ISSN 2617-7544, eISSN 2617-7552 Icuxonorus xoane comuonorus cepusichl. Ne3 (90). 2024 https://bulletin-psysoc.kaznu.kz

IRSTI 04.21.51 https://doi.org/10.26577/JPsS.2024.v90.13.06

A. Imankul’[ :, B. Smagambet: |

L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian National University, Astana, Kazakhstan
“e-mail: akadirbekovab@gmail.com

TRANSFORMATION OF THE FAMILY INSTITUTION:
SOCIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF NEW CHANGES
IN MARRIAGE AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS

The emergence of new positions on the issues of gender equality and justice, as they arise in the
context of social liberalism and economic reconstruction, serve to ensure equality between men and
women. Furthermore, they facilitate the advent of novel approaches to the birth and upbringing of chil-
dren, and accelerate the transformation of the family institution. The reconciliation of new positions in
marriage-family relations and the succession of generations represents an urgent problem that requires
sociological analysis.

The authors of the article conducted an analysis of the system of sociological theoretical and meth-
odological concepts aimed at explaining the changes in the institution of the family. They also conduct-
ed a secondary analysis of the sociological research data (N: 1,200 respondent) on the topic “Kazakhstan
Families — 2022”, which was conducted by the NJSC “Kazakhstan Institute of Public Development”. This
multifaceted approach enabled the identification and analysis of the changes occurring in marriage and
family relations in Kazakhstan.

The findings of the analysis indicated that the attitudes and stances of Kazakhstani individuals with
regard to the family are characterised by a degree of conservatism. Furthermore, the findings of the study
indicate that Kazakhstani individuals place a high value on traditional family values and strive to main-
tain them. Nevertheless, the most significant value for a contemporary family is care and mutual respect,
as well as support, which in the modern era is referred to as an “ecological relationship”.

A conceptual analysis of the transformation of the family institution and its interpretation in practice
through the results of sociological research has the potential to inform theoretical and methodological
decisions in the development of proposals for the regulation of marriage-family relations for submission
to state structures and research institutes.

Key words: family institution, family transformation, institutional approach, deinstitutionalization,
diversification, institutional logic, queer theory.
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OT6acbl MHCTUTYTbl TPAHCIOPMALMSCDHI: HEKe-0T6ACh! KATbIHACTAPbIHAAFbI
)KaHa e3repicTepAi 9AeyMeTTaHYAbIK, TaAAQY

[eHAEPAIK TEHAIK MeH SAIAETTIAIK MaceAeAepi GOMbIHLLA >KaHA YCTaHbIMAAPAbBIH NaiAa GOAybI
OAEYMETTIK AMOEPAAM3M MEH KOHOMMKAHbI KAMTa Kypy >KaFAaiblHAQ TYbIHAQMTbIHABIKTAH, €pAep
MEH BMEeAAEPAIH TEHAIMH KaMmTamachI3 eTyre Kbi3mer eteai. COHbIMEH KaTap, 0Aap 6AAaAapAbIH Tyybl
MeH TopbueciHe >KaHa Ke3KapacTapAblH ManAa GOAYbIH XKEHIAAETEAl aHe 0T6acbl MHCTUTYTbIHbIH,
TpaHcpopmaumsicbiH - keaeapeTeai. Heke-ot6achl KaTbiHACTapblHAAFbI >KaHA YCTaHbIMAAD —MeH
yprakTap cabakTacTbiFblH YHAECTIPY SAEYMETTaHYAbIK TAAAQYAbI KQXKET eTeTiH 63eKTi MaceAe.

Makana aBTopAapbl 0OT6ACbl  MHCTUTYTbIHAQFbl ~ ©3repicTepAi  TyCiHAipyre — 6arbiTTaAFaH
SAEYMETTaHYAbIK, TEOPUSIABIK, YKOHE BAICTEMEAIK TY>XKbIpbIMAAMaAAp XYMECiHe TaApdy >KYPri3Ai >KeHe
«KasakCTaHAbIK, KOFamMAbIK, Aamy MHCTUTYTbl» KeAK >xyprisreH «KasakcrtaHaplk, oT6ackl — 2022»
TakbIpblObl GOMbIHLIA BAEYMETTAHYAbIK, 3epTTey AepekTepiHe (ipikteme — 1 200 apam) KOCaAKpl
Taaaay Kyprizai. Ocbl keleHai 6arbIT KasakcraHaarbl HeKe-0TOAChl KaTbIHACTapbiHAQ BOAbIMN KaTKaH
e3repicTepAi aHbIKTayFa )KaHe TarAayFa MYMKIHAIK 6epA.

