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Цели и задачи работы. Актуальность и важность работы

Цели и задачи работы: рассмотрение развития семьи и семейной жизни от древних до современных времен. Анализ особенностей взаимодействия семьи и общества, а также роли семьи в обществе в различные исторические периоды. Сравнение роли семьи в некоторых странах. Для достижения поставленной цели рассмотрены следующие первостепенные вопросы: брак и семья в древнем обществе; естественная семья; кризис современной семьи.

Актуальность и важность работы. В окружающем нас мире суматохи и неуверенности сегодня, как никогда, для нас важно сделать свои семьи центром нашей жизни и вершиной всех приоритетов. Мы должны превратить свои дома в убежища от бурь, которые все яростнее бушуют вокруг нас. И семьям здесь отведено главенствующее место.

Семья – это союз мужчины и женщины, объединенных чувством любви, дружбы, взаимного уважения, ведущих при этом общее хозяйство и оказывающих друг другу моральную и материальную поддержку. На мужа и жену торжественно возлагается обязанность проявлять любовь и заботу друг к другу и к своим детям. Растить детей в любви и праведности, удовлетворять и развивать их мирские и духовные потребности, учить их любви и служению друг другу и воспитать их законопослушными гражданами своей страны – это священный долг родителей.

Развитие семьи может останавливаться или замедляться, иметь прогрессивный или, наоборот, регрессивный характер. Переход от стадии к стадии, как и в развитии личности, означает переход к новому уровню сложности и сопровождается кризисами.

Семья – это выработавшаяся за многие века форма сожительства людей мужского и женского пола в интересах создания нормальных условий для их повседневной жизнедеятельности, сохранения здоровья, рождения и воспитания детей, передачи жизненного опыта, осуществления преемственности поколений. Поэтому семья представляет собою важнейшую общественную и личную ценность и в интересах общества всячески её укреплять.

The purposes and problems (tasks) of work. A urgency and importance of work
The purposes and problems (tasks) of work: consideration of development of family and home life from ancient up to modern times. The analysis of features of interaction of family and a society, and also a role of family in a society in the various historical periods. Comparison of a role of family in some countries. For achievement of an object in view the following paramount questions are considered: a marriage (spoilage) and family in an ancient society; natural family; crisis of modern family.
Urgency and importance of work. In the world of turmoil environmental us and uncertainty today as never, for us it is important to make the families the centre of our life and top of all priorities. We should transform the houses into refuges from storms which all storm around of us more furiously. And to families the predominating place here is allocated (removed).
The family is the union of the man and the woman, the love incorporated by feeling, friendship, the mutual respect, conducting thus the general(common) facilities(economy) both rendering each other moral and material support. The duty is solemnly assigned to the husband and the wife to show love and care to each other and to children. To grow children in love and праведности, to satisfy and develop their worldly and spiritual needs, to learn (teach) their love and service each other and to bring up their legislative citizens of the country is a sacred duty of parents.

Development of family can stop or be slowed down, have progressive or, on the contrary, regressive character. Transition from a stage to a stage, as well as in development of the person, means transition to a new level of complexity and is accompanied by crises.

The family is worked out for many centuries the form of cohabitation of people man's and a female in interests of creation of normal conditions for their daily ability to live, preservation of health, birth and education of children, transfer of life experience, realization of continuity of generations. Therefore the family represents itself the major public and personal value and in interests of a society in every possible way her (it) to strengthen.
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1. Marriage and the Family in Ancient Society

The primary (nuclear) family was the core of Ancient Society and many of the gods were even arranged into such groupings. There was tremendous pride in one's family, and lineage was traced through both the mother's and father's lines. Respect for one's parents was a cornerstone of morality, and the most fundamental duty of the eldest son (or occasionally daughter) was to care for his parents in their last days and to ensure that they received a proper burial.

Countless genealogical lists indicate how important family ties were, yet Ancient kinship terms lacked specific words to identify blood relatives beyond the primary family. For example, the word used to designate “mother” was also used for “grandmother”, and the word for “father” was the same as “grandfather”; likewise, the terms for “son”, “grandson”, and “nephew” (or “daughter”, “granddaughter”, and “niece”) were identical. “Uncle” and “brother” (or “sister” and “aunt”) were also designated by the same word. To make matters even more confusing for modern scholars, the term “sister” was often used for “wife”, perhaps an indication of the strength of the bond between spouses.

