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TRANSFORMATION OF FAMILY IN MODERN RUSSIAN SOCIETY

Otradnova O.A.

The article examines concept of family in Russian society, changes in
interpretation of family, connected with modern tendencies and processes in different
sociocultural spheres. The article is structured and has accurate limits of
introduction, main part and conclusion. The relevance of the research is caused by
present-day crisis tendencies connected with suicide actions, atomization and
hedonization of society, value depreciation of family. The object of the research is to
analyze the conception of family and its transformation in condition of modern
Russian society. The tasks are to determine the term family, to analyze approaches to
understanding of the family and its genesis, detect some peculiarities of modern
Russian society, research the transformation of interpretation of family in modern
society; the matter of investigation is modern Russian society, the subject is the
transformation of family structures; the following methods of research are used:
historical and cultural approach, typological method, existential method, common
logic procedures. The research contains author’s definition of the term family,
historical and cultural analysis and typological explication of the approaches to
interpretation of the problem, classification of family structures - which have been
formed in Russian society- on the base of statistic and sociological data. Some
interweaving of concept family with the most important existential values (love,
freedom, responsibility) were investigated and some tendencies for further
development of family relationship in Russian society were revealed, its problems
and prospect were emphasized. The results of the investigation testify that modern

types of matrimonial relationship differ in limitation of functionality, mutual
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responsibility, thereby it is possible to state that interpretation of family in modern
Russian society has transformed.

Key words: family, modern society, matrimony, love.

TPAHC®OPMAIIMSA CEMbUA B COBPEMEHHOM POCCUICKOM
OBIIECTBE

Otpannosa O.A.

B craTtbhe uccneayercs KOHUENT CEMbH B POCCUHUCKOM OOLIECTBE, U3MEHEHUS B
MOHUMAaHUU CEMbH, CBSI3aHHBIE C COBPEMEHHBIMU TEHACHIUSMU W TIPOLECCaMU B
pPa3IUYHBIX COLMO-KYJIbTYpHBIX c(epax. CrTaThsi HUMeEET CKBO3HOE, MOHOJIUTHOE
CTpO€HUE, HO BHYTPH CTPYKTypUpOBaHa M HMEET 4YETKHE TPaHULIbl BBEICHUS,
OCHOBHOM YacTU U 3aKJIIOYeHMs. AKTYaJbHOCTh HCCIIeJOBaHUs OOYyCIOBIIEHA
KPU3UCHBIMU TEHJICHUUSAMH COBPEMEHHOCTH, CBSI3aHHBIMU C CYUUUAAIbHBIMU
MpaKTUKAMH, aHOMHU3AlMEH, reJloHu3alKeil oOliecTBa, IEHHOCTHOM JeBajbBaluen
CEeMbHU; I1eJIb - aHaIM3 MOHMMAaHUS CEeMbU M €€ TpaHCHOpPMALMH B YCIOBHSX
COBPEMEHHOI'0 POCCHUUCKOTO COIIMyMa, 3a/ladyd - OIpeJeieHHEe TepMUHA CEMb,
aHaJIM3 TOJXOJ0B K MOHUMAHUIO CEMbH M €€ T'€HE3HCY, BBISIBICHHE OCOOCHHOCTEH
COBPEMEHHOI'0 POCCUICKOTO 00I11eCcTBa, HCCIeOBaHUE TpaHCPOpMaLUK MOHUMAHUS
CEMbU B COBPEMEHHOM O0IIECTBE; OOBEKT UCCIEIOBAaHUSI — COBPEMEHHOE POCCUNCKOE
oOIIECTBO, MpeaMeT - TpaHchopMmaiusi CeMEHWHBIX CTPYKTYP; METOMAbl: MCTOPUKO-
KyJIbTYpPHBIM  TOJXOJ, THUIOJIOTHYECKUA METOJA, SK3UCTECHIHUAIbHBIA METO,
oOmienoruyeckue mpoueaypsl. MccienoBanue coAepX UT aBTOPCKYIO A€(PUHUIIUIO
TEPMUHA «CEMbs», HUCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHBIN aHATIN3 U TUIOJOTUYECKYIO SKCIUTHUKAIIUIO
MOJXO/I0B K TIOHMMAaHUIO MpoOJeMbl, KIacCU(UKAIUIO CEMEUHBIX CTPYKTYD,
cOpPMHUPOBABIIMUXCS B COBPEMEHHOM  POCCUHMCKOM  OOLIECTBE HAa OCHOBE
CTaTUCTHUYECKOTO M COIMOJIOTHYECKOro Marepuana. McciemoBaHbl B3auMOCBS3U

