gt’ RUDN Journal of Psychology and Pedagogics 2017 Vol. 14 No.3 311-325
“ /

BectHuk PYZH. Cepus: Mcuxonorus n neaaroruka http://journals.rudn.ru/psychology-pedagogics

DOI10.22363/2313-1683-2017-14-3-311-325
UDK 159.923

LIFE VALUES OF PERSONS IN CROSS-CULTURAL
(ARAB — RUSSIAN) AND MONOCULTURAL MARRIAGES
AND THEIR REPRESENTATION IN FAMILY SPHERE

Elena Y. Chebotareval> >3, Hasan M.A. Jaber'

I Peoples’ Friendship University of Russia (RUDN University)
Miklukho-Maklaya str., 6, Moscow, Russia, 117198
2 Moscow State University of Psychology and Education
Sretenka str., 29, Moscow, Russia, 127051
3 National Research University “Higher School of Economics”
Mpyasnitskaya str., 20, Moscow, Russia, 101000

Abstract. The paper presents the results of the empirical study, which has been conducted with the
aim to analyze the differences in life and family values and their interactions between the spouses from
cross-cultural and monocultural couples. The sample of the study consists of 330 persons, including
85 cross-cultural Arab — Russian couples (170 persons), living in Russia, and 80 monocultural couples
(160 persons).

The main methods were S. Schwartz’ “Value Survey”, “Test of Attitudes to Family Life” by
Yu. Alyoshina, L. Gozman, & E. Dubovskaya, «Marital Role Expectations and Aspirations” by
A.N. Volkova, “Marital Satisfaction Test” by V. Stolin, T. Romanova, & G. Butenko.

It was revealed that the persons from cross-cultural and monocultural marriages have different life
and family values hierarchies, besides, they realize their life values in family life differently. In cross-
cultural marriages the spouses see the opportunities for their normative life goals realizing in the family,
especially in its psychotherapeutic and parental spheres, as well as in social activity outside the family.
But in their real day-to-day activities, they do not always manage to realize their life goals in the family
sphere, probably because of the difficulties in interacting with their social environment, which can
come from the fact that their families are more enclosed, which in turn leads to a decrease of marital
satisfaction. In the cross-cultural spouses’ representations, the collectivist values are more related to
family functioning, but individualistic values such as hedonism and power are perceived as incompatible
with the successful functioning of the family.

Key words: cross-cultural marriage, intercultural marriage, life values, family values, attitudes to
family life, family functions, family roles, expectations and aspirations in marriage, marital satisfaction

Theoretical background

Cross-cultural families have become an integral part of the society, their number is
steadily growing in almost any country. The recent years’ migration outburst made it
particularly relevant to study the processes of migrants’ integration into the host
community, including the psychological characteristics of cross-cultural families and
their impact on the spouses’ identity. Many researchers of the problem note that the
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religious identity is the major barrier for interethnic marriage. Therefore, McClendon
(2016) states that interfaith marriage has become more common, however religion still
remains one of the most significant factors in today’s marriage market (Mahoney et al.,
2008; Mahoney 2010; McClendon, 2016; Chebotareva, 2014, 2015). Perry (2015, 2016)
proved that the spouses’ religiosity match interrelates with their marital satisfaction. Petts
reports that the spouses’ religiosity affects their marriage differently in different cultures
(Petts, 2016). In general, the researches of marital adjustment and satisfaction in cross-
cultural couples give controversial results. Some studies suggest that in cross-cultural
couples different cultural background and life values of spouses cause greater conflicts
and accordingly, these couples are less satisfied with their marriages (Cooney & Radina,
2000; Gaines & Agnew, 2003; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Killian, 2002;). Many studies
show that homogenous marriages are more satisfying and stable (Heaton & Pratt 1990;
Call & Heaton 1997; Curtis & Ellison 2002; Heaton, 2002; Myers, 2006). Other studies
proved the equal level of satisfaction and sustainability of cross-cultural and monocultural
marriages (Gaines & Brennan, 2000). But there is also some scientific evidence, that
marital adjustment and relationship satisfaction in cross-cultural families may be greater,
than in monocultural ones (Stringer, 1991; Troy, Lewis-Smith, & Laurenceau, 2006).
Among factors that help the couples to cope with the difficulties of cross-cultural
marriages, illuminated in researches, are the spouses’ positive ethnic identity, positive
attitudes to the partner’s culture (Killian, 2002; Model & Fisher, 2002).

