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Abstract 
 

The reflection of the type of religiosity on the family behavior of the Dagestan peoples is important 
to characterize the modern traditional Dagestan family, the process of its transformation, as well as 
crisis phenomena in this sphere. The results of the sociological study showed the importance of 
religious affiliation of the marriage partner. The most respondents among women had the negative 
attitude to polygamy. They were in subgroup of "hesitant", "non-believers" and "strongly non-
believers". They had a negative assessment of this phenomenon with the motivation of its 
"immorality" and the ability to destroy the traditional family.  
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Introduction 
 

There are significant changes in the functioning of basic social institutions in 
modern society. The family institute is also undergoing changes, experiencing the trends 
of the new information age under the influence of globalization processes. These trends 
are quite clearly manifested depending on the region, its ethno-cultural and confessional 
peculiarities, as well as on the migration processes in modern Russian society in the 
researchers note that the Institute of family is characterized by changes in the value-
normative space, the emergence and spread of new types of families and family relations, 
the transformation of functional relations between society and the family in modern 
Russia1, as well as the structure of functions is not unambiguous for different types of 
families. 

 
Family and marriage sphere is one of the most important. It is the object of close 

attention of Western and native researchers. The theoretical thought of both foreign and 
Russian scientists is strongly influenced by the existing scientific paradigms in recent 
decades. Different sociological schools developed formed ideas about certain aspects of 
the functioning of the family as a social institution and a small group. These ideas have 
become stereotypes that prevent the identification of the latest trends and patterns in the 
development of marriage and family relations. In this regard, theoretical and 
methodological analysis of the family as a social structure in the transformation of Russian 
society is not only timely, but also extremely necessary.  

 
If we analyze the approaches of the Soviet and Russian researchers G. A. 

Kharchev revealed the social essence of marriage and the family, continue the tradition of 
the evolutionary approach to the development of family relations, as well as new for 
Russian sociology functional approach to the family2. M. S. Matskovsky developed a 
tradition of functional approach. He adopted a systematic approach and showed the 
relationship between the economic conditions of society and the nature of the functions 
performed by the family, their hierarchy3. S. I. Golod was one of the first in Russian 
sociology to raise the issue of preservation of monogamous family in the new conditions, 
not just nuclear family4. A. G. Vishnevsky linked the family's performance of its 
reproductive function with the life cycle of not only the family itself, but also women, 
showing differences in the demographic interests of society and the non-demographic 
interests of the family5. Antonov and V. M. Medkov continued to move towards the study of 
the internal structure of the family. They turned to the microsociology of the family6.  

 
 

                                                 
1
 A. V. Vereschagina; N. X. Gafiatullina and S. I. Samygin, “The Spiritual aspects of national identity 

formation: a sociological analysis of threats to social health and spiritual security of Russia”, 
Engineering Journal of Don num 3 (2015). 
2
 A. G. Kharchev, Marriage and family in the Soviet Union (Moscow: Mysl, 1979). 

3
 M. S. Matskovsky, Sociology of the family: the problems of theory, methodology and methodics 

(Moscow: Science, 1989).  
4
 S. I. Golod, “Modern family: pluralism of models”, Sociological Journal num 3-4 (1996): 99-108 y 

S. I. Golod, Family and marriage: Historical and sociological analysis (Saint-Petersburg: Too TK 
"Petropolis", 1998).  
5
 A. G. Vishnevskiy, The Demographic revolution (Moscow: Statistics, 1976). 

6
 A. I. Antonov, A. I. and V. M. Medkov, Sociology of the family (Moscow: Izd-vo Moskow University, 

1996); A. I. Antonov, Microsociology of the family: research methodology of structures and 
processes (Moscow: Publishing House "Nota Bene", 1998) y A. I. Antonov, and S. A. Sorokin, The 
Fate of Russia of the XXI century (Moscow: Publishing House "Graal", 2000). 
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According to L. V. Kartseva, the family model is variable in modern Russian 

society. It can unite spouses with children who are in a registered or unregistered marriage 
and a couple "mother and child" and childless partners who are not married and lead a 
joint household; a polygamous union based on religious customs or new moral norms, as 
well as same-sex actual marriage7. 