KOHICIITa CEMbA C Ba)XXHCHILIMMU SK3UCTCHIOUAJIBHBIMU TIICHHOCTAMU (JIIO6OBB,



© CoBpeMeHHBIE HCCIIECIOBAHMS COITUANTBHBIX TIPOOJIEM (AJIEKTPOHHBIN HAYYHBIN )KypHAI),
Modern Research of Social Problems, Ne8(28), 2013
. www.sisp.nkras.ru

cB00OJ]a, OTBETCTBEHHOCTb), BBISIBICHBl TEHACHIMM JabHEHUIIEro pPa3BUTHUSA
CEMEICTBEHHOCT B POCCHHCKOM OOLIeCTBE, O0O0O3HA4Y€HBl €ro NpoOdJeMbl U
MEPCHEeKTUBbI. Pe3ynbTaThl MCCleIOBaHUS MOKA3bIBAIOT, UYTO COBPEMEHHBIE THUIIBI
OpayHBIX OTHONIICHUM OTIMYAIOTCS OTpaHUYECHHEM (PYHKIMOHAIBHOCTH, B3aUMHOMU
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, B CHJIy YEro MOKHO YTBEpXkJaTh O TpaHCHOpPMALMHU MOHUMAaHUS
CEMbH B COBPEMEHHOM POCCUIICKOM O0ILECTBE.

KioueBble ¢jioBa: ceMbsi, COBpEMEHHOE 00IIIECTBO, OpaK, JTIOOOBB.

Introduction

Modern Russian society endures the phase of demolishing of the old soviet
mentality model and shaping of the new man of Russia who is possessed of up-to-
date system of values, priorities, attitudes towards himself, Another one, nature and
the world. This phase is considered to be the most complex and controversial owing
to the collision of several thought systems peculiar to different generations — soviet
paternalism and post-soviet liberalism which form the image of modern Russian. In
many case it will determine further existential subsistence and evolution of the
individual in Russian society. Family plays the most important part in this process as
it fulfils initial socialization of an individual, accustoms him to the achievements of
culture and forms up axiological purposes which act as moral regulators of future
behavior of a man.

Such destructive phenomena of nowadays as increase of suicide actions
(especially in the environment of the teens and youth), increasing number of single
men and women, aggressiveness, dystrophy of compassion, egocentrism, anomy,
hedonism etc. are evidence of crisis tendencies in family sphere, its devaluation and
functional transformation. Traditional, extended family and the one having many
children having previously been the centre of socialization, property accumulation,
delivery of status is slipping away while modern family tends to atomize, isolate from
society and state, lose stability and transform. These disturbing tendencies require

scientific attention and studying and determine the relevance of the present work.
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Degree of working out. The interpretation of family has been researched since
ancient times, this issue was worked out by Plato, Aristotle, St. Thomas Aquinas, F.
Bacon, T. Hobbes, J.J. Rousseau, J.A. Condorcet, I. Kant, G. Hegel and some others.
J. J. Bachofen and L.H. Morgan studied family from perspective of evolutionism
while P. Sorokin and T. Parsons from perspective of functionalism. A lot of
approaches to interpretation of family conditioned by economic, pedagogic,
psychological, demographic, value and other aspects have been formed in modern
science. Here we should mention scientific works by A.G. Kharchev and M.S.
Matskovsky, S.I. Golod, T.A. Gurko, V.A. Lectorsky, I.S. Kon, A.G. Vishnevsky,
A.l. Antonov and some others. In Western philosophy — A. Giddens, A.
Guggenbuhl-Craig, G. Navaitis, A. Bettler, J.White, D. Klane and some others.

