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The public policy in the area of the social and legal family position regulation in the Far East in the 20 – 30s of the XX century
This article is dedicated to the problems of the authority actions in the family policy realization in the Far East. The authors give the detailed characteristics to the state measures in the social and legal area; analyze the reasons of the state family policy transformation. Special attention is paid to the woman status change in the society. 
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In the first decades of the Soviet regime the fundamental changes of the social family institution occurred in the western parts of the country and in the eastern parts as well, but there was one significant difference that in the East they were held five years later due to the Civil war. That gap in the family transformation processes was made up for their accelerated rates. 
In the Far East region as well as in the Central Russia the negative consequences of the public family policy recurred. 
The collectivization of the national economy including the communal one, the involving of men and the majority of women in the social production deprived the family production of the main workers and ruined it. 
The Far East women “pulling” out of the family life increasingly passed ahead of the catering development and the public education development, therefore women kept doing their homework after the compulsory workday in the public factories. Men failed to provide their families. 
The abolition of private property and inheritance, the separation “kitchen” homework and a family, the annihilation of the religion to be the inner world basis were associated by people with the struggle against the sluggishness and patriarchal character, against “stagnant” way of living. 
Finally the struggle against a “bourgeois” family resulted in the struggle against the traditional family institution.

Beside the similarity in the development processes in the West and East there were some differences.

In 1926 in the Soviet Russia there were 839 men per 1000 women of the 25 – 29 age, i.e. the huge demographic disproportion to make a great number of women disable to have a family.
The same year in the Far East there were 1000 men per 870 women, i.e. the same problem applied to men. 

According to the All-union population census data (1926) the family status of those living in the East remote area had the following characteristics for men: married – 35.3%, unmarried – 59.4%,widowed – 4.8%, divorced – 0.5%; as for women the characteristics were – 19.3%, 68.3%, 11.7%, 0.7% correspondingly. 
The first Russian family code (1918) called “The Code of laws concerning the civil status acts, the marriage, family and guardianship rights” was implemented in the Far East territory from the December of 1922. There was ideology of the new family relations building on the man and woman equality principal. 
The idea of equal rights was represented in the article 133 saying that “is the actual origin is acknowledged as a family basis. No difference between the extramarital and martial relationship is determined.” [5]
The family code simplified the divorce procedure. Such freedom was directly connected with the oppressed position of a woman for whom divorce was the only escape of the marriage in case it was unbearable on some reasons. 
In 1924 – 1927 per 1000 Far East inhabitants there were marriages correspondingly – 10.2; 9.8; 9.0; 8.2, divorces – 1.2; 1.8; 1.6; 2.5. The marriage reduction and the divorce increase reflected the common tendency of family weakening. 
The family code of 1918 expressed the idea of some socialistic ideologists declaring that the society should be in charge of the children education, but not a family which was predicted to fast lose its educational significance and to gradually die as a society cell. On that ground adoption was prohibited in the article 183. 
According to the authority the numerous army of the homeless children must have been raised in the special child institutions where they were inculcated the proper ideological outlook.
In the middle of the 1920s it was necessary to elaborate a new family code and it was consummated on the January 1st of 1927 with the object of “adjustment of the legal relationship evolving from marriage, family and custody on the basis of a new revolutionary way of life, for providing mother and particularly children interests in husband and wife equalization regarding property and children raising” [13].

According to the regulations “The Code of laws on marriage, family and custody” the age of marriage was adjusted to 18, the after divorce alimony period for a disabled and indigent spouse was reduced to 1 year. The divorce procedure was also simplified due to the abolition of its legal form, with the preservation of registration in any civilian registry office. 

There were some changes brought with the regulation of the All-union Central Executive Committee and the People Commissars Counsel of the RSFSR of March 1, 1926, the ratified amendments permitted adoption and regulated its procedure, expounded the legal effect of adoption. 
The public policy change regarding adoption was due to the fact that the state failed to cope with the homeless children problem. There was lack of means to build enough orphan boarding houses. For example, from 1923 to 1926 the number of the Far East orphan boarding houses had increased from 3 (140 children) to 14 (851), but that did not have any significant impact on the whole negative situation. 
The regulations of the All-union Central Executive Committee and the People Commissars Counsel of May 28, 1928 and of April 1, 1936 authorized patronage in workers families.