Tanpay HaTMXKeAepi Ka3aKCTaHABIK, TYAFAAApPAbIH OT6ACbIHA AereH Ke3Kapachl MeH YCTaHbIMbl
GeAriAi AppekeAe KOHCEePBATU3MMEH CUMaTTaAaTbiHbIH KepceTTi. CoHbIMEH KaTap, 3epTTey HOTUXKeAepi
Ka3aKCTaHAbIKTaPAbIH ASCTYPAI OTOACBIABIK, KYHABIABIKTAPAbI XOFapbl 6aFaAaiTbIHbIH XXOHE OAapAbl
CaKTayFa YMTbIAQTbIHbIH KepceTeai. AereHmeH, Kasipri otbacbl ywiH eH MaHbI3Abl KYHAbIAbIK, —
KAMKOPABIK, eH ©3apa CbIMAACTbIK, COHbIMEH KaTap Ka3ipri xkarAanAa «0T6acbIHAAFbI TYPAKThl KapbIM-
KaTblHaC» Aen aTanAbl.
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OT16acbl MHCTUTYTbIHBIH TPAHC(OPMALMSCBIH TY>KbIPbIMAAMAAbIK, TAAAQY >KOHE OHbl dAEyMeTTa-
HYAbIK, 3epTTeY HOTMXKEAEPi apKblAbl TaXipnbeae MHTEprNpeTaumsaAay MEMAEKETTIK KYPbIAbIMAAP MeH
FBIAbIMM-3EPTTEY MHCTUTYTTapblHa HEKe-0TOAChl KAaTbIHACTAPbIH PETTEYAE YCbIHbICTAP 93ipAEYAE Teo-
PUSIABIK, )XOHE 8AICHAaMaAbIK, LELWIMAEPAI KAAbINTACTbIPY BAEYeTIHE Me.

Ty#in cesaep: oT6acbl MHCTUTYTbI, OTOACBIHbIH TPAHC(OPMaLMSChl, MHCTUTYTTbIK, 6arbIT, AEMHC-
TUTYLMOHaAM3aLUMS, AMBEPCUGUKALNS, MHCTUTYLMOHAAABI AOTHKA, KBUP-TEOPUS.
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TpaHcdopmaumsi MHCTUTYTA CEMbM: COLLMOAOTMYECKMIA aHAAM3
HOBbIX U3MEHEeHUI B OPaYHO-CEMEeHHbIX OTHOLLIEHUSAX

HoBble no3numm no Bonpocam reHAEPHOro PaBeHCTBA M CNPABEAAMBOCTM, BO3HUKLLME B YCAOBMEAX
COLMAAbHOIO AMbGEPaAM3MA U SKOHOMUYECKOI NEePeCcTPOmKM, CMOCOOCTBYIOT 06ecrneyeHunto paBeHCTBa
MEXKAY MY>KUMHAMM M KEHLLMHAMM, HOBbIM MOAXOAAM K POXKAEHMIO M BOCMMTAHUIO AETEN, a Takxke
YCKOPSIOT TpaHCAHOPMaLMIO MHCTUTYTA CeMbU. AKTYaAbHOCTb COFAQCOBAHUS HOBbIX MO3MLIMIA B CEMen-
HO-BpayuHbIX OTHOLLEHMSIX U MPEEMCTBEHHOCTH NMOKOAEHUI TPebyeT COLMOAOrMUYECKOro aHaAn3a.

B cTaTbe npoBeaeH aHAAU3 TEOPETUKO-METOAOAOTMYECKUX KOHLEMLMIA, OOBICHSIOLIMX M3MEHEHMS
B MHCTUTYTE CEMbM, & Tak>Ke BTOPUYUHBIN aHAAM3 AQHHbIX COLMOAOrMYeckoro nccaeaosanmsg HAO «Ka-
3aXCTaHCKMI MHCTUTYT OBLLIECTBEHHOIO Pa3BmuTHs» Ha Temy «KasaxcraHckme cembmn — 2022» (BbiGOpKa
— 1 200 yenoBek). AaHHbI KOMMAEKCHbI MOAXOA NMO3BOAMA BbISIBUTb M MPOAHAAM3MPOBATb M3MEHEHMS
B CemernHo-6pauHbIx oTHoLeHMsx B KazaxcTaHe.

Pe3yAbTaTbl aHaAM3a MOKa3blBalOT, YTO MHEHMS W MO3MLMWM Ka3axCTaHUEB OTHOCUTEAbHO CeMbM
OCTalOTCS MO CBOEN CYyTW KOHCEepBATMBHbIMU. HaceAaeHWe CTpaHbl B LLEAOM BbICOKO LIEHUT CeMelHble
LEHHOCTU U CTPEMUTCS MX COXPAHUTb. TeM He MeHee, AAS COBPEMEHHOM CeMbM HanboAee 3HAUUMbIMM
SBASIOTCS 3260Ta, B3aMMHOE YBa>keHUe 1 MOAAEPIKKA, UYTO B COBPEMEHHOM KOHTEKCTE MOXHO OrnpeAe-
AWUTb, KaK «3KOAOTMYHbIE OTHOLLIEHUS».

KoHuenTyaAbHbIM aHaAM3 TPAHCHOPMALIMKM MHCTUTYTA CEMbU U ero anpobaumns yepes pesyAbTaThi
COLIMOAOTMYECKOTrO MCCAEAOBAHMS MMEIOT 3HAUMTEABbHbIN MOTEHUMAA AAS POPMMPOBAHMS TEOPETUKO-
METOAOAOTMYUECKMX PELIEHWIA. DTU PELIEHNSI MOTYT CAYXXMTh OCHOBOWM AAS BbIPAGOTKM PEKOMEHAALIMIA
AAS TOCYAQPCTBEHHbBIX CTPYKTYP M UCCAEAOBATEAbCKMX MHCTUTYTOB B PErYAMPOBAHMM CEMEHO-Opay-

HbIX OTHOLLEHWMN.

