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Abstract

A young family is one of the key concepts of youth sociology and family sociology raising the problems of social
health and parental behaviour. This article provides an overview of a Russian young family as a phenomenon from a
sociological perspective and analyses models of parental behaviour in the context of social health formation. The
authors of this article also present a layered assessment of the social health of a young family. The social health of a
young family is considered as well-being in terms of primary family socialisation, marital and parent-child relation-
ships, a system of socialisation of family values and preferences, ethical and moral norms of family society, and also
young parents’ attitudes to their children. The authors of this article conclude that the risks existing in society affect
a young Russian family which cannot effectively fulfil its socialisation functions and positively influence the devel-
opment of new generations.
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Over the last decades, different organisations and researchers around the world attract attention to a
concept of family and conditions in which its members are born and live and which affect parents’ and chil-
dren’s health [1]. By health, we mean “a state of complete physical, mental, and social well-being and not
merely the absence of disease or infirmity” [2, p. 1].

In the context of Russia, human sciences, socio-economic and social fields of research studies raise the
problem of the social health of Russian youth in general and Russian young family in particular among the
most important tasks of youth sociology and family sociology [3].

Undoubtedly, a family is one of the most important institutional elements, which is especially necessary
for both the individual life and health of each of the family members and the development of Russian socie-
ty as a whole. A young family is considered one of the most socially vulnerable and unprotected groups of
the population which is rightfully classified by many researchers as a social risk group [4].

Therefore, the main goal of state family policy regarding a young family as a subject of the social struc-
ture in the Russian risk-prone society is to create appropriate conditions for maintaining and developing
young family social well-being (social health, according to the concept of the World Health Organization) or
subjective well-being, cultivating family values, strengthening family lifestyles, and an implementation of all
the functions assigned to the young family.

Subjective well-being along with risks and coping strategies [1, p. 1118] significantly affects family for-
mation and existence. Subjective well-being is believed to consist of economic status, social capital, capabil-
ities and health [ibid.]. Hence, the overall prosperity of young families acts as the basis for social health.
However, unfortunately, according to experts, a new modern generation of young Russian families is char-
acterised by a decrease in the level of physical, mental and social health, as well as intellectual and spiritual-
moral potential [5].

The way out of this crisis tends to be further support of a Russian young family in both state and society,
as a result of which Russian young families could receive necessary conditions for healthy, full-fledged so-
cialisation and successful fulfilment of their social functions and reproductive expectations [6].

Interpretation of a ‘young family’

To determine the concept of a young family, we appeal to the Russian Federation decree of the Govern-
ment from December 29, 2007. No. 865 “On amendments to acts of the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion on the implementation of measures to provide housing for young families”. According to this docu-
ment, a young family is a family which is “up to 3 years after marriage (if a family has children, there is no
limit on marriage duration), provided that one of the spouses has not reached the age of 35” [7].
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Therefore, the legislatively established features of a Russian young family include at least three charac-
teristics: a registered marriage union of young people aging between 18 and 35 years old and being mar-
ried for up to 3 years. Besides, a family with only one parent under the age of 30-35 years old having a ju-
venile is also considered a young family.

Next, a young family is a special type of family that differs from other types of a family as the quality of
family relations in it is determined by marital relations, and not by kinship and parenthood. Moreover, even
the presence of a child does not eliminate the dominance of marital relations over parental relations. Hence,
there is a necessity to consider the types of young families that are usually distinguished.

We utilised a classification of the Russian familist V.S. Torokhtiy [8, p. 127], who singled out the follow-
ing three types of a young family:

The first type is traditional. Families of this type are characterised by the orientation of young spouses
solely on family values and typically on a two-child family. Formally, the husband is the head of the family.
However, a family’s leadership is largely determined by behaviour in the household sector (finance and
lifestyle). Leisure most often is joint and closed, a circle of friends is usually limited, and this kind of family
also can temporarily concentrate only on family affairs.

The second type of a young family is mainly focused on the development of the personality of the husband
and wife with an inclination toward a small family. A social-role balance is observed (if possible, the help of
the parents of the spouses is used). The type of leadership is determined by the spheres of family life and
based on democratic relationships.

The third type of young family is focused mainly on the entertainment of young spouses. Husband and
wife have both mutual friends and their own friends from their former surroundings. Family leadership can
be both authoritarian and democratic, and this type of family is characterised by the preference to be a
childless or small family [8].