Many researchers of the problem agree that one of the most acute problems here is
matching the spouses’ values and attitudes. There is also a wide range of points of view
on this matter. On the one hand, it is assumed that cross-cultural marriages are entered
mostly by people who are either already culturally assimilated, or who have certain values,
such as universalism, tolerance and multiculturalism. On the other hand, it is assumed
that the spouses’ worldviews matching is the main challenge of such marriages (Sokolovsky,
2003). Somewhere in the middle of this continuum there are ideas that cultural differences
may be reduced by similarities in education and personal development (Zhenchao Qian
et all, 2001), or that two individuals create their own “relational culture”, not arguing
with their spouses’ cultural values (Wood, 2000; Gaines & Brennan, 2001). Some
researches show that in some cases people in a foreign cultural environment tend to
maintain their commitment to the values and traditions of their native culture (Maslova
& Bui, 2015), and migrants may “conserve” their traditional values inside their cross-
cultural families.

It is important to study the life values of spouses in cross-cultural marriages, taking
into account their family values, attitudes to family life (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011). The
studies of age- and gender-specific attitudes to family life in Russia have shown that
behind the similarity of these attitudes there are differences in personal meanings
(implementations of life values) between these groups (Chebotareva, 2016).

Thus, the empirical study has been conducted with the aim to analyze the differences
in life and family values and their interactions between the spouses from cross-cultural
and monocultural couples, and to understand the psychological mechanisms of
implementation of cultural and personal life values in family — life attitudes.
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Methods and Procedure

Participants. 330 people took part in the empirical study, including 85 cross-cultural
couples (170 persons) and 80 monocultural couples (160 persons). Cross-cultural couples
were Arab-Christian (men were mostly from Palestine and from some other Arab countries;
women were Russian (90%), Belarusian and Ukrainian). All the cross-cultural couples
had been living in Russia (mostly in the capital) for not less than 3 years. Among
monocultural couples there were 50 Arab families leaving in Arab countries and 30 Russian
families, living in Russia, mostly in Moscow and other big cities. All three sub-samples
compositions were aligned in their main socio-demographic characteristics. The age of
the participants was from 22 to 47 years old. The average age of cross-cultural spouses
was 32 years old; monocultural Arab spouses were 30.6 years old; monocultural Russian
spouses were 33 years old. Most families (98%) had from 1 to 3 children living in families,
only a few families had 4-5 children. The level of the respondents’ education varied from
secondary (18%) to higher (73%) education. The cross-cultural couples often reported
that they met at the university (42%), at work (27%), through friends and colleagues
(21%). The composition of the cross-cultural sample is characteristic for this type of
cross-cultural marriages in Russia. The socio-demographic characteristics of monocultural
subsamples were aligned with the cross-cultural group, but they are somewhat different
from the general national demographic. To ensure greater homogeneity of the sample,
we took into account the stage of the families’ life cycle, excluding families without
children, with newborn children, and with older children who had already left their
parental family. Also, people of a higher and lower social status are not represented in
the sample.

Techniques. To measure the degree of importance of various life values S. Schwartz’
“Value Survey” in V.N. Karandashev’s adaptation was applied. It is based on the
development of M. Rokeach understanding of life values (Schwartz, 2009). It measures
such value types as: power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, universalism,
benevolence, tradition, conformity, security. Stimulus material in this technique consists
of two parts: for normative ideals and for individual behavioral attitudes. The average score
on each scale of the first part ranges from 1 to 7, of the second part from 1 to 4. The ratio
of different scales is estimated, which suggests a certain degree of significance of some
values over the others for the respondent.