KAroueBble cAoBa: MHCTUTYT CeéMbMN, TpchcbopmauMﬂ CceMbMu, VIHCTl/lTyLI,l/IOHaAbelVI MOAXOA, AeVNH-
CTUTYUMOHaAM3alUuu4, AMBepCVICbMKaLI,Mﬂ, MHCTUTYUMOHAAbHAsA AOrMKa, KBUP-TEOpU4.

Introduction

It is evident that the pace of social change in the
contemporary era is rapid, and the resulting crises in
all areas of society demonstrate that social institu-
tions are ill-prepared to adhere to the norms and reg-
ulations demanded by global modernisation, or that
they lack the capacity to uphold their fundamental
values. For centuries, the family, which has been
considered the primary value for an individual and
a crucial social institution in any society, has under-
gone transformational processes due to the advent
of new rules brought about by the post-industrial
society and capitalist market relations. The value at-
tributed to the family has diminished, and individu-
als have adopted new attitudes towards marriage
and the family, leading to the emergence of various
dysfunctions and the establishment of new norms
within the functional dynamics of this institution.

American family historian S.Coontz posits that
the relationship between men and women has un-

dergone a more profound transformation in the past
three decades than it did over the preceding three
millennia (Coontz, 2005: 4). In the modern era, in-
dividuals are compelled to choose between pursuing
personal self-development and establishing a fam-
ily. The creation and upbringing of children requires
a substantial investment of resources, including
time, financial capital, spiritual capital, and cultural
capital. The decision to marry and start a family is a
deliberate and logical one, yet it also entails consid-
erable costs. The contemporary younger generation
is conscious of the fact that they are undergoing a
significant transition from a lifestyle that is “com-
fortable” to one that is more structured and demand-
ing. They are aware that their education, personal
characteristics, economic status and other factors
will influence the way they live their family life.

In examining the evolution of marriage and
family relations, it is essential to contextualise these
changes within a historical and global framework.
The analysis of the evolution of the family institu-
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tion requires the examination of historical patterns
of marriage, child-rearing, gender roles and kinship
structure practices. These provide a basis for un-
derstanding the dynamics of the present of family
institute. Furthermore, an analysis of the conceptu-
alisation of the contemporary transformation of the
family institution, which is occurring as a result of
global trends, provides the foundation for elucidat-
ing the nature and significance of local changes.

Literature review

Since the end of the 20th century, scholars have
offered divergent perspectives on the transforma-
tions occurring within the family institution. For ex-
ample, according to the physiologist D.Blankenhorn
and the sociologist D.Popenoe, family changes rep-
resent a clear example of disintegration and institu-
tional failure to preserve the family (Blankenhorn,
1995; Popenoe, 1993). British sociologist S.Abrutyn
and American sociologist J.H.Turner posit that
changes in the family represent a form of “adaptive
modernization”. They argue that the family as a so-
cial institution has undergone a transformation, as-
suming a new position within the broader system of
social institutions (Abrutyn et al., 2011).

The American scientists who are studying the
new wave of family transformation have identified
a number of institutional directions that support a
number of conclusions. These include the superior-
ity of family life based on marriage, the birth and
upbringing of children in a complete family with
parents, and the importance of aiming for a family
that adheres to the established rules. They also em-
phasise the stability of marriage, the priority of fam-
ily interests over individual interests, and structural
changes in the family. This allows for consideration
within the functional concept (Knapp et al., 2019).
This approach views the family as an institution that
performs its functions within the framework of es-
tablished rules, norms, and values. It considers two
potential avenues for change: a critical perspective,
which views the family’s transformation as a crisis,
and a positive perspective, which perceives the fam-
ily as adapting to new demands.

The maintenance of social institutions is de-
pendent on three fundamental “pillars”: regulatory
(law and religion), normative (values and rules), and
cultural-cognitive (Cherlin, 2020:63). Those repre-
senting the new institutional approach focus on the
final pillar, namely the evolution of the family in-
stitution. According to this perspective, institutional
activity does not necessitate conscious deliberation
on the part of the actor, who instead views cogni-
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tive patterns as an inherent aspect of their daily life.
Cognitive models, in turn, undergo transformation
in different cultural contexts (Cherlin, 2020:65).

A review of recent studies on changes in the
family reveals a common focus on the processes
of deinstitutionalisation, disintegration and detradi-
tionalisation, which collectively shape the character
of the family institution. Those who espoused the
deinstitutionalisation perspective sought to ascer-
tain the potential of the family as an institution in
an individual’s life. Consequently, the future of the
family institution shifted its focus from an examina-
tion of its structural aspects to an investigation of
the necessity of a family unit for the individual and
the opportunities it can provide for personal growth.
The focus of researchers shifted from an examina-
tion of the external aspects of family and marriage
to an investigation of their internal content and the
psychological processes involved in these relation-
ships. Those who espouse the deinstitutionalisation
perspective posit that social norms, cultural and so-
cial structures that constrain and regulate individuals
in the formation of their personal lives will become
less prevalent. In this regard, the primary focus is
on the expansion of individual requirements (Gurko,
2016:181), for example, the individualized marriage
described by A.Cherlin (Cherlin, 2020:63), as well
as the transformation of marriage into a partnership,
as defined by E.Burgess (Burgess, 1945). The pro-
cess is described by contemporary researchers as the
reconstruction of the family model tradition. In the
view of the British sociologist A.Giddens, for those
who are sexually “normal”, love is associated with
having sex through marriage. Nevertheless, it is
becoming increasingly prevalent for two individu-
als to engage in a relationship without the formali-
ties of marriage (Giddens, 2007). As postulated by
the American sociologist P.Amato, individuals are
disinclined to assume obligations towards another
person. They are only prepared to assume responsi-
bility for their partner when the couple is in a state
of mutual happiness and their needs are being met
(Amato, 2004:960).