 
There are declining birthrate and small families transition to a family model as the 

dominant, high divorce rate and, as a consequence, single-parent families, the spread of 
families of group of "risk" and, accordingly, youth and adolescents deviation, a rapid 
decline in social health, family and youth, which is seen by scientists as a manifestation of 
the spiritual crisis of the society in institution of family in contemporary Russia. This is 
characterized from the standpoint of manifestation of the crisis in most cases8. 

 
If we put the question about it is possible to have a happy marriage in the era of the 

sexual revolution, then we get it. Brykova T.Yu. characterized the modern institute of 
marriage as excessively free of any obligations of partners to each other, seeking to satisfy 
their needs in the most positive emotions, self-realization, and sexual relations9 [Brykova 
T.Yu., 2011]. We agreed with opinion that the happiness of spouses depends on the level 
of satisfaction of spouses with family life, in which the emotional and sexual aspects are of 
high importance in the modern world. We still believe that this characteristic is too critical 
as well as the crisis assessment of the institution of family in Russia especially about the 
absence of obligations from spouses. The basis for this conclusion is the existence of 
different views on this problem. Despite the fact that the crisis position dominates among 
Russian surnames, the evolutionary paradigm is attractive to the assessment of changes 
in the institution of the family, as well as the transformational one, according to which the 
two processes traditionally presented in the sociology of the family as opposed in their 
ideological and conceptual positions. The crisis and the evolution of the family are 
considered as interrelated and interdependent. We are talking about the fact that in the 
institutional space of the family there are both destructive (crisis) and risk-taking moments, 
and evolutionary generated by the crisis, as the emergence of new types of family 
relationships and values, as well as family types is possible only in the process of crisis 
and destruction of the traditional foundations of family relations in Russian society. This 
process has become much more intense in the post-Soviet transformation and inclusion in 
the global globalization space. We set a purpose to show the reflection of the types of 
religiosity on the transformation of the traditional family, the factors of the crisis of the 
modern Dagestan family, the family-marriage behavior of Dagestan believers, self-
identifying as "convinced believers", "believers", "wavering", "unbelievers" and "convinced 
unbelievers" on the basis of the classification of the main worldview groups N. P. 
Alekseeva10 in this article.  
 
Research results 
 

Before we get to the presentation of sociological material, it should be noted that 
the author understands the immediate or nuclear family (father  and  mother  married,  and  

 

                                                 
7
 L. V. Kartseva, “Family Model in the conditions of transformation of the Russian… 

8
 A. V. Vereschagina; N. X. Gafiatullina and S. I. Samygin, “The Spiritual aspects of… 

9
 T. Yu Brykova, “Is it possible to have a happy marriage in the era of the sexual revolution?”, 

Sociological research num 11 (2011): 140-145. 
10

 N. P. Alekseev, “Methods and results of the study of religiosity of the rural population (on the 
materials of the Orel region)”. Questions of scientific atheism Issue 3 (1967): 131-150. 
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their children) under the traditional type of family in the article. As time has shown the 
transformation of pre-existing types of social relations, the emergence of new civil relations 
has not only positive but also negative consequences for the preservation of the institution 
of the family11. The famous Dagestan ethnographer Gadzhiyeva S. Sh. considerers the 
changes in the family institute that took place at different historical stages of the 
development of Dagestan society very detailed. She noted that undivided family in 
Dagestan consisted of two, three and more generations of close relatives both 
descending, and lateral, and also their wives in the second half of XIX – the beginning of 
XX century. The process of family division was usually perceived as a result of economic 
and household difficulties12. The author considers the present situation of the Dagestan 
family. Starting point for her opinion are previously existing family forms either disappeared 
altogether or underwent significant changes. 

 
The parameters selected for analysis allow revealing principles of family functioning 

in modern Dagestan society with the spread of polygamy, tolerance of polygamy, the 
orientation of modern young men, however, as well as unmarried women to create a 
"second family", whose status is not officially fixed, but at the same time appeal to the 
Islamic factor, etc. Moreover, we can be assumed that the informal family competes quite 
well with the official one. 