The attitudes of the respondents to family values were investigated with two techniques:
“Test of Attitudes to Family Life” by Yu. Alyoshina, L. Gozman, & E. Dubovskaya and
the questionnaire “Marital Role Expectations and Aspirations” by A.N. Volkova. The first
technique consists of 40 statements, expressing the particular position on 10 important
areas of family life: positive representations about people in general; sense of duty; role of
children in family life; importance of the spouses’ joint activity; attitude to divorce (its
acceptance or rejection); attitude to romantic love (traditional representations vs
pragmatical point of view); importance of sex in family relations; readiness to speak openly
about sex or avoiding this topic; attitudes to woman’s role in family (traditional or not);
attitudes to thrift.
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The technique “Marital Role Expectations and Aspirations” allows to identify:

1) The respondents’ representations of the importance of the different family life
spheres, such as sexual relations, personal identification with each other, parenting, social
activity of each spouse, household duties, moral and emotional support (psychotherapeutic
function), the visual appeal. These indicators, reflecting the basic functions of the family,
constitute the block of family values;

2) The respondents’ representations about the desired distribution of the family roles
between husband and wife. This part consists of two units: of role expectations, what the
respondent would like his or her partner to do; and — of aspirations, what the respondent
would like to take on himself or herself.

“Marital Satisfaction Test” by V. Stolin, T. Romanova, & G.Butenko was used for
express- measuring of general level of emotional marital satisfaction of the respondents.
It is represented by one-dimensional scale, consisting of 24 statements related to different
areas of family interrelations. The overall level of marital satisfaction, in accordance with
the key, can be assigned to one of the 7 categories from “completely unsuccessful” to
“completely happy”.

We used the snowball sampling method: first, the respondents were recruited by the
students of the University among their acquaintances, then, these respondents recruited
their acquaintances and so on. We also recruited the participants of the cross-cultural
sub-sample from the special forums, where the problems of inter-faith, especially Muslim-
Christian ones, are discussed. The surveys were conducted personally during 2-3 meetings,
30 minutes each. All the participants were informed by the interviewers about the aims
of the study before the survey was administered.

Statistical analysis for the data presented in the paper was performed using the
descriptive statistics, Tukey multiple comparison of means, Mann—Whitney U-test,
Spearman rank correlations method.

Results and Discussion

A comparative analysis of the importance of life values for the spouses from cross-
cultural and monocultural marriages was conducted. Since belonging to a particular
culture plays an important role in the formation of the values hierarchy, we decided to
conduct multiple variance analysis that identified the impact of gender, nationality, family
type factors, as well as their combined influence. In this paper we will consider the impact
of the “type of the family” factor (i.e. cross-cultural or monocultural), excluding the
influence of the other factors considered. The average indexes of the importance of life
values at the normative level and at the level of individual priorities, as well as the results
of multiple variance analysis are presented in Table 1.

At the level of normative ideals, the variance analysis revealed the strongest difference
in the value of stimulation. Regardless of their nationality, monocultural families are more
eager to get new impressions, entertainment, changing situation. Apparently, a relationship
with a representative of another culture completely satiates this need and makes it not
relevant. There are also strong differences in the levels of importance of normative values:
conformity, benevolence, universalism, self-direction, achievement. All these values are
more important for monocultural families.
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Table 1
Means of life values importance for cross-cultural and monocultural families
and Tukey multiple comparison test
Means
Life Values Cross-cultural Monocultural SumSq | MeanSq | F-value Pr(>F)
(n=170) (n=160)
Normative Values
Conformity 4.01 4.23 294 29.38 10.213 .001
Tradition 4.05 3.82 Al .09 .029 .866
Benevolence 4.32 4.64 324 32.41 9.956 .002
Universalism 4.00 4.02 45.7 45.65 8.817 .003
Self-Direction 4.33 4.45 31.3 31.31 8.323 .004
Stimulation 2.85 3.16 145.8 145.79 42.635 ,000
Hedonism 3.95 3.79 15.8 15.82 4.876 .028
Achievement 417 4.33 25.9 25.91 9.662 .002
Power 4.19 3.56 .3 .26 .056 .814
Security 4.78 4.49 1.6 1.64 .518 AT72
Personal Values
Conformity 1.89 1.56 106.5 106.50 41.24 .000
Tradition 1.87 1.59 84.8 84.82 26.45 .000
Benevolence 1.75 1.59 93.3 93.30 48.86 .000
Universalism 1.89 1.35 99.0 99.00 35.98 .000
Self-Direction 1.89 1.16 90.5 90.49 36.84 .000
Stimulation 1.56 1.69 251.3 251.28 71.24 .000
Hedonism 1.69 1.54 139.2 139.22 49.49 .000
Achievement 1.81 1.60 159.9 159.95 60.10 .000
Power 1.51 1.80 202.2 202.21 50.37 .000
Security 1.97 1.26 70.3 70.33 25.86 .000

On the one hand, it is obvious that it is easier to decide to get married to a person from
another culture for the people for whom the general cultural normative values are not so
important. On the other hand, it is possible that the mutual influence of the cultural-
specific values of the two spouses mitigates the normative ideals of each of them, making
them less pronounced. The desire to enjoy life is more characteristic for cross-cultural
families. Perhaps, it is this value that determines the willingness to seek a life partner in
another culture, hoping to overcome the limitations of his or her own culture.

