mates from older cohorts, by changing the age patterns of their partners. This strategy worked well because the post 1967 increase in the number of births was not a spike, but an upward change that decayed over the next years, so the younger generations provided enough male mates for them. Qian & Preston (1993)’s study of a marriage market (1972-1987, US) with decreasing rates concluded that, although there was a  variation in the availability of suitable mates, the changing forces of attraction were the main factor in explaining the decrease in the marriage rates. The present study reinforces these conclusions from a different direction: if the pressure to marry stays high, a shortage of partners will not have a significant effect on a marriage market with high rates.
Education seems to be a much stronger constraint than age as the 1967 and the 1966 generations of women tended to marry men with similar levels of education. Other data          ( Barometer of Gender (2000)) reinforce the conclusion that, in Romania, partner’s education is perceived as a more important factor in a marriage than the age: about 3 out of 4 women think the age difference between partners is the least important thing for a good marriage while only 1 out of 3 think the difference in education. This emphasis on education is not necessarily a Romanian cultural trait; as Raymo & Iwaswa (2005) documented, the lack of suitable educated partners played a significant role in decreasing women marriage rates in Japan.

In a given context it is difficult to separate the marriage preferences from the availability of marriage mates as both of them contribute to the realization of a certain nuptiality pattern. Ni Bhrolchain (2001), following Burkley, argues that a pattern is not necessarily the result of preferences, but can be very well the effect of not being able to follow certain preferences due to the lack or insufficient partners with certain characteristics. This is precisely the situation I described in here: a change in the characteristics of the marriage behavior (increasing age at marriage, type of partners selected) due to the inconsistencies between marriage preferences and the available mates (Schoen, 1988).

The marriage rates were described in the literature as being determined by the different sets of factors: marriage market composition and attraction forces. This model has many qualities – one of them being the relative easiness to delimitate the influence that a marriage squeeze would have on the marriage rates – but, as usually happens, it appears that the reality is more complicated than this.  The attraction between various age groups of males and females is not independent from the marriage market structure and, when the pressure to marry is high people change their preferences fast and get whatever is available. The age constraint is not a strong one – women adapt easily to a marriage squeeze situation by changing the type of partners they choose. 

Marriage squeeze used to be defined based on the supposition that the attraction rates do not change easily. This appears not to be the case here: attraction rates do change in response to a marriage market disruption when the pressure to marry is high. If marrying is a must, people would adapt their age preferences in order to keep the marriage rates high; if not, as other studies show, more women (or men) would remain single.
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Table 1. Measures of marriage behavior, Romania, 1980-2000


[image: image6.emf]Year

Total number 

of marriages

Nuptiality 

rate

Percentage of 

first 

marriages for 

bride and 

groom

Percentage of 

first 

marriages for 

bride

Diff. in age at 

marriage *

St. dev. **

1980 182,671        8.2 81% 88% 3.4 3.8

1981 182,973        8.2 81% 87% 3.5 3.6

1982 174,448        7.8 80% 86% 3.5 3.8

1983 163,826        7.3 80% 86% 3.7 3.8

1984 164,110        7.3 80% 86% 3.9 3.8

1985 161,094        7.1 80% 86% 4.0 3.9

1986 167,254        7.3 80% 86% 4.0 3.9

1987 168,079        7.3 81% 87% 3.9 4.0

1988 172,527        7.5 81% 87% 3.7 4.0

1989 177,943        7.7 82% 87% 3.4 3.9

1990 192,652        8.3 85% 90% 3.2 3.8

1991 183,388        7.9 85% 90% 3.1 3.7

1992 174,593        7.7 85% 90% 3.2 3.9

1993 161,595        7.1 84% 90% 3.3 3.9

1994 154,221        6.8 81% 88% 3.6 4.1

1995 153,943        6.8 81% 88% 3.5 4.2

1996 150,388        6.7 81% 88% 3.5 4.2

1997 147,105        6.5 80% 87% 3.5 4.2

1998 145,303        6.5 80% 87% 3.5 4.3

1999 140,014        6.2 80% 87% 3.3 4.2

2000 135,808        6.1 79% 86% 3.4 4.5

* Difference in age at marriage, first marriage for bride, based on the 2002 census data micro-sample

**Standard deviance of difference in age at marriage, first marriages for bride, based on the 2002 census data micro-sample

Source: Romanian Demographic Yearbook, 2001; 2002 Census Micro-sample and author’s computations

Table 2. Number of marriages, observed in 1967 (Observed (1967), expected based on the 1966 marriage market composition (Expected 1) and expected based on the 1966 structure of the attraction forces (Expected 2)


[image: image7.emf]Age Observed (1967) Expected 1 Expected 2

15 12 18 5

16 357 530 317

17 716 1058 471

18 1167 1659 953

19 1618 2203 1287

20 1786 2220 1360

21 1485 1595 1222

22 1360 1189 1059

23 1114 841 930

24 811 563 774

25 569 382 500

26 350 229 419

27 284 196 292

28 275 181 205

29 224 143 210

30 202 128 194

31 172 106 151

32 130 81 115

33 105 63 103

34 76 49 77

Total 12813 13434 10644


Source: 2002 Census Micro-sample Romanian Census, 2002 and author’s computations

Graphic 1. Number of live births, Romania, 1960-1990
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Source: Romanian Demographic Yearbook, 2001

Figure 2. Distribution of first marriage on age at marriage for generations 1964-1966 and 1967-1969
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source: Romanian Demographic Yearbook, 2001

Figure 3. Age differences between husband and wife for couples with wives born in 1964-1966 or 1967-1969
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Figure 4. Age difference between husband and wife, for women born during 1964-1969
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Source: Romanian Census, 2002 and author’s computations

� EMBED Equation.3  ���








� This paper appeared  in Population Research and Policy Review, 2009, 28(4): 389-404


�The legal age at marriage for women in Romania is 15. I present here data starting with 1980 because I am interested mainly in the 1967- 1969 cohorts’ behavior. 2000 is the last year for which I could get reliable data, because the last census was done in 2002.


� I used data from Romanian Demographic Yearbook, 2001, which includes data until 2000. In 2000, women born in 1969 were 31 years old, this is why I compared only women age 15-31 years old.


� I used moving average and linear interpolation for the distribution of difference. There are 959 cases for generation 1967-1969 and 661 for generation 1964-1966.


� I wanted to keep the graphic simple, so here I show only the 1964-1969 cohorts. However, in my computations, I used the 1962-1970 cohorts, to make sure the results hold for a larger number of cohorts born before and after 1967.Iin my comments I will refer to those cohorts as well. 
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