The purpose of this research is to analyze interpretation of family and its
transformation in modern Russian society. Based on the purpose the following main
tasks are formulated: determinating the term family, analyzing approaches to
interpretation of family and its genesis, researching transformation of interpretation
of family in modern Russian society. The matter of the investigation is modern
Russian society, the subject is family structures. As methods of investigation we have
applied historic and cultural approach which allow to examine family in historic and
cultural prospect, by means of typological method some approaches to interpretation
of family have been analyzed and several types of family structures in modern
Russian society have been formulated, existential method enables to fulfill
interconnection of the concept family with such individual values as love, freedom,
responsibility etc.; some common logic procedures have also been applied.

Concept “family ”: conceptual theoretical analysis

Interpretation of family and matrimony is difficult and multifold in nature and
contains legal, juristic, moral-ethics, economic, social political, psychological and
other elements and dwells at* interdisciplinary crossroads” of appropriate sciences
apiece to be limited in studying subjective part of family, connected with its own

problem area. Sociology interprets family as social institution characterized with
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definite social regulations, penalties, patterns of behavior, rights and obligations
regulating relationship between conjoints, parents and children. [36, c. 314-315]. At
that from perspective of sociology matrimony means socially confirmed union of a
man and a woman engendering rights and obligations toward one another and
children. [7, c. 62]. Sociologist A.G. Kharchev considers that family can be defined
as historically specific system of relationship between conjoints, parents and children
and as small social group whose members are tied by matrimonial or family relations
as well by commonness of private life and mutual moral responsibility social
necessity of which is stipulated by society demand for physical and mental
reproduction of population. [40, c. 75].

From perspective of law family can be defined as a group of people bound by
rights and obligations arising from matrimony, kindred, adoption or other forms of
taking children for up-bringing and which are acknowledged to foster strengthening
and development of family relationship [30, c.69]. G.F. Shershenevich stated:
«Family is a constant cohabitation of a husband, wife and children in other words it is
an union of people, bound by matrimony and people descended from them». At the
same time he stressed that «both physical and mental way of family life is established
unbeknown to law...Legal aspect is necessary and expedient in the domain of family
members’ privity» [42, c. 259].

From the point of view of psychology matrimony unites two (sometimes more)
people binding them to the system of mandatory patterns of behavior for the purpose
of supporting unanimity of family [29]. C. Jung regards matrimony as union of
people with different mentality, but at the same time he considers matrimony to be a
combination of machismo and feminine in the psychological whole of an individual
[45. C. 209-224]. L.B. Schneyder considers conjoints relationship to be the most
important component of matrimony and evaluation of this relationship by family
members [43].

Philosophic dictionary defines family as «small social group, the most

important form of private life organization based on matrimonial union and
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relationship» [39. C. 361]. 1. Kant defines matrimony as «joining of different sex
individuals for permanent possessing of each other’s sexual properties» [21, c. 191].
N. Berdyaev supposed essence of family to consist in its secular substance and
necessity of creating it as institution of positivism collating the life of a kin [6]. L.
Ilyin considers family division to be a matrimonial unit, created by mutual consent
and parental-children institution provided by parental side: “family starts with
matrimony and strikes up within it. But a man starts his life in the family he hasn’t
created himself, but in the one to have been established by his mother and father,
where he entered being born long before he manages to realize himself and outward
things. He gets the family as gift of destiny [20, c. 118].

As a whole examined aspects reveal peculiarities of interpretation of family as
a combination of emotional, axiological, normative, valuable, domestic and some
other factors which embodies difficulty in defining this phenomenon.

Besides specifically scientific approaches to interpretation of family (such as
sociological, psychological, legal etc.) some authors’ approaches can be marked out
in modern science. So G. Navaitis emphasizes factological and logic approaches.
According to the first approach family represents relationship hence the population is
distributed to groups available for empirical treatment; while according to the second
one the attention is focused not on the coverage of diversification of the groups but
on peculiarity of social ties and features of stable relationship within family group.
[28]. American sociologist R. Hill proposes 5 approaches to interpretation of family:
institutional historic approach researches family in cultural historic context,
examining its evolution component; structure functional approach interprets family
under relationship with outer social world and inward life, limited circle of
acquaintance and differentiates its functional pecularities; interactive role approach
investigates ties between members of family, their roles and authority; situation
psychological approach focuses on value normative component of family;
developmental approach touches upon phases of family existence and development.