At the level of personal values, the statistically significant differences were found in
the importance of all values at a very high level of significance. At this level, most values
are more important for the representatives of cross-cultural families. Possibly, having
abandoned the influence of normative values, these people are more clearly aware of their
individual aspirations. In monocultural families, only values of stimulation and power are
more pronounced. The high personal importance of this value can be one of the reasons
why these people prefer to choose a partner within their culture, thereby avoiding the
role of a minority in a foreign cultural environment.

The variance analysis of attitudes to family life revealed only one significant difference
between the representatives of cross-cultural and monocultural marriages. Monocultural
families are much more oriented toward the traditionally understood, idealized romantic
love (p = .00002), which is in full agreement with the predominance of normative values
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in monocultural families described above. In cross-cultural families, the ideas of love are
more mature and pragmatic.

The comparison of the degree of different family spheres importance revealed
significantly greater importance of the parental sphere for monoculture families (p = .05),
which also agrees with a greater focus on general cultural values. In addition, there is a
tendency to the significance (p = .06) in the difference in sexual sphere. This sphere is
more important for cross-cultural families, which also agrees with the data described
earlier about the prevalence of hedonism in this group. In general, the results suggest that
in cross-cultural couples the spousal interpersonal relations are more important, for the
monocultural ones — a family is perceived as a resource for fulfilling some other life
values outside the family sphere.

The analysis of the spouses’ claims on the family roles fulfillment revealed a highly
significant difference (p = .0001) in the spouses’ striving for outside-family social activity.
The representatives of monocultural families are much more interested in self-actualization
in the external sphere. Perhaps this difference is due to the fact that in monocultural
families both spouses live in their native culture, it is easier for them to interact with the
social environment, while in cross-cultural families one of the spouses (man in our case)
is in a foreign culture environment, it may be difficult for him to socialize. Cultural-
specific gender stereotypes may also be affected. Since in our study cross-cultural families
are represented by Arab men and Russian women, Muslim men may interfere with the
active social contacts of their Russian wives.

At the trend level (p = .06) it was revealed that the members of monocultural families
are more willing to perform parental functions, which is consistent with the data on the
higher importance of the parental function for them. It is also possible that cross-cultural
Arab-Russian families are affected by gender attitudes to the distribution of responsibilities,
and the decrease in the average indicators in this sample occurs primarily at the expense
of the male respondents. This idea is confirmed by a pairwise comparison of gender
subsamples. The level of aspirations for the performance of the parental role in women
from cross-cultural and monocultural families does not significantly differ (p = .47), and
the differences between the men of the two groups are at a high level of significance
(»p =.02).

There are no statistically significant differences in the expectations regarding spouses’
performance of certain family roles.

After analyzing the family values and attitudes of spouses from two types of families,
the question arises: how much these people are satisfied with this state of affairs. In order
to answer this question, we compared the levels of marital satisfaction in these types of
couples. Significant differences were found in this indicator (p = .000004). The average
level of marital satisfaction in cross-cultural families is 25.6 points, which, according to
the test standards, refers to the “more dissatisfied, than satisfied” type, and in monocultural
families it is 33.2 points, which, according to the test standards, reflects quite a satisfactory
level. Perhaps the lower level of marital satisfaction in cross-cultural families is associated
with the high importance of marital relations, the desire to realize in the family sphere
mostly not the normative life values, but their own individual attitudes, the importance
of obtaining pleasure from life. For the spouses from monocultural families, the sphere
of external social realization is no less important than the sphere of intra-family relations.
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Perhaps they have more resources either to compensate for some failures in each of the
spheres, or to mutually enrich the two important spheres of life.

