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TYPOLOGY OF ROLE STRUCTURES OF A FAMILY
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Summary. The article deals with the problem role of family structure. Typology presented by
various authors. Described by the patriarchal and egalitarian role structure.
Key words: role structure, family, spouse.

One of the major characteristics of a modern family is its role structure reflect-
ing what duties in a family are carried out by each of spouses, how much they are
connected with their gender, in what degree they are defined by will and desire of
spouses, and in what —by traditions and other external factors.

A role is a social function of a person corresponding to accepted norms, a way
of behaviour of people depending on their status or a position in a society, in system
of interpersonal relations.

The role structure characterises system of interactions and relations of mem-
bers of a family according to the role instructions proved on traditions and customs,
existing in a society in the whole, nearest social environment and the members of a
family fixed in personal experience. If some years ago the majority of family roles
were connected with a gender now in city families in which spouses have education,
this connection is lost. The basis for distribution of roles serve more often not social
norms and stereotypes, but interests and preferences of spouses.

The structure of family roles regulates behaviour of the relatives entering the
relations with each other. In normally functioning families the structure of roles
complete, dynamical also allows to use alternative variants. Home life is successful, if
spouses have come to the agreement concerning the mutual rights and duties. Each of
spouses has the certain notion of what rights and duties should have «a wife», «a
husband», what is «a good husband» and «a good housekeeper». Duties is that ex-
pects, and often demands the other marriage partner.

It is important to notice that key parametres of role structure of a family are
character of domination and cast.

The analysis of family structure allows to understand, how the family realises
the functions: who is at the head and who executes, haw the rights and duties are dis-
tributed. From the point of view of structure it is possible to allocate families where
the management is concentrated in hands of one person, and families where equal
participation of all members in management is expressed. According to R. Kettell's
researches, in strong marriages husbands, as a rule, dominate, but if their power is
too great, marriage pair turns to astable matrimonial group.

Types of family structures by criterion of the power divide on:

» patriarchal families where head of «the family state» is the father;

» matriarchal where mother uses the greatest authority and influence;

» egalitarian families in which there are no accurately expressed family heads
and where situational distribution of the power between the father and mother
prevails.

In a modern family the so-called diarchy when spouses are leaders by turns or
in different fields of activity even more often takes place. At the same time it is shown
that race for power often is at the bottom of divorces in modern families.

Ju. V. Fillipova [9] allocates:

» Families in which the management and the organisation of execution of all
functions are concentrated in hands of one member of a family, as a rule,
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mothers (matriarchal families) or the father (patriarchal families). The author-

itative system of relations between family members is characteristical for the

given type of family structure.

» Families, in which participation in management of family affairs of all its
members (both parents and children) is obviously expressed — biarchal fami-
lies. The power in such family is distributed in regular intervals, the democrat-
ic system of mutual relations between members of a family takes place.

The tendency of development of a modern family is transition from authorita-
tive to democratic system of relations that is caused by reduction of gender asym-
metry last years. Now the optimum form of a management is joint domination. Dom-
ination in a family is correct to define due to the performance of leading family func-
tions: material maintenance, planning of the family budget, «psychotherapeutic»
function of a family, education of children. Actual domination depends on a measure
of participation of members of a family in distribution of functions and the decision
of problems. However along with actual domination there is also a formal domina-
tion, that is attributed on certain rules. In Russia in most cases formal domination is
attributed to a husband while actual or it is equally distributed between a husband
and a wife, or belongs to a wife [8]. In this plan the saying is illustrative: «A husband
is a head, a wife is a neck. Where the neck will want, there the head will turn». In the
majority of modern families a wife is the organizer of house life, bears responsibility
for the questions connected with education of the children, often has desiding vote at
discussion of other problems though the majority of spouses considers that the hus-
band should be the head of the family. Such situation — a divergence of expectations
and a reality — quite often complicates mutual relations of spouses. The husband
would like to be the head of the family, but in reality in a city family he has no reasons
because the wife, protecting the household party of home life and regulating emo-
tional relations, frequently becomes the leader. Position is aggravated with the low
social status and small earnings of young men, and also intervention of parents of
spouses, especially at joint residing. In turn young wives are not satisfied by own role
and in the family, that they need to solve most, including material questions [3, 4].
Last years the increasing distribution receives new type of the family based on equali-
ty of spouses, the democratic family power and indistinct sexual-roles division of la-
bour, at performance of various family functions.

In the scientific literature such family considered by the majority of research-
ers as perspective model, is called as «two-headed» or «matrimonial» [1, 2].

A variety of modern forms of a family and existence of traditional, egalitarian
and some transitive types demands accurate differentiation or cultivation of these
concepts. M. Ju. Arutyunyan [1] suggests to consider traditional family, in which:

a) there is a traditional division man's and a woman's role in sphere of «sec-
ondary» functions — based on objective complementarity of contributions of spouses;

b) it is expressed «the traditional concept of home life», that is position of divi-
sion of responsibility for family functions;

c) the leading role in acceptance of family decisions accordingly belongs to the
husband; the authority of the father who is carrying out social control of behaviour
and education of children is high.