 
The author proceeds from the assumption that ethnic and religious factors play an 

important role in the family and marriage sphere in this study. There are other positions. L. 
V. Kartseva notes that there is no dependence of marital and family status on national and 
religious affiliation at the present stage of development of the Russian society and its 
family and marriage sphere. It's confirmed by her opinion about reducing the role of ethno-
religious factor in the functioning of the family in Russia13. The author can´t fully agree with 
her statement regarding the decline in the importance of ethnicity for indicators of 
demographic behavior of the family: type of marriage, divorce rate, the number of children 
in families and etc. It may be this factor is not significant for other Russian regions. But 
these indicators are very different in the conditions of the traditional culture of the 
Dagestan peoples demonstrating attachment to traditional forms of marriage and family 
having many children as the ideal of the family structure and etc. Officially registered 
marriage could not be registered in the mountainous regions of Dagestan. The main thing 
was the conclusion of a Muslim marriage. There have been noticeable changes in the 
family and marriage life of Dagestan people maybe not as dramatic as the peoples of the 
European part of Russia14.  

 
The results of empirical study are shown that a religious factor has a significant 

influence  on  the  attitude  to  interethnic  marriages and the formation of attitudes towards 
interethnic marriage. What is the attitude of believers and non-believers to interethnic 
marriage? The distribution of answers in relation to religion shows that the opinion 
"nationality in marriage does not matter if the husband (wife) observes the customs of my 
people" occupies the first rank place (30,3%). There is "would prefer a person of his 
nationality, but would not object" (26,1 %) on the second  place.  A  little  less  respondents  

 

                                                 
11

 Zagirova, E. M. “Traditional family: theoretical aspects of sociological research”, The Caucasus 
and the world. International Scientific Journal num 20 (2015): 158-165. 
12

 S. Sh. Gadzhieva, Family and marriage among the Dagestan peoples in the XIX-early XX century 
(Moscow: Science, 1985). 
13

 L. V. Kartseva, “Family Model in the conditions of transformation of the Russian… 
14

 S. Sh. Gadzhieva, Family and marriage among the Dagestan… 
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emphasize the undesirability of interethnic marriage (21,3 %). Unbelievers said of the 
possibility of interethnic marriage in the strengthening of tolerant plants among peoples. 
The believers have a positive attitude towards interethnic marriage as his son (56,1 %) 
and daughters (43,3 %). Non-believers found it difficult to assess their attitude to the mixed 
marriage of their son (90,1 %) with a positive attitude to the marriage of their daughter 
(87,3 %). The share is higher among the believers who are negatively related to interethnic 
marriage their daughters (34,4 %) and sons (25,3%). We can be assumed that the 
respondents with their characteristic internationalism clearly separate different spheres of 
interaction (labor, friendship and etc.) from the family and household way of life. There is 
some conservatism with the position that it is easier to live with a representative of their 
national, religious affiliation, because the common language, lifestyle, traditions and 
customs help to overcome the difficulties arising in family life. 

 
When we were studying the frequency of the prevalence of interethnic marriage in 

a multinational environment, it is important to identify the role of the religious component in 
this process. The readiness to interethnic interaction and communication in various 
spheres of human life (business, informal, including family) is influenced by many factors. 
For example, the attitude to ethnic contacts can be formed as a competition for jobs in the 
production sphere, especially prestigious, including in the power structures that provide 
access to property. There were statements to interethnic communication in the family and 
marriage sphere. They are strongly influenced by national traditions. They often closely 
related to religious prescriptions: the peoples of Muslim culture with a good disposition to 
communicate with the Russians, even the prestige of such communication in Soviet times, 
the norm was endogamous marriages15. Here we had to clarify that we is considered not 
only the possibility of marriage with a representative of Russian nationality in this context, 
but also with others professing other beliefs. Moreover, when the Russian teachers, 
engineers, doctors and etc. arrival in Dagestan that marriage with a representative of this 
people was very prestigious. Such marriages were most often concluded.  

 
The respondents were asked: "Does it matter for you the religious affiliation of a 

person when choosing a future spouse (s)/when choosing a spouse (s) of your children?" 
with purpose to determine the role of the religious factor in the marriage process. It would 
be identify a mindset in the Dagestan people. 