According to the results above, we assume that spouses from cross-cultural families
are more likely to connect their expectations of their life values realizing with the family
sphere, limiting their interaction with their social environment and thereby limiting their
opportunities and overloading the expectations of the sphere of family relations. To test
this assumption, we conducted a correlation analysis of the indicators of the importance
of life and family values.

Let’s start with the analysis of the correlations of the levels of life values importance
with the levels of marital satisfaction (Table 2). From the table, it is clear at a glance that
the above mentioned assumption is confirmed. In persons from cross-cultural families
the importance of all personal values is inversely related to marital satisfaction. Only the
correlations with the values of traditions and power did not reach the level of statistical

significance.
Table 2

Correlations of life values with marital satisfaction of persons
from cross-cultural and monocultural families

Normative Values Marital Satisfaction Personal Values Marital Satisfaction
Cross-cultural | Mono-cultural Cross-cultural | Mono-cultural

Conformity -.079 .000 Conformity -.272 -121
Tradition -.005 .103 Tradition -.108 -.097
Benevolence .038 .255 Benevolence -.167 -.079
Universalism -.118 .209 Universalism -.228 -.236
Self-Direction -.061 B1D Self-Direction -.226 .000
Stimulation -.167 .072 Stimulation —.246 .231
Hedonism -.069 .062 Hedonism -.303 .231
Achievement -.050 172 Achievement -.269 .324
Power .054 -.17 Power -.145 .294
Security .045 .224 Security -.361 -.106

Note. p <.05is in grey background.

For the spouses from monocultural families, the personal values of achievement and
power are directly related to the marital satisfaction. This is consistent with the data that
in monocultural families the spouses are more oriented toward self-realization in the
external sphere, the family is considered primarily as a resource for achieving external
goals. Normative life values mostly are not related to the level of marital satisfaction. The
exceptions are: for cross-cultural families — the value of stimulation, for monocultural
families — the value of self-direction. As it was mentioned, in cross-cultural families the
value of stimulation is much less pronounced than in monocultural families. Perhaps the
negative interaction of this value with the marital satisfaction is due to the greater
orientation of these spouses on the intrafamily processes, relative isolation from the social
environment. Perhaps the desire of the spouses for novelty of impressions, on the one
hand, is perceived by their partners as a threat to their marriage, on the other hand, this
desire may be discouraged by family rules. The direct connection of the value of
independence with the marital satisfaction in monocultural families is quite consistent
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with the identified preferential orientation of these families to self-actualization in the
external sphere.

Next, let us consider the interaction of importance of different spheres of family life
for the spouses with their life values (Tables 3, 4). In general, cross-cultural families (Table
3) have a large number of statistically significant links between the normative life values
and the indicators of the importance of family functions. The greatest number of
connections is found in the psychotherapeutic sphere, parental spheres and the sphere of
social activity, which are leading in this group’s system of family values. Apparently, it is
in these spheres that persons from cross-cultural families see the opportunities for realizing
their life values. In this group, there are no significant links between the normative life
values and the importance of visual appeal of the spouses for the partners. And the sexua/
sphere of family life revealed only the inverse relations with normative life values, especially
with the values of universalism, conformity and benevolence. As mentioned above, cross-
cultural families differ from monocultural ones in a higher significance of this sphere.
Apparently, in the representations of this group, a strong orientation toward normative
general cultural values contradicts the desire for physical pleasure in marital relations.

In the correlations of individual values, the two main groups of links were found: the
collectivist values such as conformism, traditions, benevolence and universalism are directly
related to many family spheres that are important for the people of this group; while the
individualistic values such as hedonism and power are linked to these spheres inversely. It
is interesting that the importance of the sexual sphere, which is inversely related to the
attitudes to tradition and benevolence, is directly related to the values of achievement and
power. Also, the value of achievements is directly related to the importance of the parental
function.

Thus, it can be assumed that the persons in cross-cultural marriages connect the
possibilities of their normative life values realization with the family life, especially with
such important spheres as psychotherapeutic, parental and social activity. But in real
day-to-day activities, they do not always manage to realize their life goals in the family
sphere. And if the collectivist values remain connected with the family functions, then
such individualistic values as hedonism and power are perceived as incompatible with
family functions.