Thus, analyzing the martial relationship procedure it may be noted that the state policy was tend to simplify it, having had the negative impact on family stability. 
The legislative enactments in the family law, passed in the 1930s, were aimed at the care of the child bringing up in a family. 
In the Central Committee of All-union Communist Bolshevik Party and the People Commissars Counsel of the USSR regulation of May 31, 1935 “About the liquidation of child neglect” there was the criminal responsibility of guardians for the usage of children in selfish ends, the administrative responsibility for child hooliganism, the property accountability for damage to be caused by an underage child [10]. 
Further, the authorities kept concentrating to the parents control of their children behavior.  For example, the People Commissariat of Justice and the Public prosecution of the USSR issued the order of June 11, 1940 according to which parents were called to account “for child neglect in particularly malignant cases” [4].
Thus, the family law was gradually changing towards punishment toughening for breaking the family duties in the area of children support, raising and control by parents. 
Such a tendency to toughen the punishment was observed in the area of women rights on abortion. 

In the Russian Empire abortion was prohibited, in Soviet Russia it was permitted with the People Commissariat of Health Service and the People Commissariat of Justice of the RSFSR regulation of November 18, 1920 [15]. The regulation ran: “The Soviet regime permits abortion until the moral remains of the past and the severe economical conditions of the first revolution years make some women do such an operation”.
In the middle of the 1920s the abortion among the Far East women as well as among the women of the other territories became a social disaster to have influenced population reproduction.  
As a result, the Central Executive Committee and the People Commissars Counsel of the USSR regulation of June 27, 1936 was adopted, it concerned “The prohibition of abortion, rise in welfare to a woman recently confined, the national assistance to
 those who have many children, the widening of maternity hospital system and kindergarten system, the toughening of criminal responsibility for alimony non-payment, and some changes in the divorce procedure” [11]. The regulation pointed out that the abortion prohibition should assist a woman in “the main and very important duty to give a birth and raise citizens”. 
The abortion could be operated only under the threat of mother death or aggravation, having some serious hereditary disease (art.1). For surgeons to have operated illegally the 1- 2 year imprisonment was contemplated. The guilty women, to have been operated for the first time, were disapproved in public, for the second time – there was a 300 rubles fine (art.4). The regulation created the alimony limit of 50% from wages (art.29); risen welfare payment for a child birth and its feeding; the 2 year imprisonment for evasion of the alimony to have been condemned by the court.
It should be noted that these regulations had been widely discussed in work collectives including the Far East ones before they were adopted. For example, such meetings took place in the town of Voroshilov (the Motor repair plant, the pedagogical secondary school), in the Voroshilov district, in the Priamursky region (the Vehicular plant), in the Vladivostok municipal counsel [7]. The workers offered to toughen the punishment for alimony non-payment, to fine for a divorce initiator, to raise the national assistance for mothers, etc.
Thus, the regulation of June 27, 1936 issue was the turning-point of the authorities for strengthening the family institution and it found an enormous approval of the society. The legislative enactment adoption was determined by the necessity of “the struggling against irresponsible attitude towards family and family duties” [11].

The state giving the reasons for its actions by the care about family interfered with the inner family relationship, having deprived a woman of her right of choice to bear a child or not to. 
The tendency of family strengthening reflected in the following regulations which toughen the responsibility for paternity acknowledgment refusal and for alimony non-payment. Thus, in 1930 the People Committee of Labor regulation № 337 “the insertion of notes to show the worker alimony payment debt in the document in case of quitting” was issued [3], that supposed the obligatory notes to present the alimony payment in the documents.
The People Committee of Labor of the RSFSR directives № 21 of June 4, 1932 and the People Commissariat of Justice of the USSR directives № 3 of August 28, 1936 created the special measure for alimony collection and suppression of alimony payment evasion. 
On 20 of July, 1933 the All-union Central Executive Committee and the People Commissars Counsel of the RSFSR issued the regulation which ordered the civilian registry offices to register paternity irrespectively of any objections of a person in question, with right of the latter to avoid it in the court [16]. 
The necessity of the criminal responsibility toughening for those who had committed negligence in alimony penalty was reflected in the 58 Plenum of Supreme Court of the USSR enactment of September 19-23, 1937 [14].
The given data are evidence of the fact that authorities defended the mother interests and the interests of her children after the family break-up.   

