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ABSTRACT The present paper proposes a comparative analysis of the pedagogical views on family education of
such world outstanding personalities, who lived and worked at the Kazan University of Russia during recent
centuries. It justifies that not only the education but their concepts of the family are of particular interest,
respecting the challenges that modern education and modern family face nowadays. Both physical and moral
education of a healthy new generation is a challenging and essential task for the modern community. Currently,
there is a particular need for a precise study of the theory and practice of education and training in the changed
socio-political and economic conditions and at the revival period of the national culture, language, historical roots
of people with the focus on the scientific and cultural heritage.

INTRODUCTION

The commencement of the new millennium
was characterized by the reform of all life as-
pects of our society. A comprehensive modern-
ization process is in progress at present, which
deals with all aspects - from economic, state, and
political reforms to restructuring of all social insti-
tutions, religion, family, and the education system
at all levels, particularly the higher levels (Troshin
1915; Kataeva et al. 2015; Babintsev et al. 2016;
Tikhonova 2017; Khovanskaya et al. 2017).

Crisis or disintegration of the family can be
assigned to one of the most severe problems in
the spiritual sphere, which proceeds to advance
in modern Russian society, along with such neg-
ative phenomena as the devaluation of traditional
values, drug addiction, crime, and sexual free-
dom (Lesgaft 1951; Vainer and Fahrutdinova
2016; Luchinskaya et al. 2018).

In the researchers’ opinion, the importance
of ascertaining methods to resolve these prob-
lems and the revival of family values is confirmed
given that the family is traditionally considered
the leading institution of education, where the
foundation of personality is developed since a
child is in the family for a significant part of his/
her life. Both physical and moral education of a
healthy new generation is a complicated and
necessary task for modern society (Tolstoy 1911;
Bekhterev 1927; Thompson 2016; Wolff 2017).

Currently, it is especially necessary to thor-
oughly investigate the issues of the theory and
practice of education and training, concentrated

in the country’s scientific and cultural heritage
in the changed socio-political and economic
conditions and during the revival of our own
national culture, language, historical roots of
the people (Sheregi and Aref’ev 2016; Inanç and
Liew 2017; Vecco and Srakar 2018).

The accomplishment of Russian ideas about
family education falls at the end of the XIX -
beginning of the XX centuries. It was the time
when the exploration of new methods of train-
ing children in the family was conducted. A sig-
nificant role in the development of science and
culture of Eastern Russia was played by Kazan
University, which started in 1804, and instantly
became the greatest center of social and peda-
gogical thought and had a significant impact on
the emergence and development of advanced
ideas of the time (Zakirova et al. 2016; Gromova
et al. 2019).

Objectives

The present paper proposes a comparative
analysis of the pedagogical views on family
education of such world outstanding personal-
ities, who lived and worked at the Kazan Uni-
versity of Russia during recent centuries.

METHODOLOGY

In the present study, the following theoreti-
cal methods of research were used: theoretical
analysis and synthesis, comparative analysis,
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abstraction and concretization, historical and
logical ways.

The principal purpose of the study was to
perform a comparative analysis of the pedagog-
ical views on family education of such outstand-
ing personalities, not only in the history of Ka-
zan University such as - a prominent Russian
anatomist, biologist, leading public figure and
teacher, 1871; Lesgaft (Born: 1837; Died: 1909) -
professor, head of the department of physiolog-
ical anatomy of the University; Tolstoy (Born:
1828; Died: 1910) - a great Russian writer, corre-
sponding member, honorary academician of the
St. Petersburg Academy of Sciences, who stud-
ied at Kazan University in 1844-1847; Bekhterev
(Born: 1857; Died: 1927) - psychiatrist, neuro-
pathologist, physiologist, psychologist, pedol-
ogist, founder of reflexology and pathopsycho-
logical direction in Russia, academician, who was
a professor at Kazan University in 1885-1893 and
head of the psychiatric clinic of the district clin-
ic in Kazan; Troshin (Born: 1874; Died: 1938) -
neuropathologist, psychologist, pedagogue,
pedologist, who graduated from the medical fac-
ulty of the university, in 1918-1922 - professor,
head of the department of psychiatry at Kazan
University. The mentioned scientists, to a great-
er or lesser extent, addressed the basics of rais-
ing children in the family in the second half of
the 19th century. Still, their viewpoints on peda-
gogy are of considerable interest to this day.

RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION

It is imperative that the position of humanis-
tic anthropocentrism was inherent to all the au-
thors in question.

Lesgaft worked scientifically and propound-
ed the fundamental concepts of family educa-
tion. According to Lesgaft’s definition (Lesgaft
1951; Van Manen 2016), the family life of a child
takes seven years after birth, during which his/
her type develops, customs and habits of the
given locality and family are assimilated. Hence,
this period considerably affects human life and
leaves an almost indelible mark on his/her entire
future existence (Lesgaft 1951; Van Manen 2016).

All the authors under investigation were
supporters of the natural development of a child,
particularly in the period of family upbringing.
Therefore, Lesgaft considered the fundamental

components of the integrity of an individual,
the unity of the general and the individual in
humans, the plasticity of the nervous system,
and the child’s upbringing through developing
the ideas of anthropology in pedagogy and form-
ing a theory of family education (Guseva 2018).
“The mystery of family education,” wrote the
scientist, “is to allow a child to develop himself,
to do everything himself” (Gabdulchakov 2017).

The peculiarity of Lesgaft’s concept (Les-
gaft 1951) is the combination of the natural-sci-
entific tradition with a pedagogical tradition,
which has led to his selection of an approach to
the development of a human model, which can
be defined as the connection of the organism
with the environment. Such a model, character-
istic of natural sciences, is hugely productive
concerning its implementation in the pedagogi-
cal tradition (Kapterev 1982; Fedorov and Trety-
akova 2016). That leads to considering a person
in harmony with the environment when the struc-
ture of which is determined by itself and also is
a part of itself, which can be precisely traced in
the features of the school types suggested by
Lesgaft (Lesgaft 1951; Van Manen 2016). He
considers the truthfulness and consciousness
as the vital signs for singling out. These fea-
tures revealed the social essence of man. Con-
sequently, Lesgaft’s human model is dialogical
with the meaning that a person is observed via
interaction with other people, which is follow-
ing the modern perception of anthropological
phenomena (Gabdulchakov 2017).

Furthermore, the combination of traditions
allowed Lesgaft to develop an original concept
of pedagogical cooperation (Lesgaft 1951),
which was built based on the psychophysio-
logical concept of surplus stimulus, which con-
sists of the fact that after each action of the
stimulus, the susceptibility to it is decreased,
the meaning of which is that a more potent stim-
ulus is required at any time to receive a response
at the initial level. Accordingly, the scientist de-
nied the advisability of punishments and rewards
in the pedagogical process as impeding the pres-
ervation of a child’s impressionability and for-
mal pedagogical interaction. This provision is
the most controversial in his legacy. There have
been both followers and opponents for this sci-
entist’s hypothesis nowadays and in the histo-
ry of pedagogy. The most significant fact for the
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authors of the present paper is that Lesgaft at-
tempted to make the pedagogical interaction
conscious and humane using this approach and
by relying on positive emotional reinforcement
(Lesgaft 1951; Gabdulchakov 2017). Lesgaft (1951)
transferred the center of gravity from the formal
attributes of pedagogical interaction to absolute-
ly moral and spiritual guidelines in his concept.