A.Cherlin, a proponent of the deinstitutionalisa-
tion approach, identified three key factors that con-
tributed to the reconstruction of the institution of mar-
riage. Firstly, there was a shift in the social context
in which the individual was situated. Secondly, the
labour market underwent significant changes, becom-
ing accessible primarily to women. Thirdly, there was
a transformation in the resource environment, with
the advent of contraceptives. Furthermore, internal
contradictions emerged, resulting in a redistribution
of the roles of spouses (Cherlin, 2020: 65).
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The process of deinstitutionalisation does not
result in the complete disappearance of marriage.
However, within this context, researchers have pro-
posed that those who adhere to a traditional cultural
model of the family should no longer adhere to tradi-
tional practices but rather make a conscious decision
to form a traditional family (Collier, 1997). Those
espousing this perspective characterise the shifts in
the marital relationship as a transition from an insti-
tutionalised order to a partnership, wherein initially
there is a normative control, but subsequently this
loses its power and becomes a privatised marriage.
The primary perspective in this description is ex-
pressive individualism, which is characterised by
personal growth, introspection, and the recognition
of one’s needs. The privatisation of family-marriage
relations imbues them with a market character. In-
dividuals are increasingly reluctant to adhere to the
roles and statuses prescribed by the institutional
structure. Instead, they are exercising greater auton-
omy in determining the content and nature of their
family-marriage relations, based on their personal
preferences and interests. This includes opting for
alternative forms of marriage, such as civil mar-
riage, childfree and etc. The subsequent approach,
which assesses the evolution of family dynamics,
examines the recent shifts in family structures as
a diversification rather than an individualisation of
family forms. As posited by I.Levin, the social con-
struction of an individual’s family unit implies the
existence of a multitude of familial concepts (Levin,
1999:93). Furthermore, American philosopher
S.L.Gardner posits that the proliferation of family
forms engenders a perception of family life in which
“individuals accept each other as they are” (Gard-
ner, 2006:238). Those representing the diversifica-
tion perspective challenge the conclusions of the
socio-institutional approach, oppose the judgments
of the deinstitutionalization perspective, and seek
to conceptualize the individual within the context
of family and marital relations, moving beyond the
boundaries of institutional and deinstitutionalization
concepts.

British feminist sociologist C.Smart posits that
it is crucial to examine the intricacies and diversity
of interpersonal connections that individuals forge
in the contemporary era. Qualitative empirical work
that explores the relational, memory, autobiographi-
cal, imaginative and embeddedness of how family
life is constructed and lived will identify elements
of individuation that attempt to preserve traditional
elements. From this perspective, a useful conceptual
framework for understanding recent changes in the
family is to consider how kinship and obligations

provide the context for choice, and how individual
choice is shaped along a continuum where individu-
alisation and traditionalism are balanced. The core
tenet of the sociologist’s concept is that individuals
are situated within a system of relations that offers
products that reflexively select the aspects deemed
most significant to them (Smart, 2007:498). British
sociologists R.Pahl and L.Spencer, who espouse a
similar viewpoint, contend that qualitative empiri-
cal research demonstrates that individuals can ex-
perience a sense of connection and loyalty to oth-
ers within their communities, while simultaneously
maintaining a conscious and balanced approach to
their relationships, avoiding isolation, anomic ten-
dencies, or narcissistic selfishness (Pahl et al., 2010).

From the perspective of those who advocate di-
versification, the most crucial aspect of analysing
the family is to acknowledge the diversity of family
life. J.Sprey, Doctor of Philosophy, Researcher of
the Family Institute, posits that in the study of fami-
ly issues, researchers should refrain from evaluating
divorce, remarriage, step fatherhood, cohabitation
under a contract, and marriage with a member of the
opposite sex as deficiencies of the modern institu-
tionalisation of family-marriage relations. Instead,
they should be regarded as integral components. It is
imperative that the diversity that characterises mod-
ern family life is considered and analysed. It must be
interpreted not as deinstitutionalised individualisa-
tion, but as a transformation of the family that must
be included in “alternatives” in the overall structure
(Sprey, 2009:17). Canadian sociologist S.Lauer and
British sociologist C.Yodanis argue that the recog-
nition of diversity does not necessitate the develop-
ment of theories concerning the decline of tradition-
al family structures. According to these researchers,
alternative forms of marriage exist alongside the tra-
ditional institution and have been institutionalised to
a certain extent. However, the traditional institution
of marriage continues to perform its function along-
side these alternatives (Lauer et al., 2010).