1.1. Marriage
Once a young man was well into adolescence, it was appropriate for him to seek a partner and begin his own family. Females were probably thought to be ready for marriage after their first menses. The marrying age of males was probably a little older, perhaps 16 to 20 years of age, because they had to become established and be able to support a family.

Virginity was not a necessity for marriage; indeed, premarital sex, or any sex between unmarried people, was socially acceptable. Once married, however, couples were expected to be sexually faithful to each other. Ancient people (except the king) were, in theory, monogamous, and many records indicate that couples expressed true affection for each other. They were highly sensual people, and a major theme of their religion was fertility and procreation.

Marriage was purely a social arrangement that regulated property. Neither religious nor state doctrines entered into the marriage and, unlike other documents that related to economic matters (such as the so-called “marriage contracts”), marriages themselves were not registered. Apparently once a couple started living together, they were acknowledged to be married.

The ancient terms for marriage convey the sense that the arrangement was about property. Texts indicate that the groom often gave the bride's family a gift, and he also gave his wife presents. Legal texts indicate that each spouse maintained control of the property that they brought to the marriage, while other property acquired during the union was jointly held. Ideally the new couple lived in their own house, but if that was impossible they would live with one of their parents. Considering the lack of effective contraceptives and the ancient traditional desire to have a large family, most women probably became pregnant shortly after marriage.

1.2. Divorce
Although the institution of marriage was taken seriously, divorce was not uncommon. Either partner could institute divorce for fault (adultery, inability to conceive, or abuse) or no fault (incompatibility). Divorce was, no doubt, a matter of disappointment but certainly not one of disgrace, and it was very common for divorced people to remarry.

Although in theory divorce was an easy matter, in reality it was probably an undertaking complicated enough to motivate couples to stay together, especially when property was involved. When a woman chose to divorce — if the divorce was uncontested — she could leave with what she had brought into the marriage plus a share (about one third to two thirds) of the marital joint property. One historic text, however, recounts the divorce of a woman who abandoned her sick husband, and in the resulting judgment she was forced to renounce all their joint property. If the husband left the marriage he was liable to a fine or payment of support (analogous to alimony), and in many cases he forfeited his share of the joint property.

Ancient Egyptian women had greater freedom of choice and more equality under social and civil law than their contemporaries in Mesopotamia or even the women of the later Greek and Roman civilizations. Her right to initiate divorce was one of the ways in which her full legal rights were manifested. Additionally, women could serve on juries, testify in trials, inherit real estate, and disinherit ungrateful children.

It is interesting, however, that in contrast to modern Western societies, gender played an increasingly important role in determining female occupations in the upper classes than in the peasant and working classes. Women of the peasant class worked side by side with men in the fields; in higher levels of society, gender roles were more entrenched, and women were more likely to remain at home while their husbands plied their crafts or worked at civil jobs.

2. Natural Family

“Man is by nature a zoon politikon, a political animal”. Aristotle’s definition is among the most misunderstood statements ever made by a philosopher. It does not mean that man likes to play politics or even that human beings cannot live without the political mechanisms of the modern state. The Greek word polls hardly ever meant state or government: it is used to describe the people of a city and its territory — perhaps community comes closest in modern tongues. What Aristotle did mean is that our human nature is essentially social —that we are born to live with one another in a commonwealth. The earliest form of association, says Aristotle, is the household, defined primarily as a union of man and woman, and from this union comes the children who represent the future, both of the parents and of the community. Villages, city-states, great nations and empires — all of them bases on the fundamental unit of the family.

To be human, then, is to be born into a family, and it is only by living in a family that we are capable of becoming good neighbours and citizens. Men in isolation become monsters or lose all contact with reality, and children deprived of the affectionate care of parents rarely develop into responsible citizens. Every enduring society that has been studied has a recognizable marriage structure based on the natural differences between men and women and a family structure whose object is the care of children.

Nature, even without the support of divine revelation, can tell us a great deal about the family. The natural man is, for example, “mildly polygynous”, as a great biologist recently described us, meaning that statistically most of us live in monogamous households, even though here or there a few powerful men might accumulate a larger number of wives. Group marriage, a situation in which many men and women are married to each other, has been described as a “figment of the Victorian imagination”. Feminists are fond of talking about polyandry — the marriage of one woman to several men — but this custom is attested in only a few highly unsuccessful societies, where it is necessary to kill many girl babies in order to balance things out.