A favourable type for the social health formations are such young families, which are focused mainly on
the development of personality, where there is complete mutual understanding in family relations between
young parents, a style of communication is democratic, and parents have a high level of education, general
culture, and pedagogical preparedness.

According to many authors, there is a close relationship between the formation of each type of young
family and other social processes such as demographic changes in society, socio-economic and social stabil-
ity, the nature and orientation of migration processes, as well as social and psychophysiological health.

Speaking about the social health of a young family, it is important to take into account that young fami-
lies in its process of development experience difficulties which inevitably affect their social health. As stated
in the article by A.D. Plotnikov on the comprehension of a young family, particularly a young family with
young children is in dire need of special food and clothing, parental and state care for strengthening physi-
cal, mental and social health and a special education system [9, p. 201] and the formation of certain models
of parenthood (parental behaviour).

It is for this reason that a young family, parenthood and childhood are the key objects of social policy
since the social health of the whole society largely depends on the well-being of the Russian young family.
Any young family is the key to the stability of the whole society. In the family, each person gets “a ticket to
life”; the family determines the values of this life and, in the aggregate, the organisation of family life in so-
ciety fundamentally affects the nature of the development of society itself, its demographic indicators, the
development of the personal and professional spheres, etc. [10].

Since the social health of youngest families and younger generations is the result of the process of family
socialisation, it is necessary to consider the existing crisis of the socialisation mechanisms of the family.
Presently, the socialisation of young generations of Russians proceeds in difficult conditions associated
with the long transformation of the post-Soviet Russian society, accompanied by anomie processes, a crisis
of the main institutions of socialisation, and primarily, the institution of the family. It is not a secret that the
result of a healthy, harmonious socialisation of the young generation is the formation of its social health. At
the same time, we would like to clarify that the social health of the young generation is formed on the basis
of the socialisation mechanisms of biological and psychosocial genesis [11, p. 178].

By social health of a young family, we understand the well-being, considered in terms of primary family
socialisation, marital and child-parent relations, a system of socialisation of family values and preferences,
ethical and moral norms of family society, as well as a reflection of the attitude of young parents to their
young children.

Furthermore, it is possible to subdivide types of social health according to its levels: successful, prob-
lematic, conflict and crisis young families; which we will discuss more thorough later in the discussion of
the models of parental behaviour of a young family in a modern risk society.
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Finally, there are many factors which influence social health of a family such as structural, functional
(family composition, family education style), socio-psychological (socio-psychological climate of the family
and family interaction style) and individual psychological (socio-psychological characteristics of parents
and children, especially family values) ones. The norm or deviation from the norm in the health of family
members adequately affects the social health of not only the individual but as a result the socio-
psychological health of the family as a whole [12, p. 14]. For this reason, assessing the social health of a
young family we can define three positions [13]:

e The norm of social health of a family conditionally means the development of individual socio-
psychological phenomena and their consistency with the needs of other family members and the presence
of social (intra-family) activity;

e A deviation from the norm in the social health of a young family is characterised by inconsistency in
meeting the needs of each family member, as well as a partial lack of social (intra-family) activity. This is
typical for families in need of social and psychological counselling;

o The lack of social health of the family is manifested in intra-family discomfort and partial autonomy
of the actions of its members to meet purely individual needs.

In conclusion, we shall say that the obstacles preventing social well-being and health are believed to be
coped with coping strategies. The concept of coping strategies is based on Aaron Antonovsky's theory (An-
tonovsky, 1979) of the sense of coherence [1]. Antonovsky observed other people coping with their every-
day problems and then argued that an attitude towards life, which matures over the life course, defines
how people cope with their problems. Also, Antonovsky divided coping strategies into two groups: inner
(physical and psychological nature of people) and external (education, society, employment) coping strate-
gies. From this point of view, we argue that young families are not mature enough to have developed coping
strategies and they specifically need additional support.

Parental Behaviour

The results of L.A. Gritsay studies among young families have identified five basic models of parental
behaviour: parenthood, preserving the remnants of tradition; “Split” parenthood; deviant parental behav-
iour; “Individualistic” parenthood and creative parental behaviour [14, p. 188].