 
Empirical data show that more than half of the respondents emphasize the need to 

take into account the religious affiliation of the future spouse (s) for deciding to marry both 
their relatives and their own decision, as opposed to every fifth respondent. And you can 
see noticeable differences, which show that respondents with different types of religiosity. 
There was a high share of those who note the importance of the marriage partner's 
confessional affiliation among the "convinced believers" (86,9 %) and "believers" (72,5%). 
More than half of "non-believers" hold a similar opinion. The cohort of "strongly non-
believers" notes the insignificance of religious affiliation of a person at the conclusion their 
own and their children's marriage. If religious affiliation is an important factor in the 
conclusion of marriage, but it is not essential for the respondents in other areas of ethnic 
contact. On the one hand, the respondents said about the importance of the confessional 
affiliation of the marriage partner. On the other, respondents see in the "presence of a 
large number of inter-ethnic and inter-religious marriages" (23,8 %) opportunities for the 
formation of friendly relations between Dagestan people. 

                                                 
15

 Sociology of interethnic tolerance. Moscow: Publishing House of the Institute of sociology, RAS. 
2003).  
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There is important for identification of the relations of Dagestan people to not 

marital unions in the study. The obtained data show the prevalence in the attitudes of 
respondents of a negative position with the motivation "our religion does not allow 
premarital relations" (27,3%). and it is by Every third respondent from the subgroup 
"strongly believers" and every fourth among the "believers" and followed it. Every sixth 
respondent "strongly unbelievers" also shares this opinion. The opinion "positively, our 
religion allows to conclude marriage according to Islamic instructions, and it is more 
important than marriage registration in the Registry office" (26,9 %) is on the second place. 
Every second respondent among "convinced believers" and every fourth among 
"believers" are followed it. The share of those is significantly reduced in the evaluation of 
unregistered marriage in other subgroups. Every fifth respondent shares the opinion 
"positively, the stamp in the passport does not matter if they love each other and they are 
well together". This opinion is closer to every third respondent in the subgroup of "hesitant" 
and "unbelievers", but to every fourth respondent among "strongly unbelievers". The 
opinion "is negative if the relations are not formed according to one of the possible variants 
(or according to religious prescriptions, or according to the law)" to the closest subgroup of 
"convinced believers" (every fourth respondent) and "believers" (every fifth respondent). 
There is their low share in other subgroups. Among those who chose the opinion 
"positively, if some reasons do not allow people to formalize their relationship" respondents 
stand out as self-identifying "hesitant" (29,1 %) and "non-believers" (29,2 %). There is the 
position "negatively, the possibility of cohabitation, under the guise of civil marriage, 
contributes to the loss of the importance of the family, family values and forms immorality 
in the behavior of the young generation" in the subgroup of "non-believers". That position 
is close to every third respondent and every fifth among "believers" and every sixth 
respondent among "believers", "hesitant" and "believers with conviction". In other words, 
the analysis shows the importance for the interviewed Dagestan people the conclusion of 
a marriage to religious canons and the prevalence of a negative attitude to the institution of 
civil marriage in general regardless of the type of religiosity. It should be noted that the 
conclusion of a Sharia marriage is more important than an officially registered marriage for 
Muslim peoples. They are less in a civil marriage, because this does not allow, firstly, the 
Islamic religion. Secondly, that fact is condemned by society. The respondents also focus 
to observe morality. They motivated by the fact that cohabitation helps to reduce moral 
attitudes. 

 
It was touched upon the issue about attitude of different worldview groups to the 

institution of polygamy in our study. The opinion "negative, it can destroy the family, 
because not every woman to agree with the desire of her husband to have a" second wife 
"(49,8 %) is prevails for respondents. It is shared by respondents regardless of the type of 
religiosity. The more respondents hold the opinion "negative, under polygamy trying to 
cover immorality" (26,5 %) in subgroups "fluctuating" (31,1%), "non-believers" (41,7 %) 
and "convinced non-believers" (50,0 %). It should be noted that those who evaluate 
positively polygamy with the motivation "we have fewer men than women, and every 
woman deserves happiness" (22,3 %), "if a man does not leave the "first" family and 
provides it" (24,4 %) and "our religion allows polygamy" (25,4 %) relatively more in the 
subgroup "convinced believers". Attention is drawn to the position of every fourth 
respondent in the subgroups of "non-believers" and "strongly non-believers", every fifth 
respondent among the self-identifying as "believers" and " hesitant", who called polygamy 
"a relic of the past" in comparison with "strongly believers". The results of the gender-
based survey show that the position "negative, it can destroy the family, because not every 
woman to agree with the desire of her husband to have a "second wife" shares every third 
respondent among men (33,8 %) and more than half of the women surveyed (56,2 %).  
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The proportion of those who note that "under polygamy trying to cover immorality" 

