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Research problem: what is the nature of cohabitation in Russia?
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1. The analysis revealed opposite trends of matrimonial behavior : the younger Russian people are, the
higher their risk to start the first cohabitation and the lower the risk to have the direct marriage as first
matrimonial event.

2. Cohabitation is not a complete alternative to marriage in our country yet, but the proportion of the
Russians from various social strata for whom cohabitation does not grow into a marriage rises.

3. Young non-religious people who get higher education in big cities start to consider non-marital union
appropriate for childbearing and childrearing. It is a sign that cohabitation is close to become an
iIndependent social institution.

) Given these outcomes, we conclude that Russia has almost reached the third stage of cohabitation

b diffusion.

Our previous work is available here: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=2513302
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