The first model of parental behaviour in a young family is based on the partial preservation of tradition-
al parental attitudes regarding the birth and upbringing of children and, in general, characterised by a suc-
cessful parenting experience. Due to its focus on the traditional perception of parenthood, learned from the
experience gained in their parental families in the current situation of social risk and moral instability, the
modern young family is becoming quite vulnerable to the challenges, threats, and risks of the global socio-
economic space, which affects the social Family Health.

The adaptation process of such a model of the Russian young family is significantly complicated because
each of the young and still inexperienced spouses brings the experience of their parental family, spousal
relations of parents and child-parent relations. Therefore, in such a family two "psychologies" of young
people quite often clash and intertwine: the "psychology" of the family where the husband grew up, and the
"psychology" of the parental family of the young wife. These two often multidirectional and controversial
"psychologies" are reflected in the social health of the young family, since there is a conflict interaction in
these families.

The second model of “split” parenthood is typical, as a rule, for single-parent families in which only one
parent is engaged in raising children, combining the functions of both father and mother, which does not
pass without a trace for the formation of the child’s personality and social health.

The third model of parental behaviour in a young family is presented as a deviant model. By its name
alone, it can be defined as the source of a dysfunctional and problematic young family since in such families
young parents lead an asocial lifestyle, and young children are without supervision and proper care, which
does not correspond to the concept of good social health.

The fourth model of parental behaviour of a young family is individualistic and characterised by the
manifestation of relations between parents and children of two types - partner or authoritarian. In both
cases, according to L.A. Gritsay, this model is characterised by the alienation of family members from each
other [14].

In the first case, due to free education, the emphasis is put on the moral independence of children from
parents, and in the second case, due to the authoritarianism of parents and the suppression of children's
will, the emphasis is put on their transformation into dependent individuals. Such families can be consid-
ered “critical”. Hence, what kind of ensuring a high level of social health can be discussed in this case?

The fifth model of parenthood of a young family is constructive (i.e., prosperous), and according to its
author, L.A. Gritsay, this is the most effective model. This is explained by the fact that this model is based on
a solid worldview attitude that corresponds to the spiritual and moral heritage of Russia and its family

232



IIpoGaemMBl COIIMOJIOTrUU

values. Agreeing that a strong value and spiritual-moral “platform” is necessary for the formation of a so-
cially, mentally and physically healthy person, we would like to note that in modern Russia this model of
parental behaviour cannot be explicated as really functioning since this platform itself is presently missing.

Russia seems to have lost common value and spiritual-moral foundations, and, consequently, its sociali-
sation space does not contain the basic, integral and shared by all socialisation agents value-normative fam-
ily foundations. In this regard, we are forced to state that the fifth model of parenthood can be considered
as an ideal model, which, perhaps, should be guided, and it seems necessary to restore the integral spiritual
and moral space of Russian society and the socialisation system that was destroyed during the years of
post-Soviet transformations.

In this context, relying on the selected models of parental behaviour, the conventionality of which is de-
termined by any attempt to classify the phenomena and processes studied, we can say that the most effec-
tive (creative) model is currently not functional in Russian reality. It is also worth agreeing that the parent-
ing model is more widespread in Russia, preserving traditional trends of deviant and individualistic fami-
lies with the corresponding parenting models.

On this basis, it can be assumed that safe parenting in Russia, as a reflection of the dominant model of
parenthood with traditional characteristics, still retains the status of dominant.

It should also be noted that a high level of satisfaction with family life, parent-child relationships, and a
positive assessment by parents of the future of young generations are not typical for most Russians. Today,
Russian young families are worried about numerous problems. Among the main problems are: unsatisfac-
tory material base (economic well-being) of a young family, housing problems, issues of spiritual and moral
relations in a young family, lack of reproductive attitude or restriction of birth of children, negative evalua-
tion of their family’s future, etc. problems, then we can talk about the crisis of the institution of the family,
problems of socialisation, and, therefore, about the unsatisfactory level of social health of the young family.

A special place in our work is occupied by the problem of employment of young spouses, who belong to
the social group - "youth". In this regard, the situation of the employment of young spouses, in general, is
affected by regional labour market difficulties they may face in finding a job. The period of pursuing educa-
tion, which is lengthening in the period, delays the moment for young people to enter full-fledged working
life and achieve professional maturity, and at the same time, the moment of financial independence and ma-
terial well-being of a young family is delayed [15, p. 21].