[41]. In the book by A.l. Antonov and V.M. Medkov one can meet other 5
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approaches to interpretation of family: evolutionism, functionalism, biologism,
empiricism and scientism. Evolutional approach rests upon studying genesis of
family; functional approach is based on socio-cultural family members’ roles and
basic goals of its existence; biologism positions matrimony and family as species
peculiarity; empiricism puts family to the separate specific group which has its own
phases of appearance, blossoming and eclipse; scientist approach underlines
interpersonal attitudes both within the family and outside it [2].

In our turn we propose historic cultural and value functional approaches to
determination of family and matrimony. According to the first approach family
means a group of people, united with particular relationship occurring in particular
historical period and deterministic cultural legal standards and traditions of that
period. Historic cultural approach enables to research family as an individual cultural
historic phenomenon with its own periods of appearance, formation and development
and different modifications. The most crucial and topical question in this case is not
so much the moment of origin of a family as a phenomenon (scientists concur that
family engendered in archaic period) rather than its initial look and solution of this
question depends on number of ethnological theories, which in general come to three
groups :

- patriarchal group which consider patriarchal organization to be the initial
form of family with so called father law in the base of it and family to be led by
agnates. Such views had been held by almost all scientists till 18-th century (Plato,
Aristotle, St. Thomas Aquinas, J.J. Rousseau, J.A. Condorcet) as well as H. Maine,
K. Shtarke, A. Westermark, E. Grosse etc. Aristotle writes: «Domestic animals ranks
much more higher by nature than wild ones and all domestic animals had better obey
the man — this is how they join to their good. In the same way the husband behaves
towards his wife: he ranks higher by nature while she is lower, that is why the man
dominates and the woman obeys. The same principle must inevitably prevail in all

mankind.» [3, c. 383].
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- matriarchal group adheres to the opinion that historically initial type of family
relationship was based on mother law and family was formed by matriheritage. This
point of view is supported by L.G. Morgan, F. Engels, J. J Bachofen, J. Mc.Lennon,
J. Lubbock, J. Lafitau, M.O. Kosven, M.M. Kovalevsky etc. In his book “Ancient
society” L.G. Morgan points out that «kin in archaic period consisted of reputed
foremother and her children with her daughters’ children and her matriheritage
endlessly. Her sons’ children and her agnate descendants were expelled from the kin
[27, c. 196].

- binary group states that family initially contained two parallel ways of
development — patriarchate and matriarchate, which took place in different ethnic
groups. This perspective was supported by W. Schmidt, E. Taylor, W. Koppers, S.P.
Tolstov, H.M. Dumanov, V.P. Alexeev, A.l. Pershitz. Ethnologist and archeologist
S.P. Tolstov thought that preservation of matriarchal organization had been one of the
most progressive ways of development of primitive society till the formation of state
while patriarchal organization prevailed where the temps of transition to civilization
was very slow.[38]. In the work by V.P. Alexeev and A.l. Pershitz “The history of
primitive society” the following statement is given «sex and age organization existed
in early primitive communalcy didn’t cause any inequality in relationship between
adult men and women. All specialized in different and equally useful fields of labor
activity. That’s why relationship of domination and obedience couldn’t exist in the
status of sexes.» [1, c. 183]. E. Taylor admits presence of both patriarchate and
matriarchate families in primitive society. [37].

Taking into consideration works by J. J Bachofen, J. Mc.Lennon, L.G. Morgan,
F. Engels, E. Taylor, W. Rivers, M.O. Kosven modern science traces genesis of
family back to promiscuity (chaotic sexual intercourse) through the dual kin
matrimony (unification of two clans, providing interchange of their representatives
for making new families which is caused by appearance of exogamy as prohibition

for matrimony within one kin group ) to the pair matrimony and to monogamy which
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is the most admissible form of family life in modern civilized countries. [46, 27, 44,
25].