The differences between males and females, we now know from researches into genetics and endocrinology, are fundamental to human nature and social life. The fact of life is that human males invest a great deal less in their offspring than mothers do. Women produce few but large eggs in the course of a year, while men produce millions of gametes. A woman can hardly conceive and bear one child a year, while a man might beget dozens without trying very hard. Once conception occurs, the mother not only carries the child for nine months, but she is the primary source of nourishment and care for many years. Fathers are, of course, important to the moral health of the child, but they are not so indispensable, and even in the best of all worlds, fathers cannot spend as much time with their children.

Because mothers and fathers have quite different roles to play in the begetting and rearing of children, their brains and temperaments are formed differently, giving men the qualities necessary to be warriors and mathematicians and turning women into caretakers and careful observers of detail — whether they exercise these abilities as mothers, doctors and nurses, or even as novelists who understand the human heart. The differentiation of male and female begins even in the womb, when the brain development of boys and girls begins to take different paths; these distinctions deepen during adolescence as powerful sex hormones kick in, causing the development not just of physical changes but of the intellectual and moral qualities that distinguish men from women.

The other family myth — or rather lie — has been propagated by social historians such as Philippe Aries and Lawrence Stone, who have pretended to discover that the permanent things were invented yesterday. They argue, for example, that until the 17th century, men did not love their wives or that sexual exploitation of children was normal. In the famous sentence of one such historian, “Childhood is a nightmare from which mankind is just beginning to awaken”.

There is a myth of the bourgeois family. This myth takes many forms, but all of them say, essentially, that what we understand as the institution of the family was created by the bourgeois Protestants. The human male, they say, is by nature a sexual predatory who could never content himself with one wife if the laws did not bully him into monogamy. This is either adolescent fantasy or wishful thinking, since few men over the age of 25 are able to devote themselves to sexual gratification.

Even in France, supposedly an erotic paradise, a large majority of husbands claim to be entirely faithful to their wives. The propagators of the bourgeois family myth do not want to destroy the family, but they do see it as a fragile social construction which must be supported by profamily legislation: stiff laws against fornication and divorce, as well as an indoctrination process designed to tame the raging male hormones.

But both these theories rest on false assumptions. Here, again, real research reveals a completely different picture of the family as a universal human institution in which children are the object of affection. Whether we study the ancient Greeks and Romans, Europe in the Middle Ages, the high civilizations of the Chinese and the Japanese, or the precivilized cultures of aboriginal Australia and America, the picture that emerges is the same. By and large, everywhere in the world, even in the unhealthy conditions of post-modern Europe and America, men have loved and cherished their wives and taken care of their children.

Let us look at a few examples that illustrate the range of family forms. The extreme case, for antifamily, is that of the Roman father, who had power of life and death over his children, and yet current studies by Roman historians reveal a pattern of family life that most of us here would admire. A recent book on Roman marriage concludes that “a particularly close relationship between man and wife” was regarded as “normal and desirable”. The Roman ideal of family affection also extended to children, who are consistently depicted in art and literature as objects of parental adoration. Exposure of defective or unwanted infants was permitted (although it was apparently regarded as shameful), but we who live in countries that not only tolerate abortion but celebrate it as an act of virtue, we are in no position to point an accusing finger at virtuous pagans.

That this institution is in danger, no one here in this beautiful city has any doubt. The economic system of advanced societies has tended, for the past two centuries, to destroy the old ideal of the self-sufficient household. The law of the family is love, which means acceptance of children, parents, and siblings. There is little regard for their abilities or wealth, but the transformation from a farming economy to an economy based on industrial labour has driven fathers, mothers, and children into the marketplace, where law is competition and where people are judged by results. This is not to say that the family and the marketplace are antagonists; they are far from it. But each is a reflection of something essential in human nature, and each has its separate sphere.

In encroaching ever more on the familial sphere, the forces of greed, consumerism, and ambition are diminishing the viability of the family as a social institution. The social disruptions caused by industrialization led, inevitably, to a longing for an older, more medieval social order; but it also led to the Marxist repudiation of property, the family, and all social order, and it led to their insane desire to recreate a primitive egalitarian world that never existed, even among chimpanzees.

Some early Marxists preached free love and the destruction of the family, and in the early days after the Russian Revolution, these sentiments were not uncommon. They were destabilizing, however, and in the end the Soviet government realized that it could more successfully undermine the family by making it dependent on the government and by driving mothers into the workforce. 