Another common direction in the analysis of
modern changes in the family is M.Weber’s concept
of modernity and the theory of institutional logic.
M.Weber’s concept allows for the explanation of
modern institutional dimensions in terms of differ-
ent, competing terms of “order of life” and “field of
values”. Each of these is shaped by its own “internal
logic” and “immanent legitimacy”. M.Weber pos-
its that each value field is characterised by its own
internal logic, which is distinguished, identified
and defined by the differentiation of its institution-
al logic from other competing institutional logics.
M.Weber’s concept of the “field of values” encom-
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passes various aspects of modernity, including the
family, science, politics, economics, religion, aes-
thetics, and eroticism (Weber, 2004: 215).

In terms of institutional logic, the relationship
between the subject and the institute is not char-
acterised by antagonism; rather, it is a constitutive
one. The subject exhibits a genuine conviction in
the institution’s existence. In line with M.Weber’s
sociology of religion, the American sociologist
R.Friedland posited that the underlying substance
of institutional logic is presented as a ‘God’ that
believers love and obey (Friedland, 2014a). In the
view of the Canadian philosopher C.Taylor, family
members act on the basis of what they perceive to
be the right course of action in family relationships,
without necessarily considering the wider benefits
that such actions might bring to the family (Taylor,
1989:74). The American sociologist R.Friedland
and the French philosopher J.L.Marion posit that
this love constitutes a higher sentiment than the sub-
ject, whereby an individual loves others as they love
themselves (Friedland, 2014b; Marion, 2007).

This framework allows for the analysis of the
family without imposing the constraints of a pre-de-
fined “family” or other mould. From an institutional
perspective, the family can only be sustained in the
mode of “indispensable love”, wherein the subject
becomes oriented toward values that transcend the
familial unit, or in the presence of respect and loy-
alty. As posited by the historian J.Gillis, modern
individuals construct an imaginary family based on
their personal values and ideal relationships, which
they aspire to actualize. In the event that this famil-
ial construct fails to align with their idealized vision,
they may experience depression (Gillis, 1996). Fur-
thermore, as postulated by M.Weber, the concept
of the family represents a higher substance that en-
dures regardless of how it is conceptualised (Weber,
2004).

In addition, researcher of globalization process-
es of modern changes in the family, author of the
concept of “Risk Society” — U.Beck linked changes
in the family with process of individualization. The
scientist posits that prior to the advent of industrial
society family life was oriented towards a collec-
tive purpose and enterprise (such as a family farm
or workshop). The advent of the “welfare state” in
industrial society resulted in the implementation
of state benefits for women, even in the absence of
gainful employment. This form of state permitted
women to make autonomous decisions and engage
in action, while also facilitating their involvement in
the labour market. Consequently, familial relation-
ships underwent a transformation, shifting from a
collective orientation towards a pursuit of individu-

80

al interests. The focus has shifted to an individually
planned life, as outlined by U.Beck. In his work on
individualisation, U.Beck puts forth the following
concept of the pre-industrial family: “In the pre-in-
dustrial family, relations were structured according
to the principles of work and economic organiza-
tion. The family unit comprised men, women, the
elderly, and children. However, the time and activi-
ties of these individuals were coordinated and sub-
ordinated to a common goal, namely the preserva-
tion of the farm or workshop. The family functioned
as an organised community, wherein the individual
interests, feelings and motives of its members were
subordinated to the collective goal of the family it-
self. It was not the individual, but common goals
and tasks that played an important role. In this re-
gard, the pre-industrial family can be defined as a
“community of needs” underpinned by “cooperative
obligations” (Beck, 2002).

U.Beck, who defined the family in the context
of industrial society as “post-family”, offers the fol-
lowing description: “If, historically, the family was
the primary social unit, contemporary individuals
are attempting to define themselves as autonomous
beings, each with distinct expectations and interests
regarding the family.” Individuals possess a range of
capabilities and responsibilities. In conclusion, the
outlines of male-only and female-only lives within
the family are becoming apparent (Beck, 2002).

The recent emergence of same-sex marriage as a
new trend in family-marriage relations has become
an actual issue on the global stage. In response to
this phenomenon, countries around the world have
adopted two distinct positions. One group has legal-
ised same-sex marriage and criminalised discrimi-
nation on the grounds of sexual orientation. The
other has recognised same-sex marriage as a form of
union that is not legally recognised and has sought
to address the promotion of this form of marriage.
The scientific academic environment has interpreted
the concepts related to these marital relations within
the framework of gender theories. Towards the end
of the 20th century, a new field of study emerged,
namely queer studies and queer theory, which sought
to provide an explanation of same-sex relationships.
This theory examines the emergence, function, and
development of both normative and deviant forms
(models) of sexuality and their carriers within spe-
cific cultural and social contexts. The representa-
tives of this direction, which was developed within
the framework of the post-structuralism critique of
identity, argue that sexual desires, experiences and
identities are not interconnected. The tenets of queer
theory posit that the relationship between anatomi-
cal sex, gender, and sexual desire is not as stable
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as is commonly assumed. In accordance with this
concept, the subject of queer theory is a distinct
theoretical approach that employs a critical analy-
sis of the prevailing normative methods of cognition
and action that are used to support one of the groups
that are organised according to the characteristics of
sexual diversity and that oppose the other (Voron-
cov, 2012).