Now we see that historic cultural approach allows to research problems of
genesis of family phenomenon, its different forms and real incarnation of these forms
in historic ethnic social groups.

Another side of family studying concerns axiological aspect and its functional
filling and propose definition of a family as social group, which fulfills definite set of
functions and possessed of value imperative as totality of moral ethic and social
standards. Here we can emphasize three basic value functional lines of family
making:

- sexual, of a value here is corporal directed sexual conduct of male and female
and the most important functions are connected with procreation. This policy,
according to many scientists (A. Westermark, A. Guggenbuhl-Craig, A.I. Antonov
and some other) appears initial centrifugal link of family making in archaic period
and during the existence of pre-class society [10, 14, 2]. Since the society developed
the function of procreation has gradually lost its primary in family making in modern
civilized countries which causes crisis tendencies in demography and creates extra
relevance of procreation;

- socioeconomic line. Social stability and steadiness as well as property
enrichment are as values here, while functions of family in this case are based on
socialization of children on the one hand and accrual and assignation of property on
the other. The most important axiological element of the family in this case is a set of
sociocultural roles conditioned by matrimony, kinship and parenthood. Researching
family in socioeconomic context E. Durkheim studied mechanisms of family
cohesion, the role of each family member in overall picture of family life and also the
interaction between divorces and suicides [17, 18]. The problems of motherhood and
fatherhood are developed in the works by B. Malinovsky, who says that family is
intended not so much for getting posterity rather than for «upbringing and building

the base of citizenship and social» [26, c. 85], 1.e. upbringing determines social
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temper of nation. Moral ethics values are of a great significance in this direction of
family existing, which is instilled in human together with social values and which
further development of the whole culture and civilization is depended on. The very
origination of moral is interpreted by some scientists as response to exogamy 1.e. it is
connected with dual ancestral organization of family. (J.I. Semyonov, S.P. Tolstov,
A.M. Zolotarev, J.M. Boroday etc.). Hence promiscuity is characterized with absence
of mental and ethical standards, dual ancestral organization — with engendering of
morality apparent from pristine taboos, paired matrimony presupposes complication
of moral standards, development of traditions and customs, monogamous matrimony
improves moral values, reinforcing them with economic and later with legal
obligations.

- emotional line. The main values here are love and psychological comfort
between conjoints and functions tends to provide this comfort and partnership in
family. W. Ogburn is considered the first to ascertain phenomenon of transition
from the family based on conforming to sociocultural regulations to the one based
one interpersonal preferences, according to terminology of A. Burgess it means
transition from ‘“family-institute” to “family-fellowship”. Such kind of a family has
become popular only in modern society claiming to overcome patriarchate, equality
of the sexes, absence of economic and social dependence of conjoints that engenders
their partnership and family making is conditioned not by socioeconomic factors but
by emotional intimacy and love. A. Giddens says about it pointing out that at the
heart of the family in modern developed society there is a conjoints union (spouse)
bound by feelings and emotional affection which either were lacking or auxiliary
phenomena in traditional form of family: « The spouse took a central place in family
life as its economic role decreased and love became the main reason of marriage»
[11, c. 74]. According to S.I. Golod the main factor of uniting spouses which have
been married for less than 10 years is mental and psychological consistency, than
comes equitable distribution of household duties and at last sexual harmony [13].

Cordiality and psychological consistency within family becomes an essential factor
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of matrimony and underlines a number of researches in modern psychology and
sociology which has formed socionics - a new direction of science which according
to C. Jung’s typology distinguishes sixteen types of human mentality nature and
studies principles of relationship between them. So A. Augustinavichiuté one of
those who pioneered socionics considers love to be a way of solving two human
needs: sexual stress relief and establishing mental affection with another person [4].
Socionics sees mankind future in such reorganization of society due to which
individual will choose a partner and elaborate a strategy of interpersonal relationship
starting from his mental health and using knowledge about social types.

Thus value functional approach allows to research phenomenon of family in
axiological perspective, deduce transformation of values around which family is
made and functions as basic direction of family activity.