Table 3
Correlations of life values with importance of family spheres
of persons from cross-cultural families
Family spheres
HIEYAMES | se | e ener | Housenold | Parenting | S08 | Pee | e
Normative Values
Conformity -.18 .11 .20 .25 A7 .30 .09
Tradition -12 .15 11 .27 .23 .35 13
Benevolence -.18 .10 12 .27 .22 .32 .06
Universalism —-.24 .00 .10 .12 .08 .20 -.01
Self-Direction -.12 12 .08 .21 14 .26 .03
Stimulation -.11 .03 .00 .01 .07 .03 -.03
Hedonism .06 .20 12 .20 .20 .33 .10
Achievement -.09 .16 .10 .23 .22 .33 -.01
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Table 3 (End)
Family spheres
HETAMES | soc | N paner | Household | Parenting | S908 | PRSI | e
Power .07 .13 .15 14 15 .23 -.06
Security -.13 .07 A7 .29 .23 .33 .09
Personal Values

Conformity -.13 -.03 .21 .27 .10 .18 .31
Tradition -.15 -.09 .07 .18 .09 14 .19
Benevolence -.18 -.01 .13 .19 .13 .19 .21
Universalism -.14 .04 .13 .19 12 .18 .10
Self-Direction -1 -.05 .13 .19 12 17 -.06
Stimulation .07 -.01 .13 .19 A1 .16 .00
Hedonism .03 .05 .13 .19 A1 .15 -.10
Achievement .19 .02 .13 .19 1 .15 .13
Power .16 -.02 .13 .19 .10 14 -.20
Security -.06 -.00 .02 .15 -.01 .04 .07

Note. p <.05isin grey background.

In monocultural families (Table 4) in general, life values are much less connected with
family functions, which again confirms the greater focus of this group on external self-
realization. In this group, in contradiction to cross-cultural families, spouses associate
their personal values more closely with family functions than normative ones. The
psychotherapeutic function is connected only to values of self-direction and security. At
the personal level, all the links of this family sphere with the values are the reverse ones.
These data suggest that the normative life values of spouses in cross-cultural marriages
are more in line with their desire to realize psychotherapeutic functions in their families;
at the level of personal priorities, only collectivist attitudes are associated with this
function.

Table 4
Correlations of life values with importance of family spheres of persons from mono-cultural families
Family spheres
O | sec | e painer | Household | Parenting | 3908 | PRSI | e
Normative Values
Conformity -.27 -.08 .21 .28 11 .08 -.21
Tradition -.28 -.03 .18 .23 -.03 .05 -.15
Benevolence -.19 -.05 .18 14 .05 .15 —-.18
Universalism -.14 .06 .09 .07 -.02 .19 -.11
Self-Direction -.13 -.04 .13 -.03 .01 .28 -.18
Stimulation -.26 .08 .02 -.08 -.29 -.02 -.30
Hedonism —-.08 -.04 .28 -.01 -.18 —-.06 —-.16
Achievement -.20 =11 .19 12 -.08 .06 -.26
Power -.20 .02 .24 .14 .09 .12 .01
Security -.43 .13 .22 .33 A1 .29 -.01
Personal Values
Conformity -.10 —-.40 -.16 -.25 -.50 -.42 -.57
Tradition .15 -.20 -.08 -.19 -.27 -.20 -.12
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Table 4 (End)
Family spheres

O | sec | e wner | Housenold | Parenting | S08 | PRSI | e
Benevolence -.07 -12 .08 .02 -.13 -.34 -.39
Universalism .16 -.17 .13 -.17 -.26 -.31 -.12
Self-Direction -.02 -.29 -.04 -.01 -.22 -.37 -.35
Stimulation -.04 -.15 .07 .04 -.25 -.27 -.53
Hedonism .08 -.33 -.23 -.10 -17 -.26 -.56
Achievement .15 -.37 -.18 -.05 -.28 -.24 -.38
Power 13 -.16 -.12 -.08 -.34 -.23 -.38
Security .16 —-.47 -.30 -.37 -.52 -.60 -.48

Note. p <.05is in grey background.

For the monocultural families, at the normative level only the values of self-direction
and security are related to the psychotherapeutic family function, which apparently
corresponds to the modern attitudes to family life, i.e. simultaneous satisfaction of the
needs for autonomy and for affiliation are expected. But at the behavioral level, these
and a number of other individual values are linked inversely to the psychotherapeutic
function of the family. Perhaps these data indicate that in monocultural families, spouses
fail to realize this function in a way they would like, and the high significance of the
corresponding life values at the behavioral level leads to a devaluation of this family
function.