The scientist analyzed the pedagogical in-
teraction in the process of individual develop-
ment of humans based on the age-related ap-
proach for understanding the peculiarities of it,
which allowed the scientists to single out three
fundamental models of pedagogical interaction
in the mentioned conception. The first model is
characterized by pedagogical interaction accord-
ing to the imitation principle, and the second
model is a combined interaction when both imi-
tation and conscious participation of teachers
and children take place. The third model removes
the main characteristics of the previous models
and is defined by the presence of the collective
subject of interaction, leading, and anticipation
of the actions of other members of the collective
subject of interaction. The idea of pedagogical
interaction defined the specifics of Lesgaft’s
(1951) comprehension of the features of family,
physical, mental, and moral upbringing, which
are tightly interrelated in his system.

Lesgaft’s (1951) concepts about the synthet-
ic method of understanding of the essence of
humankind, the humanistic basis of pedagogi-
cal interaction, and also conscious and active
participation in the interaction of all its partici-
pants were caught by the tradition of the Rus-
sian pedagogical science. Lesgaft’s opinions of
family education and physical education were
of particular significance for the further devel-
opment of pedagogical science and practice,
which were based on the idea of an energetic,
rational, moral, and humane person.

As it was mentioned in recent studies, Les-
gaft’s (1951) concept is of particular and practi-
cal interest at present, when the purpose of mod-
ern Russian education is identified as the creat-
ing conditions for the full development and self-
development of each child, which fosters the
capacity of all children to analyze and make per-
sonal decisions (Gabdulchakov 2017). In this
respect, Lesgaft’s ideas about the activity of all

participants in pedagogical interaction are rele-
vant, since nowadays the scientists and practi-
tioners are conscious about the necessity to re-
orient the current education system from the
formal knowledge to the personality-activity
paradigm, which is developed based on inte-
grating knowledge and human activities.  In a
specific educational process, that was manifest-
ed in a component in the content of education
and in the forms of organization of the educa-
tional process, which involves the development
of the potential for creative activity.

Currently, it is necessary not only to master
knowledge and skills but as well to be able to
productively and creatively use them in prac-
tice, and not just copy pre-set samples for the
further development of society. The mentioned
idea was embodied in the modern “strategy for
the modernization of the content of education,”
in the primacy of interactive and communicative
structures of teaching and educational activi-
ties and various workshops, that is what Les-
gaft (1951) called for.

Accordingly, the concept of free education
occupies a significant place in their pedagogical
theory. Tolstoy (1911) confirmed the human right
to develop beliefs and viewpoints freely, with-
out any violence and coercion from society;
Tolstoy believed that children are characterized
by natural perfection and high moral qualities. A
distinctive feature of Tolstoy compared to other
scientists is that he denied the legitimacy and
possibility of the conscious, purposeful educa-
tional influence of teachers and parents on chil-
dren in idealizing the nature of children, in his
doctrine of freedom in education (Ionova and
Kot 2013).

Troshin (1915) continued the tradition of
pedagogical anthropology of Ushinskiy (2004)
and created an essential contribution to the de-
velopment of the problem of investigating men-
tally disabled children. Troshin’s work, “Anthro-
pological basis of education,” is fundamental in
this respect. “Comparative psychology of nor-
mal and abnormal children” was published in
1915, which is recognized as applicable not only
for the investigation of mentally disabled chil-
dren but possesses direct relevance to various
categories of children with developmental dis-
abilities and normally growing children.
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Troshin (1915) had high hopes on the still
unused opportunities for upbringing, which he
proposed to explore, more extensive investigat-
ing the physiological, psychological, and social
nature of man, and considering the methods of
development of children with deviations from
humanistic positions.

Troshin (1915) argued that the stages of hu-
man development are generally repeated in the
process of development of a child’s psyche and
personality approaching the problem from a med-
ical perspective. It was seen that the compliance
is the purpose of pedagogy and does not violate
these corresponding patterns: “It is good to edu-
cate, therefore, to lead a child through the stages
that he must pass; it is bad to teach to neglect the
natural stages; to know a child means to deter-
mine the stage on which he is” (Troshin 1915). It
is particularly significant and valuable to high-
light that the scientist substantiated the state-
ment about the general laws of development of
normal children and also the children with devi-
ations. “In essence, there is no difference be-
tween normal and abnormal children. Those and
others are children; both develop according to
one law...”.