Family in modern Russian society.

Modern Russian society has experienced the process of democratization of
family and its modernization in the likeness of Western pattern, it makes changes in
the type of modern family both from historic culture and value functional perspective.
Renunciation of patriarchate and heyday of sexual equality compete with traditional
patriarchal monogamous family, one-parent family becomes a trend, different kinds
of polygamy distribute, same-sex unions appear etc. As new tendencies of modern
families one can enumerate following kinds: incomplete family, virtual family, trial
matrimony, guest matrimony, open matrimony.

Incomplete family has become the most widespread, its peculiarity is it is a
family without one of the participants of family relationship; it can be childless or
single-parent. Certainly one shouldn’t consider incomplete family modern
phenomenon as such families existed in earlier historic cultural conditions, yet in
previous epochs this phenomenon was forced and caused by particular circumstances
(e.g. dowager family etc.) It is confirmed by the first general census of enumeration
in Russian Empire 1897 that indicated that by the age of 50 almost all men and

women were married the portion of those who had never been married by that age
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was 4% for women and 5 % for men [48, c. 7-18]. Modern incomplete family is the
result of divorces, deliberate renunciation of children or partners. All-Russian census
of enumeration 2010 demonstrated clearly these changes: among the men over 16
who indicated marriage status almost 37% were unmarried, among women over 16
who indicated marriage status almost 47,6% were unmarried, such tendencies are
typical both for urban (unmarried 37% of men and 48,7% of women) and for rural
(unmarried 37% of men and 44,3% of women) population; both for central regions
(in the city of Moscow among those who indicated marriage status 39,6% u 50,2%
of men and women thereafter were unmarried) and in provinces (for example in the
Republic of Komi the percentage of unmarried is 36,7% of men u 45,8% of women,;
in Karelia republic these data are 34,2% of men and 47% are unmarried) [33].

One of the types of incomplete family incidental to modern transformation
only is childfree family, characterized with conjoints deliberately renouncing to bear
children because of many reasons, which in general mean the following:

- fear of being a bad parent,

— unwillingness to change habitual way of living,

— fear of social and financial instability

— woman’s necessity of rebuilding her value hierarchy and unwillingness to
sacrifice her job and career.

According to data of census of enumeration 2010 280 children under 15
account for one thousand able-bodied citizens of Russia, i.e. 1 child is born for 4
adults [33]. “Atomization” of society and discharge of determination of society
promote phenomenon of childfree families. A person has had a choice opportunity
which didn’t exist in traditional society and everyone makes this choice proceeding
from his own system of values, underwent deformation towards straightening of
egocentric principles.

In our opinion complete renunciation of procreation forms selfishness as
ontological base of partners’ life; as a result love is demolished as in integrity within

family; concentration of a man’s interests on his personality, understanding that birth
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of a child is directly linked with responsibility, mental vulnerability of parents which
shows up constant concern for his safety, health, upbringing and education prompt
modern individual to alternative type of mutual relations excepting procreation. Such
alternative brings danger for further viability of society, strengthening demographic
crisis consisted in imbalancing between able to work population and retirement age
people as well as between growing old North and advancing South and East. Hence
we can reveal negative component of childfree family which lies in demographic
deviation threatening with powerful geopolitical changes; also in axiological crisis,
strengthening anomy, egocentrism, dying of family as the most important social
institution, on the base of which social relations are formed.

Another type of incomplete family is a single-parent family, in modern variant
it a has a number of reasons for appearing:

- It constitutes after divorce of conjoints. As stated above, modern family is
built in the base of partnership, emotional affection and love; these components are
the most sought for conjoints and their absence causes emotional, sexual,
psychological dissatisfaction one of the main reasons for divorces. Data of Russian
Public Opinion Research Centre avouch that in estimation of Russians ideal family is
first of all that where despite financial hardship mutual understanding, support and
respect prevail (81%), where general family concerns are more important than its
members’ (78%) and where a husband and a wife have mutual interests and spend
pastime together (77%) [32]. Divorce as the most frequent reason for occurring of
incomplete family where a child remains with his mother ( In estimation made by
The Institute of Social and Economic Studies of Population of the Russian Academy
of Sciences in Russia the portion of children remaining with fathers is less than 1%)
[34, c. 48] — has a number of possible negative consequences both for the family and
upbringing of the next generation and for the whole society. Such consequences may
contain socioeconomic — poverty, mother’s excessive employment, lack of attention
paying to a child etc; psychological and pedagogical — anxiety, unrest, personal