Research methodology and methods

This article presents an analysis of the transfor-
mational processes occurring within the Kazakh-
stani family institution. The object of research is
Kazakh families undergoing new changes, and the
subject of research is the emergence of new posi-
tions within the evolving institution of the family,
which is subject to significant influence from the
process of globalisation.

In the course of the research, the secondary data
analysis of the results of the sociological research
conducted by the NJSC “Kazakhstan Institute of
Public Development” (hereinafter the Institute) in
the framework of the preparation of the national re-
port “Kazakhstan Families — 2022” was employed
as the research method.

Sampling:

In the field phase of this study, a survey was
conducted using the “face-to-face” method. A total
of 1,200 respondents were included in the sample.
The survey was conducted in 14 regions and three
cities of republican significance. The study em-
ployed a stratified multistage sampling methodolo-
gy. The selection was made in the following stages,
in accordance with the population of the regions
and cities of republican importance. Moreover, the
sample size was calculated according to the urban-
rural principle in each region. The sample size was
distributed between rural and urban areas, with the
latter divided into regional centres, small towns and
district centres, as well as villages. This was done in
accordance with the characteristics of the region and
statistical data.

Data collection:

The data was collected using a structured ques-
tionnaire designed by the Institute in accordance
with the principles of sociological research. The sur-
vey comprised a series of closed questions, which
were divided into six sections. The following areas
were covered in the survey:

Section 1: family principles.

Section 2: marriage and divorce.

Section 3: family policy in the Republic of Ka-
zakhstan.

Section 4: state social support for vulnerable
families.

Section 5: reproductive health of men and
women.

Section 6: parents and children.

Data Analysis:

The data were subjected to quantitative analysis.
Descriptive statistics, including frequencies and per-
centages, were employed to analyse the quantitative
data. The data were analysed using the statistical da-
tabase SPSS 26.0.

Ethical Considerations:

Informed consent was obtained from all partici-
pants before the survey. The participants were as-
sured of the confidentiality of their responses, and
their participation in the survey was voluntary.

Results and discussion

According to the research subject, the findings
of the sociological research into the changes and
new positions within the Kazakh family institution
were analysed. The respondents were asked to iden-
tify the family values that were of greatest impor-
tance to them. The findings of the study indicate that
the most significant value for Kazakhstani families
is the act of caring for one another and maintaining
mutual respect (72.8%), while the second most im-
portant value is love (39.5%). It is notable that the
respondents selected answer options that describe
traditional values less than, those that describe re-
lationships in a modern family. These include suc-
cession of generations (4.5%), helping parents and
elders (15.9%), and socialising with close rela-
tives, family holidays, anniversaries, etc. (9.9%).
These findings demonstrate that traditional values
espoused by Kazakhstani families have undergone
a transformation, evolving to encompass a greater
emphasis on respecting the personal boundaries and
autonomy of modern individuals (Figure 1).

A correlation analysis conducted at the regional
level revealed that the family value of “helping par-
ents and elders” is more prevalent in the following
regions: the Atyrau region (38.5%), the Kostanay
region (37.1%), and the Mangistau region (26.8%).
Furthermore, the family value of “Socialising with
close relatives, family holidays, anniversaries, etc.”
was identified as a significant factor among the sur-
veyed families. In particular, the regions of Kostanay
(27.4%), Pavlodar (15.4%), and Kyzylorda (14.6%)
demonstrated a notable prevalence of this perspec-
tive. These findings challenge the conventional wis-
dom that kinship relations and traditional values are
less prominent in the northern regions of the country.
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= The act of caring for one another and maintaining mutual respect

Love

etc.

= Children

= Emotional and psychological comfort

= Material prosperity

= Joint time with family

= Trust, compatibility of views, mutual understanding
= Helping parents and elders

= Succession of generations

= Socialising with close relatives, family holidays, anniversaries,

Figure 1 — Kazakhstani family values

A correlation analysis of the key family values
expressed by survey participants across their age
range revealed the following patterns:

- The importance of taking care of each other,
showing mutual respect and support is most preva-
lent among those aged 18-28.

- The pursuit of emotional and psychological
well-being is most common among those aged 61
and above.

- Material prosperity is most sought after by
those aged 29-45.

- Love is most prevalent among those aged 18-28.

- Having children is most common among those
aged 61 and above.
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- Furthermore, the data indicates that spending
time together, taking family holidays, celebrating
anniversaries, and other similar activities are most
prevalent among the 18-28 age group.

- Trust, compatibility of views, and mutual un-
derstanding are most common among the 46-60 age
group.

- The 18-28 age group is most likely to engage
family value such as helping parents and elders.

- The 61+ age group is most likely to prioritize
the succession of generations.

- Finally, respondents aged 46-60 indicated that
interaction with close relatives is the most important
aspect of their lives (Figure 2).
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Figure 2 — Family values (by age group, %)
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In order to ascertain the status of Kazakhs
within the familial power structure, the survey
participants were posed questions pertaining to
the distribution of authority and responsibilities
within the family unit. The responses indicated
that traditional and patriarchal attitudes continue
to exert significant influence in Kazakhstan, with
nearly half of the respondents affirming that men
should assume a dominant role in manage family
(46.6%).