Then the egalitarian family model assumes:

a) egalitarian cast in the household sphere, based on equality of contributions
of spouses in extrafamily activity. A position of combination of responsibility for per-
formance of functions of a family;

b) democratic structure of leadership;

c¢) «the egalitarian home life concept», i.e. norms of equality of the husband
and the wife in a family and out of it.
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For realisation of a family role the same as and in general any social role, pres-

ence of norms and sanctions is necessary. Norms define, how family functions are
played by role carriers. A sanction is a reaction to performance or role default.
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OCOBEHHOCTH OBIIEHNWA CYIIPYTOB
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THE PECULARITIES OF THE SPOUSES DIALOGUE IN THE STUDENTS FAMILY

I. A. Gladkovskaya
Kemerovo State University of Culture and Art, Kemerovo, Russia

Summary. the research of features of the dialogue between spouses in a student's family of
high school is presented in this article The characteristic of a student's family is short presented. The
forms of work directed on the improvement of the dialogue in student's families are recommended.

Key words: the dialogue in a family, a student's family, features of the dialogue of spouses.

OO11eHNe B ceEMbe paccMaTPUBAETCSA KaK PETYJIATOP MEXJIMYHOCTHBIX OTHO-
IIEHUH CYNPyroB Yepe3 MHOTHE CBOU IapaMeTPhl U BXOJUT B XapaKTEPHUCTUKH, B
HaunOoJIbIIel creneHu AuddepeHIUpYIONIUe yCIelNIHble U HeycnellHble Opaku (ce-
MbH). Hammpumep, OTCYTCTBUE HaIaXKEHHON CHUCTEMBI MEXJIUYHOCTHOTO OOIIEHUs B
mape, CKopee BCETO, CBU/IETEJILCTBYET O TOM, YTO 3TOT OpaK HEyZAauyHbIH.

Busnnble aMepuKaHCKUE HCC/IEIOBATENN B O0JIACTH BHYTPHUCEMEWHBIX OTHO-
menuit P. Jlesuc u />x. CriaHuep BbIZIEJTUIN BOCEMb I1apaAMETPOB MEKCYTIPY:KECKOTO
o0llleHNs, KOTOpbIe BJIUAIT Ha (pOPMUPOBaHME YCIENIHBIX OTHOIIEHUN MEXIy CY-
npyramu: 1. CympyKeckue OTHOIIEHUS TeM JIydllle, ueM OO0JIbllle cCaMOPaCKPBITHECY-
IIPYrOB B IIpoliecce obmeHus. 2. Hanuuue y cynpyroB BO3MOKHO 0OJIbIlIero 4ucia
OOITUX OKUIAHUM U YCTAaHOBOK, IPOSABJIAIONINUXCSA B Ipoliecce obmieHus. 3. Yem 60-
Jlee TOUHA HeBepOasbHAasg KOMMYHUKAIIUAMEXKAY CYIPYraMu, TeM YCIIEIIHEee MeX-
JINYHOCTHBIE OTHOILIEHU. 4. BaXXHBIM (PaKTOPOM YCHENTHOCTU MEKJIUYHOCTHBIX OT-
HOIIIEHUH CYIPYTOB SIBJIAETCA HAJIMYUE B UX OOIEeHUU OOIUX CUMBOJIOB.5. UeM ua-
e YCIelIHOe MEXJIUYHOCTHOe OOIIeHUe MeXy CYIpyraMmu, TeM JIydllle UX MexK-
JINYHOCTHBIE OTHOIIIEHUS B IleJIoM. 6. B ycrnemnsix 6pakax yepe3 MeKJINYHOCTHOE
o0IIleHNe CYyNpyTU MOCTOSIHHO MOJTBEPIK/IAI0T CBOE CXOJICTBO B BOCIIPUATUU CYIPY-
J)KeCKUX poJsieil. 7. BaxkHeilell xapaKTepUCTUKON YCIENIHBIX CYTIPY:KECKUX OTHOIIIEe-
HUH fABJISIETCSA HAJIU4UMe MEX/y CyIpyraMu riiy0OKOro B3auMoIOHUMaHUsA. 8. Mex-
JINYHOCTHOE OOII[eHUe CYNPYTOB TeM YycllelliHee, yeM Oo0Jibllle B3aUMHOUM 3MIATUHN
OHU ITPOSBJISIOT B HEM [1].

Oco00 mpuBJIeKaeT BHUMaHUeE NpU U3YUYeHUU OOIIEHUS CTy/leHUeCKUe CeMbH.
CryneHueckre ceMbU JJOCTATOYHO CJIOXKHBI B IIporiecce paboThl ¢ HUMU, 3TO CBSA3aHO C
XapaKTepUCTUKAMU 3TUX ceMel(Cynpyru o0beINHEeHbI O0IINMU UHTepecaMy U B3TJIA-
JlaMU, UX JIeUCTBUSA HAIpaBjieHbl Ha yuely; He3HAUUTEJIbHOE UUCJIO KOH(JIUKTOB;
60J1pIIast 3HAUMMOCTh MAaTepUaIbHO-OBITOBBIX U KIJINIIHBIX IPO0JIeM; HaJIMuue cIe-
g uyeckux mpobsem: mpobieMa TpyIOyCTPOcTBa M HEOOJIbIIINE BO3MOXKHOCTHU /IS
npupaboTKa, MeUIIHCKYE TPO6JIeMbl, IICUXOJIOTHYeCKHe TPo0IeMbl, TpobyieMa CoB-
MellleHus yueOHOHU U ceMelHOM poJielt U Ip.).
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