deformation of children, presence of pernicious habits, nervous instability,
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depression, susceptibility to suicide, frequent disease etc.; state political — destruction
of family as a social unit in negative way reflects in the whole state political system.
Modern American philosopher and sociologist A. Battler considering the problem of
family and its role in society points out the following dependence: «The more
families in the state the lower its entropy is and vice versa. Therefore as soon as the
quantity of divorces begins to exceed the number of marriages the state enters the
phase of dying. It is doomed to downfall.» [8, c. 162].

- It forms as a result of a lonely woman’s donor conception. Such family varies
from divorced one in mother’s responsibility, her confidence in desire to have a baby,
material well-being, more comfortable psychological and social conditions. However
the family where the conception is made by force of artificial impregnation or
embryo implantation with the use of father-donor is not widespread in Russia due to
high cost operation on conception and the number of moot points concerning legal
support of biological and social parents. The phenomenon of donor maternity in our
country, its influence upon social looks of the state and other consequences haven’t
been a subject of researches in the field of sociology or philosophy and need
studying. As T.A. Gurko says «social and psychological consequences of
«substitution maternity» haven’t been studied in Russia yet. How new technologies
affect parenthood; whether the parents who get a child with great difficulties differ
from “usual” ones, which sex of a child is preferred in Russia — this is what lies
ahead of studying » [15, c. 128].

Virtual family is a new simulated type of family relationship in modern society
that means not only computer simulation of real life but any substitution of real
action or relationship for the image regardless of applying computer technologies.
The functions and goals of conjugal unit separate, tools and means of achieving these
goals get independence and transform the face of the family making it virtual. We
may deduce such metamorphoses in sexuality which in traditional unit is only the
way of reproducing and intimate contacts are limited by procreation. Due to

development of medical technologies in the area of contraception the connection
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between sexuality and reproduction has been severed as a result sexuality became
self-valuable and assumed the functions of communication and conjoints achieving
psychological comfort, i.e. in modern family sexuality is not bound with procreation
but serves hedonistic purposes. This fact is confirmed by modern demography: «Low
fertility signifies almost absolute segregation of sexual behavior from procreative and
thereby increases self-value of sexual behavior and its hedonistic component» [16, c.
74]. Sexual liberation results in distributing of sexual freedom reflecting at such
phenomena as open matrimony, swingering, same-sex union etc. The very meaning
of matrimony is virtualized, it isolates from religious and legal basis and is
substituted for the term partnership that means mutually beneficial collaboration
which is easy to break off at request. This type of relationship represents in
cohabitation, civil or trial marriage which successfully compete with officially
registered marriage. Another factor characterizing virtualization of family is changes
in housekeeping; if conjoints don’t live together without having mutual amenities and
meet only for specific purposes while socialization of children is fulfilled by one of
the parents time by time or in the distance, in this case parenthood and wedlock are
simulated. Such relationship can be met in formally extended family where the
parents have parted from each other but haven’t legally divorced where a parent or a
spouse works apart home and seldom communicate with his family and in complete
families. The particular type of virtual substitution is cyber prosthetics in which
family functions within the space of Internet. According to D.V. Ivanov union «Ego
+ PC» is an utmost form of virtual family «here the emotions getting in the process of
communication with images generated on the computer screen make up the absence
of one of classical partners — father (husband), mother (wife), child [19, p. 58]. So if
we interpret family as a group of people bound with each other by matrimonial or
kindred relationship, mutual moral responsibility and carrying out such functions as
procreation, socialization of children, accumulation and assignation of property etc.
different deviations from traditional relationship will be considered to be

virtualization.
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Open marriage is a form of modern conjugal unit which lets conjoints covenant
on their sexual liberty and independence and position their relationship as humane
and democratic, overcoming monotony of family life. However this liberty in many
instances has negative consequences as renunciation of sexual exclusiveness leads to
loss of intimacy in conjugal intercourse. I.S. Kon says about such union: «Sex of four
together can be funnier than of two, but it quickly, annoys making increase the
number of pairs or constantly change them and the rise of affection between members
of different pairs will sure to undermine initial conjugal unions» [24, p. 231-232].
Another problem of liberal relationship in matrimony is complication of children
upbringing and instilling them moral and ethics standards, assistance in existential
and social self-identification.