Troshin’s viewpoint of the educational pro-
cess at an early age was presented by Bekhter-
ev (1927) in a study conducted in 1909 titled
“Issues of Education in the Early Childhood.”
The author also highlighted the high importance
of the period of family education in a person’s
life, when the health of the organism is created,
the first pillars of the future personality, the main
character traits, and the child’s propensities. In
the interrelation between family and public edu-
cation, Bekhterev (1909) saw enormous reserves
for the all-round development of the personality
and the process of socialization. According to
the scientist, it is necessary to form such a
personality to develop natural abilities morally,
physically, and mentally, and it is essential to
encourage the development of talents.

As Lesgaft noted (Lesgaft 1951), children are
more influenced by the behavior than the word.
It is believed that a child repeats what he sees
around him, which develops his habits and cus-
toms, and the type of child is formed under this
influence.

Tolstoy also highlighted similar problems
(Tolstoy 1911; Robertson 2016). He described

the hypocrisy of parents before children to be
worse of all their shortcomings, declaring that
children are morally much more perceptive than
adults and quickly notice the hypocrisy of par-
ents, which leads to losing respect for them and
interests in all processes of their education. Par-
ents frequently tend to discard the shortcom-
ings that they do not observe and recognize, or
they often justify themselves in the process of
upbringing the children. Tolstoy knew the fact
to be one of the foremost useful circumstances
for education; adults need to make their lives so
that it is not scary to show it to their children.
“Education of others is included in the upbringing
of oneself, and you do not need anything else”
(Tolstoy 1911; Wolff 2017). “To be truthful and
honest with children, without hiding from them
what is happening in the soul, is the only way of
upbringing” (Tolstoy 1911; Robertson 2016).

Bekhterev (1909) had similar viewpoints with
these scientists for the mentioned issues and,
he addressed that a child takes everything on
faith without criticism, which can be used, instill-
ing in him all the good and nurturing disgust for
everything wrong. The scientist addressed the
significant factors of upbringing suggestion, fol-
lowed by encouragement with the approval or
disapproval of a child’s actions, and also giving
an example. It is noteworthy that all four teachers
were opponents against punishment and mak-
ing any pain to a child (Thompson 2016).

CONCLUSION

The authors concluded in the course of anal-
ysis that the concepts of family, and not only
education of the scientists under study, are of
particular interest in the present time consider-
ing the challenges confronting modern educa-
tion and family. The comprehension of the heri-
tage of pedagogical thought becomes especial-
ly urgent under present conditions, in which the
personality of a child is recognized as the high-
est value, and the pedagogical process is per-
meated with excellent ideas and humanism. This
is a type of humanistic orientation that has been
observed to be the characteristic of the scientif-
ic heritage of the authors under study. Their
pedagogical ideas engage with the truth that
respecting children as persons, maintaining the
natural or creating favorable conditions for their
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harmonious development, understanding the
individuality of each child, truthfulness in com-
munication and the absence of hypocrisy in the
actions of parents, presenting personal example
for moral imitation, instilling a habit of work and
promoting the disclosure of interest in knowl-
edge – in one way or another, stand out as the
fundamental elements of the suitable education
of children from the age of the family period. In
conclusion, the authors agree with Leo Tol-
stoy’s words that the degree of society’s per-
fection is conditioned by the way it cares about
parents, family upbringing, and self-education
of parents, that it is impossible to develop ap-
propriately in public life without proper educa-
tion. For which reason, the reference to the ped-
agogical views of outstanding scientists of Ka-
zan University is justified and timely.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to obtain general results for future
studies it is suggested that a comparative anal-
ysis of educational perspectives on family edu-
cation of such prominent personalities men-
tioned in this study on prominent academic per-
sonalities of other universities in the country
Russia.
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