The importance of the sexual sphere of family life, like in cross-cultural families, is
inversely related to a number of normative life values, but at the level of personal priorities
these links do not reach the level of significance. Perhaps in these families in everyday
life the spouses do not consider the realization of their sexual needs to be contrary to
some life goals. But there is a large number of inverse correlations of many life values
with the importance of family functions of visual appeal for a partner, psychotherapeutic
function, personal identification with the spouse and social activity.

The personal value of security found significant inverse correlations with almost all
spheres of family life, except for the sexual sphere. These data, in our opinion, confirm
the above-mentioned assumption, that the spouses in monocultural families often abandon
their attempts to implement their actual life goals in the family sphere.

Conclusions

As a result of the study, we can conclude that the persons from cross-cultural and
monocultural marriages have different life and family values hierarchies. The cross-
cultural spouses, in comparison with monocultural ones, are more focused on their
personal values than on normative (widely shared in their culture) values. At the level of
normative life values spouses in cross-cultural couples are much less focused on the
novelty of impressions and much more — on enjoying life. At the level of personal
priorities, the spouses in cross-cultural couples consider values of power and domination
less important. In general, the differences in family values reflect the fact, that for cross-
cultural couples the spousal interpersonal relations are more important, for monocultural
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ones — a family is perceived as a resource for fulfilling some other life values outside
family sphere. In the distribution of family responsibilities, cross-cultural spouses are less
eager for social activity outside the family.

Persons in cross-cultural and monocultural families incarnate their life values in family
life differently. In cross-cultural marriages the spouses see the opportunities for their
normative life goals realizing in the family, especially in its psychotherapeutic and parental
spheres, as well as in social activity outside the family. But in their real day-to-day activities,
they do not always manage to realize their life goals in the family sphere, probably because
of the difficulties in interacting with their social environment, which can come from the
fact that their families are more enclosed, which in turn leads to a decrease of marital
satisfaction. In the cross-cultural spouses’ representations, collectivist values are more
related to family functioning, but the individualistic values such as hedonism and power
are perceived as incompatible with the successful functioning of the family.

The marital satisfaction of cross-cultural families of the studied type on average is
much lower than in monocultural families. The reduced marital satisfaction is associated
with the high importance of most personal life values, as well as the value of stimulation
at the normative level. In monocultural families, marital satisfaction is directly related
to the normative value of self-direction and personal attitudes to external achievements,
social status and power.

The research data can be used by psychologists and social services to help cross-cultural
families in realizing their potential more fully and overcoming the limitations identified
in the study. In particular, a strong emotional connection between the spouses can be
viewed as a resource to support a foreign spouse in enhancing his or her contacts with
the social environment. On the other hand, it will be useful to raise the level of personal
differentiation of spouses in such families, that can help the spouses living in foreign
culture to understand their own needs and goals more clearly and to communicate with
their spouses and other people more clearly and openly. The connection of personal
values with the family sphere perceived by cross-cultural couple can serve as a basis for
increasing their marital satisfaction and their overall subjective well-being.

Limitations of the study. Due to the limited volume, this paper presents part of the
results of the study. In particular, the results of pairwise comparative analysis of cross-
cultural couples with monocultural pairs are not presented, only some separate results
are mentioned, which are important for explaining the results described here. A separate
discussion is required for the consistency of the spouses’ views within the pairs. The
conclusions of this study should be disseminated to other cross-cultural families with
caution, since the sample is specific in the cultures combination and their country of
residence. To identify common patterns, studies of such couples living in the husbands’
home countries or in any third country, as well as studies of other types of cross-cultural
marriages in Russia, are required. For example, marriages of Russians to the persons
from former Soviet republics will be specific for each region, depending on the social
niche occupied by different ethnic groups in the country. Naturally, we need to compare
the data we obtained with the results of studies of other types of cross-cultural families
around the world. A large number of cultural, social, political and economic factors affect
the relations in the family. It would also be useful to investigate the attitudes and relations
of cross-cultural spouses at different stages of the family’s life cycle.
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