In modern society trial or civil marriage has become a widespread
phenomenon liberating conjoints from legal and pecuniary obligations and
simplifying the procedure of family making and disintegration. Increasing number of
civil marriages was mentioned by Russian Public Opinion Research Centre which in
2007 according to the results of public opinion poll registered 7-11 % of civil pairs in
all age groups except old where people over 60 had only 2% of civil unions[32]. The
civil marriage is especially popular among the young who use this form of
cohabitation as a “rehearsal” before legal registering of relationship i.e. they consider
official marriage to be more important undertaking in their lives, which require
special training of partners and their mutual assuredness in each other while civil
marriage is simpler and insignificant owing to easiness of its dissolution; we may
notice increase of youth consciousness and responsibility for taking decisions on
family making and it differs modern marriage from traditional one. Russian academic
demographists also stresses that fact: «Union if a man and a woman has become more
intimate and sometimes deeper, sometimes more superficial but it doesn’t require
outward official registering of marriage.  Selectivity in searching of long-term
partner in wedlock increases but requirements for short-term sexual partners decrease

as affair with them doesn’t turn into solid matrimony. Such affairs are perceived by
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both partners themselves and their social environment as preparation for matrimony
and seem to be episodes on the way of trial and error that didn’t absolutely reside
traditional marriage. It did not declare a right to mistake, and was registered in early
age once and for all and often against the will of future couple [16, c. 74]. Among
negative peculiarities of civil marriages one can point out absence of social status and
solidity of conjoints’ position, perception of such marriages by society as frivolous
relationship, absence of moral and legal defense of children and property in such
marriage.

Guest marriage is a family where conjoints neither live together nor keep
common house. There are many reasons of such union: impossibility to bear each
other’s habits, and be next to each other; unwillingness to take constant care of a
spouse, “to create family hearth”; idea of saving the liberty of personal preferences in
everyday life; long-term preservation of novelty and romance of brief dates;
impossibility of changing domicile or job etc., i.e. the basis of such marriage can be
formed of “authorized” sexual relationship and obligations, but it is impossible to
create some kind of nepotism or solid union in such marriage, as nothing but sexual
intimacy binds conjoints, there is no any confidential relationship between partners as
well as moral responsibility before each other and society.

Conclusion

Research of family in modern Russian society revealed significant
transformation of interpretation and attitude towards family and matrimony which
has experienced the evolution from traditional patriarchal union contained a number
of generations headed by householder — father and husband, via nuclear family
separated “small family” consisted of parents and their children to modern equal
family where conjoints-partners participate in family life, distribute obligations and
take decisions. We have mentioned the dependence of patriarchal family origin
because of economic or another benefit while modern family proves to be the result
of mental creative work of partners and its origin is one of the most significant steps

for a person and mutual love is the most important reason for getting married. This
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fact is verified by data of the survey held by Russian Public Opinion Research
Centre, according to the poll a great deal of respondents regardless of age and
marriage status considered intimacy to be the main reason for registering
marriage.[32]. We have proposed the definition of family as a group of people, tied
by marriage or cognate relationship, mutual moral responsibility and fulfilling of
definite functions. We examined such types of modern family as incomplete (single-
parent) family, virtual family, trial (civil) marriage, guest marriage, open marriage;
revealed specific peculiarities of each of them and some positive issues and negative
tendencies. In general it should be pointed out that modern types of matrimony are
distinguished with limitation of functionality, mutual responsibility thereby they
don’t correspond with common definition of family contained vital, corporal, social,

economic values as well as moral, ethic etc.
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