The analysis of this question by gender revealed
no significant difference in the views of men and
women on this issue. The proportion of men who
believe that “a man should rule” was 47.4%, while

44%

the proportion of women who held this view was
45.9%.

Nevertheless, a liberal/egalitarian perspective
on the distribution of power within the family was
also discernible. For instance, 28.8% of respondents
indicated that there is no designated head of the
family, with significant decisions being collectively
made (Figure 3).

The analysis of responses to the question by age
cohort revealed that the traditional position is more
prevalent among Kazakhstani respondents aged
29-45 and 45-60 (51.6% and 53.9%, respectively),
while the egalitarian approach is more characteristic
of participants over 65 years old (35.2%).

= The man

= The woman

= The family is not led by a single individual; rather,
significant resolutions are reached through a collective
process

I am unable to respond to this question

Figure 3 — «Power» in the family

Furthermore, the regional analysis of the data
obtained in response to this question indicates that
the traditional attitude towards the issue of power
in the family is predominantly observed among
residents of the Atyrau, Kyzylorda and Mangistau
regions (respectively, 64.1%, 62.5% and 58.5%).
The most prevalent position among respondents
from Astana city (43.6%) and the Kostanay region
(43.5%) is that of egalitarianism.

The findings of the study indicate that there is
a perception of equality between spouses with re-
gard to the division of parental duties within the
family unit in Kazakhstan. Specifically, spouses are
responsible for and undertake the following family
obligations in a manner that is perceived to be equal:

- financial support (45.8%);

- family budget management (54%);

- walking with children (71.9%);

- organising free time together with children
(72.3%);

- taking children to extra clubs and sports sec-
tions (62.8%);

- taking children to kindergarten and school
(62.3%);

- checking homework (54.5%);

- treatment of the child if they are sick (62.4%).

Nevertheless, an analysis of the division of re-
sponsibilities within the family unit revealed that
the provision of material support for the household
is predominantly assigned to men (50.4%). Further-
more, it was observed that the majority of tasks re-
lated to childcare are performed jointly and equally
by the mother, with percentages ranging from 21.5%
to 39%.

In examining the distribution of responsibili-
ties within the family in the housing domain, a no-
table observation emerged. A greater proportion of
Kazakhstani respondents who rent an apartment
believe that both spouses are responsible for the
financial support of the family (75%) compared to
those who live in their husband’s parents’ house.
Furthermore, respondents who live in their hus-
band’s parents’ house perceive themselves to be
more responsible for the family income than oth-
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ers (65.2%) (Figure 4). These particular social data
demonstrate that the rigorous standards of the mar-
ket society necessitate logical decision-making and
accountability in the allocation of responsibilities
within the family. In a traditional extended family,
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The man

m Privately owned apartmenthouse
# Dormitory/communal accommodation

uWe live in the house of my wife's parents
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The woman

it is customary for the male head of the household
to assume responsibility for providing for the fam-
ily. In contrast, in an egalitarian family that rents
an apartment, the husband and wife typically share
this responsibility.

Together

m Flat/house for rent

We live n the house of my husband's parents

Figure 4 — Division of responsibilities in the family (in the housing division of the respondents)

The Kazakhstani public’s stance on civil mar-
riage, a prevalent contemporary form of marital and
familial union, was not unambiguous. A positive
assessment of this type of marriage was given by
28.3% of those who participated in the survey, while
32.8% of respondents displayed a negative attitude.
A further 33.1% of respondents indicated a neutral
stance on the matter. A total of 5.9% of respondents
from Kazakhstan indicated that they had difficulty
answering this question.

The correlation analysis of the data obtained
during the study revealed the following relationship:
respondents who are not registered in Civil Status
Registration bodies and are not married according
to religious ceremonies demonstrated a greater pro-
pensity to support civil marriage (59.5%) than other
groups. Among these respondents, the rate of those
who expressed a negative attitude towards civil
marriage was only 4.8%. This represents the low-
est rate of those who hold a negative opinion about
civil marriage. Conversely, the highest proportion
of those who do not enter into a civil marriage was
identified among those who were registered in the
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Civil Status Registration bodies or married accord-
ing to religious rites (40.9%) (Figure 5).

Additionally, the demographic most supportive
of civil marriage is comprised of citizens with pro-
fessional and technical education (34.1%), respon-
dents aged 29-45 (30.2%), and men (30.5%).

With regard to the question of same-sex
marriage, it is evident that there are a number of
different approaches and positions with regard to
its interpretation. The survey data allowed for the
determination of the opinions held by Kazakhstani
citizens regarding this phenomenon. The research
findings indicate that the majority of Kazakhstani
citizens hold a negative view of same-sex marriage,
with 86.7% expressing such an attitude. A mere
0.5% of respondents expressed support for this
type of relationship, while 6.6% indicated a neutral
stance (figure 6). The correlation analysis revealed
that the majority of those who support this type of
relationship are individuals who have only entered
into a marital union through a marriage ceremony
(3.7%), respondents with secondary education
(0.9%), and respondents aged 29-45 (0.6%).
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Figure 5 — Attitude towards civil marriage (in the breakdown of respondents’ marital status, %)
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Figure 6 — Attitudes toward same-sex marriage

A further aspect that reflects the contemporary
character of marital relations is the attitude towards
premarital sexual intercourse. The majority of re-
spondents in Kazakhstan expressed a negative opin-
ion of premarital sex (56.7%), while 7.5% indicated
support for this practice. The attitudes of men to-
wards premarital sexual relations are similar to those
indicated above, although there is a notable discrep-
ancy: Of those with a negative opinion, 46.7% ex-
pressed support, while 9.7% of those in favour of
premarital sex held a negative view.