In the West a similar result was achieved by a sinister coalition of feminists, socialists, and big business interests. By putting women to work, men’s wages could be lowered; in accepting social insurance, the middle classes became dependent upon government; in sending their children to government schools, parents gave up their fundamental right to rear their children according to their religious traditions; and in paying the taxes to support all these programs, families lost the economic independence which is the necessary foundation for family autonomy. Perhaps the most destructive force has been the mobility that characterizes modern American society: American workers and executives are sent from one end of the country to another, and in moving, they break their ties with their extended families and are unable to put down roots within a new community. As a result, they are vulnerable and dependent both upon the employer and on the state.

Most of you know all this, but still, even good Christian defenders of the family are tempted to look to national governments and international agencies for help. But it seems the modern state — both in its capitalist and in its communist forms — has devoted itself to wrecking the family. The only help it can give is to leave us alone, by drawing a line at the threshold of the home — a line beyond which the state will not step — so that every home can be, as in the English proverb, a man’s castle. Even the devil himself cannot enter a house unless he is first invited, and in asking the state to define the family or support it with economic assistance, we are inviting a legion of demons to enter our homes and take up residence.

The entire social order of nations and even of the international community rests on the solid foundation of millions upon millions of families who learn and practice virtue within the privacy of their own homes. This is not only the reality of everyday life, but it is also the social vision of Christianity and Judaism, which rest upon the commandment “Honour thy father and thy mother that thy days may be long upon the land which the lord God giveth thee”. In other words, so long as the family is honoured and left alone to do its work, our social order will succeed.

Man was born to live within the communities of family and nations. As Aristotle concluded, a man outside of his community must either be a god or a beast. In building a society that is not based on the family, modern man is sinking lower than the beasts themselves, who at least continue to propagate their species.

3. Crisis of Modern Family
In every society the family is the centre-piece of social stability and change, the Archimedean lever from which the social structure can be manipulated for good and evil. Family life is in a natural fusion with society, religion, myth, law, and culture; the family is also the basic mechanism which directs economic life and productivity, social mobility, and division into social classes; it is also the paradigm for the life of culture.

Thus whoever undertakes the radical transformation of society must first elaborate a family-model opening on a new society. He must control the family: its structure, its partnership, its mobility or stationary character, the role of parents and children. The means of restructuring the family arena central surveillance, demographic manipulation, the sexual education of the child — and of course the economic pressure. In regard to the latter, modern industrial society claims the power of a wider structuralization than the previous models which were paternalistic, feudal, Christian, or bourgeois. Industrial society which regulates production and distribution cannot afford incalculability on any level; in its conception the family must be planned, the number of members regulated, their ambitions guided and channelled. 

The manipulative project for the family, thus for the demographic calculus, influences and determines the entire society. The social engineer targets the family in order to create a new society down to its precise elements — a kind of definitive version of family coexistence, just as industrial society as such is also regarded as the final stage of mankind’s evolution. 

Technological society thus prescribes the family structure more severely and more “mathematically” than any previous model where spontaneity and self-determination (by the family unit) played a much greater role, and where the family was guided by such factors as religion, morality, tradition, inheritance, respect of natural ties. Today (late 20th century), when mechanical thinking prevails and the collective ideal narrows the family options, the social engineering aims at the strict regulation of the family for fear that too much freedom and spontaneity may jeopardize society’s precise functioning. Hence there appear such mechanisms on the family level as central control, legal abortion, bio-genetic experimentation, sperm banks, contractual relationship between parents and children, and school curriculum whose task is to condition children according to industrial society’s requirements, nothing beyond. 

While the professed goal is, among others, the “well-being of the family”, it is obvious that the control increasingly gained over society diminishes the significance and uniqueness of the family model. Mankind’s alleged objective points today to the mechanical ideal to which the family too is sacrificed in the name of an ultimate in history. The consequence is the near suppression of natural forces and aspirations, so that parents are considered from the industrial-economic point of view: reduction of the number of children below the desirable threshold, vast program of abortion, preference at conception for this or that sex, sperm banks for the production of “geniuses”, sex education encouraging a hedonistic and controlled view which helps bypass the birth of spontaneously conceived children. The result is that in the name of a “scientifically directed” mankind, social engineering eliminates such considerations from family life as religious belief, moral imperative, parental function based on love, the pleasure of having a large family. Instead, the family is reduced to molecular components and contractual partnership and is increasingly controlled by what is called “science”.