Furthermore, young people aged 18-24 are students completing their vocational training after which
they become the most vulnerable group entering the Russian labour market, as they still lack professional
and social experience and, as a result, are less competitive.

At the age of 21-24, the majority of Russian youth experiences the so-called "shock from reality" because
their ideal ideas about future work activities conflict with the real situation in the workplace. Special adap-
tation youth programs are designed to help young employees adequately perceive the state of affairs exist-
ing in the social sphere and labour market. T.S. Zubkova draws attention to the following fact that the low
salary of a young specialist, especially in the public sector, and dissatisfaction with secondary earnings push
young professionals to look for work in another city and go abroad, which impedes the strengthening of a
young family and does not contribute to its social health [16, p. 118].

Moreover, traditional and “split” parental behaviour families, like young married women with or with-
out a child, may have additional employment problems. Admission to work may be refused due to fears that
the potential employee will either soon go on parental leave or will devote more time and energy to the
family and the child, but not to perform professional duties.

Finally, it is critically important to consider psychological unpreparedness for marriage which is espe-
cially the case for the first four models of parental behaviour we described. If a young couple is more or less
financially dependent on their elders, then the possibility of control or punishment is directly dependent on
the length of their financial dependency. This situation leads to a violation of the boundaries of a young
family and a change or even complete disappearance of the rules for the functioning of a young family
which leads to a violation of emotional interaction, tension and a feeling of general dissatisfaction with
marriage which can become the evidence of “ill” social health of a young family.

The problem of marital conflicts also affects the social health of the young family. Conflictogenicity, as a
factor negatively affecting the level of social health of a young family, is especially acute and is considered
by researchers separately in the context of psychology and conflictology. According to L.B. Schneider, for
the stage after the birth of a child it is characteristic to have separation of roles associated with paternity
and motherhood, coordination between spouses, material support of new family living conditions, adapta-
tion to great physical and psychological stress, and limiting the total activity of spouses outside the family
[17, p. 259].
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Thus, the modern young family, unfortunately, cannot effectively fulfil its socialisation functions and
positively influence the development of new generations. Unfortunately, the negative potential of such a
family has long-term trends that can be expressed in the social “ill” health of the family, in particular, and
the threat to the safety of society as a whole [18].

That is why a young family, marital and child-parent relations, parenthood and childhood must certainly
become key objects of state family policy since the social health of the whole society depends on the well-
being of a young family. In this regard, our common work should be directed towards:

- restoration of the status of a young family as the main institution of primary socialisation;

- formation of the potential of a young family and its social health, taking into account its characteristics,
values, and traditions;

- restoration and reconsideration of the spiritual, moral and educational-socialisation opportunities of
young families of different types and different models of parental behaviour;

- stabilisation and improvement of housing conditions and socio-economic situation of a young family,
reduction of the potential for conflict in it, creation of a positive socio-psychological climate and an atmos-
phere of well-being through social protection and social work with young families.

The use of modern methods and technologies of social work with young families should help to improve
the quality of social protection of spouses, create a sense of security in the family, and improve the quality
of life in general, which will contribute to the formation and preservation of the social health of the young
family.
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Abstract

Today it is generally accepted that one of the basic relationships is trust. In our view, respect as a meaning
formed in the communication context has the same importance. An important area in which the majority of re-
spondents are acutely aware of the lack of mutual respect is interaction with the authorities and the state govern-
ment. The language competences of a civil servant in this work are considered from the perspective of examining the
meaning of public statements in the context of discussing a particular issue.

Keywords: mutual respect, disrespect, social group, interpersonal relations, polling, discourse-analysis, govern-
ment, self-control, discourse, dehumanization.

The classics of sociology paid little attention to the problems of mutual respect in social relations, alt-
hough they explored categories that had an indirect relation to it: prestige, authority, symbolic capital,
trust, etc. T. Parsons mentions mutual respect in the context of the research of the social community and the
symbolic factors of consolidating its normative foundations. Respect is a reward for compliance with social
norms that ensure the behavior of actors, to community expectations [1]. N. Luman attaches great importance
to respect, which defines morality as "the designation of conditions under which individuals can or cannot
respect themselves and others." [2]. According to the German sociologist, "respect should be understood
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