A correlation analysis of the responses to this ques-
tion revealed that those who support premarital sex are
predominantly individuals who are not registered with
Civil Status Registration bodies and have not been
married according to religious ceremonies. Specifical-
ly, 19.0% of those who support a woman’s premarital
relationship and 23.8% of those who support a man’s
premarital relationship fall into this category.

A regional analysis of attitudes towards premar-
ital sexual intercourse between men and women re-
vealed a correlation between support for this practice

and the regions of Akmola and Almaty. Specifically,
the majority of individuals who expressed support
for this relationship were located in Akmola (18.0%
of men and 20.0% of women) and Almaty (21.0%
of men). The figures for the region are 0.4% and
17.5%. In contrast, those who espouse an opposing
viewpoint, particularly those who hold a negative
view of premarital sexual relations among men, are
predominantly residents of the Atyrau (71.8%) and
Kyzylorda (72.9%) regions. Similarly, those who do
not support premarital sexual relations among wom-
en are primarily residents of the Atyrau (94.9%) and
Zhambyl (87.9%) regions. One of the most striking
findings of the correlation analysis is that none of
the residents of the Atyrau and Mangistau regions
endorse the notion of a woman entering into a rela-
tionship before marriage. In general, the sociologi-
cal data obtained on this question demonstrate that
the attitudes of citizens in the western and southern
regions of the country towards premarital sex are
characterised by traditional and patriarchal values
(Figure 7).
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Figure 8 — View of women’s premarital sexual relations (by region, %)

The analysis of the data from the sociological
research indicated that the opinions and positions
of Kazakhstani citizens regarding the family remain
conservative in nature. The population of the coun-
try as a whole holds family values in high regard
and is committed to their preservation. Neverthe-
less, the most significant value for a contemporary
family is the provision of care and mutual respect, as
well as support, which can be defined as “ecological
relations within the family” in the modern context.
The respondents did not ascribe a high level of im-
portance to the values — succession of generations,
the provision of assistance to parents and elders, the
fostering of socialisation with close relatives, the
celebration of family holidays, anniversaries, and so
forth, ranking them between 7 and 10 in terms of
their significance.
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It is well documented that modern market capi-
talism has contributed to the entry of women into
the labour market. This trend is also evident in Ka-
zakhstani society, with a corresponding shift in the
distribution of family responsibilities. The results of
the study demonstrate this. Nevertheless, the study
revealed that, with regard to the matter of power
within the family unit, the patriarchal approach con-
tinues to exert a dominant influence. Additionally,
the survey findings indicated the presence of gen-
der-based stereotypes in the distribution of respon-
sibilities within the family unit. These stereotypes
entail the assumption that men are the primary pro-
viders for their families, while women are primarily
responsible for the care of their family members.

A recent trend that has gained significant trac-
tion across the globe, including in Kazakhstan, is
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the growing acceptance of cohabitation within a
civil marriage. Findings from recent research indi-
cate that there is a relatively narrow gap between
individuals who hold positive and negative attitudes
towards this phenomenon.

Meanwhile, the majority of Kazakhstanis are
opposed to same-sex marriage, with only six re-
spondents expressing support for this type of rela-
tionship.

Concurrently, Kazakhstani society adheres to
traditional norms regarding the sacredness of mar-
riage, which is perceived as a sacred bond that
should be preceded by sexual relations, particularly
among women, who disapprove of premarital sexual
intercourse.

Conclusion

In light of the family’s pivotal role in soci-
ety, it is possible to examine it from a multitude
of perspectives, drawing upon a diverse array of
paradigms, theories, and concepts. This expansive
topic lends itself to interdisciplinary analysis, of-
fering a rich avenue for investigation. Neverthe-
less, when it comes to the sociological study of

the family, it is a challenging endeavour to select
a system of concepts comprising a specific set of
theories and concepts. An effective conceptual sys-
tem for explaining the transformation of the family
institution should integrate a range of sociological
theories, including structural functionalism, Marx-
ism, symbolic interactionism and gender theory,
among others.

An examination of the theoretical and method-
ological approaches to the study of the family al-
lows researchers to gain a deeper understanding of
the complex issues associated with the transforma-
tion of marriage and family relations. This, in turn,
enables the development of strategies for the cre-
ation of stable family structures in a variety of social
contexts.

The secondary analysis of sociological study,
entitled “Kazakhstan Families — 2022”, which is
analysed in the article, allows us to ascertain the
opinions of citizens of the country regarding family
values, marriage-family relations and contemporary
trends in the family institution. It also permits us to
determine the extent of approval of modern theories
and concepts of the transformation of the family in-
stitution.
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