Totalitarian societies are of course easiest to manipulate, but they may be said to present the naked model of what other industrial societies also adopt, even if with more hesitancy and attention to other considerations, called humanistic or humanitarian. In China under Mao, supervisors of the countryside separated husbands from wives, lodged them in different barracks, and organized collective visits on certain days, so as to produce the necessary number of children. Later, even after Mao’s death, laws regulated the number of children allowed to be born; the rest were aborted and utilized in the substitution of organs or for industrial purposes. One consequence was that families murdered their newly born girls, granting life to boys only. Such a procedure is well-known in Western democracies, too; it is a common feature of modern industrial society and its ideology of absolute, mechanical supervision over family, the birth of children, the social model, and sexualization. The little regard in which the family is held can be ascertained when legislation admits marriages between members of the some sex; it shows the antifamily orientation, the purely mechanical role of the parents in “founding” the family, the adoption of children by homosexual couples, and the dissolution of natural relationships. Social engineers and ideologues in the Soviet Union used to complain that all the “enlightened” efforts to modernize the family failed on the grandmother’s resistance who taught the children that there is a God, moral commandment, good and evil, and other superstitions weakening the child’s Soviet loyalty. Some critics attribute the Soviet collapse to the “subversive” influence of the older generation, active within the family while the parents were working throughout the day. 

All this is manifest in Western society, too, since control over technological society implies mechanization of the human response, its predictability, its schematization. In purporting as naturalness, freedom, and spontaneity, but also the attraction of transcendence, are removed from individual and community existence. Two factors play roles in the demographic situation. One is that so-called socioeconomic imperatives tend to limit the number of children, as it is obvious when we compare the industrially developed with the so-called “archaic” societies. In the latter there is an abundance of births, in spite of Western propaganda of cutting fertility by birth control, operations, the distribution of paltry presents in the Gandhi family’s India, for example, to those who undergo sterilization. In developed societies where the fear of scarcity and the drive to consume have become traumatic, birth control has become a social must, and social ethics regards the large family as antisocial, even obscene. 

Comparisons may be heard by fashionable young women that the fetus is like a cancerous growth in the female body. And another common argument is the feminist claim that women’s rights include free and legal, even collectively funded, abortion. In short, the new social value is directed, 1ike in the case of the Gnostics two millennia ago — then again of the A1bigentian heretics in the south of France — against human reproduction. The consequence is the tragic multiplication of aging populations in Western countries — a sure sign of decadence and of the drive to migrate by other races: first in the quest for jobs, then for territorial conquest.

We thus face a deconstructed family, in which not only industrial/social excesses, but also the secularization of life and its values, play a decisive role. Conceiving offspring is one of the basic realities of life, and even though human beings possess in this respect a much wider choice than animals and plants, they too are ordered according to this basic requirement of existence. If the process is interrupted at certain historical moments, the reason is either an aggressive annihilation by conquest, massacre and genocide, or the collapse of the will to live in a given community. Such a collapse seems to have spread over much of Western mankind, and the modern ideology finds innumerable pretexts to justify it, even to regard it as a positive sign. We have tried above to list the responsible factors; let us summarize them, although we must admit that what we call the “demographic implosion” is finally as inexplicable a phenomenon as are the other great movements of history.

Statistics, questionnaires, and other sociological studies do not present an adequate answer; they are stamped by the modern mentality which shuns natural impulses, on the one hand, and depreciate spiritual loyalties, on the other. In the middle there is the tendency to regard society as struggling for absolute autonomy, self-regulation, and individual rights. From such expectations there follows the modern imperative to work out short-lived satisfactions, notably in the domain of instant happiness: sex exclusively for pleasure, the taking of drugs, excesses of ideological militancy, limitless pornography, the grotesquery of a certain cultural achievement. We call all these phenomena by the name modernity, emancipation, human rights, pursuit of happiness, when in fact we face the collapse of culture — and beyond a vast unknown.

It is questionable whether the adequate response can be given by an entire community. The latter’s social essence is inertia; it is commended primarily by routine. This was true in the age of faith and its social moves and gestures, it was true in the age of the bourgeoisie, and it is true again under the impact of technology and the expectations attached to it. Waiting for collectivises and for governments to act in defiance of the prevailing cultural habits is to underestimate the latter’s opportunism and commitment to the world-democratic structure in the state of gradual emergence. Let’s bear in mind also that reforms today are as hard to perform as ever; responsibilities are passed on to heavy social mechanisms hiding behind the false efficacy of slogans. We believe in a gigantic machine.