significantly more among women (30,4 %) and twice smaller among men (15,7 %). Every 
third respondent noted the opinion "positively, our religion allows polygamy" (31,4 %) in the 
subgroup of men. The proportion among women is only 9,7 % with that opinion. The 
position "positively, we have fewer men than women, and every woman deserves 
happiness" was noted by 23,3% of men. The proportion among women is twice smaller 
(10,6 %) with that opinion. The opinion "if a man does not leave the "first" family and 
provides it" is held by 28,5% of men and 13,5% of women. In other words, the gender 
analysis shows a generally negative attitude of the interviewed women to polygamy, with a 
positive assessment of it by the interviewed Dagestan men. 

 
A "control question" "Would you like to have a "second" wife?" was asked in the 

study. The same proportion of men surveyed said "Yes, if the first marriage will not have 
children, but I do not want to part with his wife" and "no, I would not want to destroy his 
family" (29,1 %). The first opinion was shared by the respondent on the religion type in the 
subgroup "hesitant" (every seventh respondent), "strongly believers" (every tenth 
respondent), "believers" (every eleventh respondent). The second opinion was shared by 
the respondent on the religion type among "strongly non-believers" (every third 
respondent) and among "non-believers" (every sixth respondent) and among "strongly 
believers" (every tenth respondent). 13,9 % of men noted the opinion "our religion allows a 
man to have 4 wives". This opinion was shared by 10,8 % of respondents who identify 
themselves as "strongly believers". 11,5% of men surveyed, 12,5% of self-identifying as 
"non-believers" and 16,7% of "strongly non-believers" characterize polygamy as 
manifestation of immorality. A small proportion of male respondents are willing to take a 
"second wife" with remark "if I fall in love with another woman, but do not want to destroy 
my first family" (6,8%). 6,0% of men surveyed said that "financial situation does not allow 
to have a "second wife".  

 
We revealed the attitude of respondents to the emergence of the Dagestan site 

"Looking for a second wife" in our study. They were asked a question which allows you to 
define attitudes in the mind. There is opinion "is negative, it will lead to the destruction of 
the first family" (41,5 %) as dominate in all the area. The proportion sharing this point of 
view significantly more in the subgroup "with conviction of the unbelievers" (66,7 %), in 
contrast to the subgroup "with conviction of the faithful". By gender this position was 
shared 31,7 % of men and considerably more women (45,0 %). There is a negative 
attitude to the appearance of the site "Looking for a second wife" with the motivation "this 
will lead to an increase in divorces and an increase in the number of single-parent families" 
in the second position. The results of our study showed that this position is closer to every 
third respondent regardless of the religion type and every fourth respondent among men 
(25,1 %) and every third respondent among women (37,0 %). There is the answer 
"negative, it will lead to the destruction of the foundations of the traditional family" on the 
third place. This opinion was shared by every second respondent in the subgroup of 
"convinced unbelievers", every fourth respondent among "convinced believers" and 
"believers", every third respondent in the sub-group of "hesitant" and "non-believers". By 
gender this opinion were shared by 27,5% of men and 30,8% of women. Thus every fifth 
respondent in the subgroup of "hesitant", every fourth respondent among the "unbelievers" 
and "conviction of the believers", every third respondent among "believers", every second 
respondent among the "conviction of the unbelievers" as well as 19,4% of respondents of 
men and 32,2 % of women believe that the appearance of the site contributes to the fact 
that "man will not be able to fully devote attention to the education of children in both 
families".   The   opinion   "positively,   this   will  allow  people,  without   violating  religious  
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commandments, to have marital relations and maintain morality in society" more was 
chosen among the "convinced believers" (every fourth respondent). There is less with that 
opinion in the subgroups of "believers", "unbelievers" and "hesitant". The answer "Yes, it 
will help young people to create a happy family" is closer to every sixth respondent in the 
subgroup of "unbelievers" and "believers", every ninth among the "hesitant", every tenth 
respondent among the "believers" and least of all among the "believers". You can see 
significant percentage differences in the positions of the surveyed men and women 
assessing the site "Looking for a second wife" positively. The men surveyed note the 
position "positively, it will help young people to create a happy family" (19,6 %) as opposed 
to 8,6% of women surveyed, as well as "positively, it will allow people, without violating 
religious precepts, to have marital relations and maintain morality in society" (26,4 %). 
Only 10,1% of women were agree with that opinion. Thus, we can conclude noticeable 
differences in the positions of the interviewed men and women in the designation of their 
attitude to the appearance of the site "Looking for a second wife". If the former see a 
positive moment, the latter are mostly negative with the motivation of the destruction of the 
foundations of the traditional family, the loss of traditional values and foundations, 
difficulties in raising children, the growth of divorces and the number of single-parent 
families. 