The authorities actions were not limited with the persecution of those who did not pay the alimony.
The new tendency in the work with families resulted in the financial assistance for families having many children, it was widely advertised in press. For example, in “The Dalnevostochny kolhoznik” of June 16, 1938 there was an article “The State cares of mothers”, which ran about the support for L.Medushevskaya (7 children) having got the children welfare payment in the amount of 2000 rubles. 
The legislative basis of this support was laid in the Central Executive Committee and the People Commissars Counsel of the USSR enactment “The welfare payment procedure for mothers with many children” of November 14, 1936 [12].
Thus, characterizing the main tendencies of the family public policy in the Far East, it should be pointed out that we found the policy directed on the breaking the old patriarchal family way of life, the creation of the new state-regulated family and the improvement of the life conditions.
The authorities paid special attention to the protection of motherhood and infancy. Purposely, on 1 of February, 1923 the Far East health service organized the section to have initiatively opened two mother and child houses (in Chita and Vladivostok). In all the cities the ambulance station organized the maternity welfare centers to consult mother in care and feeding babies. 
The members of such maternity welfare centers provided mothers with baby nutrition (often for free), inculcated in mothers health skills to take care of babies.
The mass activities were dedicated to the propaganda of the protection of motherhood and infancy. For example, in 1925 during the 1-8 March week in the region there was a campaign “The protection of motherhood and infancy” under the slogan “With a face to a country”, it had been conducted to collect money for financing the medical enlightening work and the organization of new child institutions.
Public was constantly being involved in the active protection of motherhood and infancy. For example, by the end of 1926 there were 17 committees having been organized in the Executive Committee of the District Soviet of People’s Deputies and the Village Counsels which worked on the constant basis [6]. Their staff consisted of the Executive Committee of the District Soviet of People’s Deputies representatives, the public organization representatives, the peasant delegates, doctors and obstetricians. The committees were busy in organizing the medical enlightening work, the widening of maternity and childhood centers system. 
The public organizations were taking active part in the solution of pre-schools problems. If in 1924 all the nurseries were opened by the health service initiative, in 1927 such child institutions were organized by the initiatives of peasant delegates, the rural departments of the All-Union Communist Bolshevik Party and the Executive Committees of the District Soviet of People’s Deputies.
In the resolution of the regional conference on the protection of motherhood and infancy, which had taken place in 1928 in Khabarovsk, it was noted that the arranged work embodied “the cultural revolution in workers and peasants families” [9]. 
Due to the united efforts of the authority and public by 1928 in the Far East there had been four mothers and children houses and 42 maternity welfare centers to protect maternity and infancy. The same year the first maternity hospitals appeared in the Far East territory, by 1940 there had been 40 maternity hospitals.
The historic documents are the evidence of the authority attention to the maternity hospitals problems. For example, in 1936 in February the conference of The Presidium of the Primorsk executive committee considered the question of the best regional maternity hospital competition and in July – the question of the socialistic competition on the best maternity assistance in a village [1]. 
The arrangement of that work was being controlled on the basis of the Kolhoz maternity hospitals and obstetrician canters regulations which were adopted by the People Committee of Health Service in 1938. 

Thus, the legislative and departmental enactments were conductive to the improvement of the protection of motherhood and infancy, and on the whole – the reproduction of population.
The “communization” of family life and the women involvement in the social production were promoted with the massed ideological work among the population, 
which was being carried out by the authority and the party at the local level. For example, in the beginning of 1925 only in the Amursk province there were 192 village reading rooms in which the villagers had listened to 456 reports and 478 discussions about the Soviet politics. 125 thousand people participated in 696 mass events.

The region was developing the system of clubs to be the centers of cultural and public life in villages. During the period of 1924 – 1929 the number of them had increased 5 times more (from 32 to 146).
The political enlightenment among peasants was the responsibility of Peasant houses where villagers were helped and consulted in household and in agriculture. In those organizations there were libraries and reference to have concentrated the important information about different goods prices and etc. 
The rate of cultural building in village may be considered on the official statistic data. In the Far East rural area 35 kolhoz clubs, 1000 red corners, 500 children grounds and children rooms were opened in the period 1929 – 1930.
The cultural level raising was unreal in the conditions of population ignorance. In 1923 – 1924 in the Far East 5,5 thousand people were studying in the schools for the uneducated and special educational centers. 
The results of the struggle against ignorance may be judged by the fact that during 8 years (1923 – 1931) the number of the uneducated had diminished from 62.5 % to 35%.
The population literacy had increased on the account of general bringing in schools. For example, in 1931 95% of children went to school [8]. The mass bringing in school was cooperated with the Central Executive Committee and the People Commissars Counsel of the USSR enactment of August 10, 1930, that act created the measures of the parents administrative responsibility for their refusal to sent the children to school. 
The Soviet authorities did their best to ruin the patriarchal basis of a family. Moving by that aim, the authorities paid special attention to the women who were the guardians of family patriarchal character.
The state policy regarding women formed on the basic principle – a woman should become manpower reserve in socialistic production to transform as a result of industrialization and collectivization. 
With the help of economical and ideological means the authorities managed to achieve some certain results in women liberation out of domestic captivity and their involvement in production activity. Thus, during 4 years (1928 - 1932) the number of Far East women who worked increased in eight times more (from 25810 – 200570).
The children public education was the responsibility of child institutions – kindergartens, children grounds. In 1932 there were 17544 and 44056 correspondingly [2].

The “Departure” of women and children out of family, the involvement of all family capable members in labor broke family activity. 
The amounts of damage of a family institution during the Soviet regime period are enormous; it has to be judged by the home researchers.
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