The response to the tragedy of demographic implosion can only be given by the relentless insistence and counter-practice of families and small groups. One may, of course, engage in lobbying at international organizations and congresses, and some recent events have demonstrated the benefits of such a mobilization. Yet these moves are underlined and justified by the decision of families which try to reverse the trend, welcome children, demand the protection and support of the state. There may, of course, come a moment in which Western nations, following the Chinese example, curtail birth and officially impose penalties in proportion of “extra” children. While this may or may not happen, families ought to act according to their deepest desire with regard to giving birth to offspring. The resulting population growth would oblige governments to build more housing, multiply work opportunities, and provide for large families. The crisis of the family is perhaps the only form of social decay which may be detained and eventually reversed by sheer human will.

Man was born to live within the communities of family and nations. In building a society that is not based on the family, modern man is sinking lower than the beasts themselves, who at least continue to propagate their species. We shall only recover our full humanity, when we love each other as man and wife and as mother and child and not as robots in the modern books and movies. Solution of crisis of modern family can be finding in harmonization of needs of family and company.
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Заключение.
   В своем проекте я рассматривала вопросы, касающиеся развития

семьи и семейной жизни от древних до современных времен. Я 

проанализировала особенности взаимодействия семьи и общества, 

а также роль семьи в обществе в различные исторические периоды. 

Я также сравнила роли семьи в некоторых странах.

   Первичная семья была сердцевиной Древнего общества. Древние 

люди (за исключением королей) были, в теории, моногамные 

(единобрачные), и много текстов указывает на то, что пары 

выражали истинную привязанность друг к другу. Они были высоко 

чувственные люди, и главная тема их религии была плодовитость и 

воспроизведение.

   Многие древние и современные авторы анализировали явление 

семьи. Я считаю, что наша человеческая природа по существу 

социальна – мы рождены, чтобы жить друг с другом в государстве. 

Как говорил Аристотель, самая ранняя форма ассоциации – 

домашнее хозяйство. Деревни, города, большие нации и империи – 

все они базируются на основной единице общества – семье.

   По моему мнению, люди в изоляции могут стать монстрами или 

потерять контакт с действительностью, и дети, лишенные нежной 

заботы о родителях редко развиваются в ответственных граждан. 

Закон семьи – любовь, что означает любовь и заботу детей и 

родителей друг о друге. Человек был рожден, чтобы жить внутри 

объединений семьи и нации.

Я считаю, что в каждом обществе семья – центральная часть 

социальной стабильности и являются рычагом, как для хороших, 

так и для плохих изменений социальной структуры общества. 

Жизнь семьи находится в естественном слиянии с обществом, 

религией, мифом, законом и культурой.

   В дальнейшей работе этот проект можно использовать при 

изучении обществознания, при проведении исследований в 

социологии. Также данную работу можно использовать при 

подготовки диспутов и для расширения кругозора.

Conclusion.

  In the project I considered (examined) the questions concerning 

development families and home life from ancient up to modern times. I
has analyzed features of interaction of family and a society, and also a
role of family in a society in the various historical periods. I also have
compared roles of family in some countries.
   The initial family was a core of the Ancient society. Ancient people 

(except for kings) were, in the theory, monogamous (Monogamous), and 

many texts specify that pairs expressed true attachment to each 
other. They were highly sensual people, and the main theme of their
religion there was a fruitfulness and reproduction.

   Many ancient and modern writers analyzed the phenomenon Families. 

I think, that our human nature in essence social - we are given birth to 
live with each other in the state. As spoke Aristotle, the earliest form of 

association- housekeeping. Villages, cities, the big nations and empires
all of them are based on basic unit of a society - family.
   In my opinion, people in isolation can become monsters or to lose 
contact to the validity, and children deprived gentle cares of parents 
seldom develop in responsible(crucial) citizens. The law of family - love 
that means love and care of children and parents about each other. The person was given birth to live inside associations of family and the 
nation. I think, that in each society family - the central part social 

stability also are the lever, as for good, and for bad changes of social 
structure of a society. Life of family is in natural merge to a society, 
religion, myth, the law and culture.

   In the further work this project can be used at studying social science, 

at realization of researches in sociology. Also the given work can be 

used at preparations of debates and for expansion of an outlook.