 
The position of the interviewed women to the institution of "second wife" is interest 

in the study. It was asked the question "You would agree to be the "second" wife"?". There 
is negative attitude to the institution of "second wife" with the motivation of inadmissibility 
"to interfere in someone else's family and destroy it" among of respondents regardless of 
the religion type. Every third respondent shared that opinion. There is a subgroup of 
"believers", "hesitant", "non-believers" related to the status of "second wife" in the range 
from 36,9% to 39,9% negatively. The proportion of such is significantly less among 
"convinced believers". There are significantly more people who have chosen the judgment 
"it is immoral" in the same subgroups. This opinion follows every fourth Respondent from 
the subgroup "strongly unbelievers". Every sixteenth respondent would agree to have a 
status of "second" wife with the motivation "if I love a person". Respondents with this 
opinion are more in the subgroup of "believers". By family status the above opinion is 
shared by 5,4% of widows and 3,5% of unmarried women. 52,4 % of women surveyed and 
by family status more than half of unmarried women (55,8%) every second among widows 
(45,9 %) and married women (48,7 %) would not agree to become a "second wife" 
because "you can not interfere in someone else's family and destroy it". There is 23,6% of 
women across the array and 21,5% of married, 29.7% of widows and 25.3% of unmarried 
women in subgroups. They consider this act immoral. 8,0% of women surveyed across the 
entire array of respondents and 5,4% of widows and 3,5% of unmarried women on 
subarray agree to have the status of "second wife" with remark "if I love a man". 7,6% of 
women surveyed across the entire array of respondents and13,5% of widows and 3,0% of 
unmarried women are ready to take this step in order to have a child. 
 
Conclusion 
 

Our study shows a negative attitude to interreligious marriage in the mind of the 
respondents. This opinion is more intense among the respondents with ideological 
attitudes to "believers" and "believers". The surveyed Dagestan people regardless of the 
religion type demonstrate a negative attitude to polygamy with the motivation of its 
potential for family destruction. "Not every woman agrees with the desire of her husband to 
have a "second wife". The respondents described polygamy as a desire to" cover 
immorality". It should be noted that the respondents consider the institution of polygamy as  
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a "relic of the past" in the ideological subgroups of "believers", "hesitant", "unbelievers" 
and "strongly unbelievers" in contrast to the subgroup of "strongly believers".  

 
The respondents show a negative assessment of the site "Looking for a second 

wife" on various grounds of analysis. Its appearance can destroy the foundations of the 
traditional family, coupled with the erosion of traditional values and foundations. There is a 
negative attitude to the institution of" second wife" with the position "you can not interfere 
in someone else's family and destroy it" in the mind of Dagestan peoples. There are the 
respondent with that opinion in the subgroups of "believers", "hesitant", "non-believers" 
and significantly less among the "convinced believers". However, a statistically small 
proportion of women surveyed still agree to the status of "second wife" with the motivation 
"if I love a man" and "in order to have a child". 
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