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Introduction
A Criterion for Two Cultures

How caN WE judge the worth of a society? On what basis can
we predict how well a nation will survive and prosper? Many
indices could be used for this purpose, among them the Gross
National Product, the birth rate, crime statistics, mental health
data, etc. In this book we propose yet another criterion: the con-
cern of one generation for the next. If the children and youth of
a nation are afforded opportunity to develop their capacities to
the fullest, if they are given the knowledge to understand the
world and the wisdom to change it, then the prospects for the
future are bright. In contrast, a society which neglects its chil-
dren, however well it may function in other respects, risks even-
tual disorganization and demise.

In this book, we shall explore the “concern of one generation
for the next” in the two most powerful nations of our time, the
Soviet Union and the United States. We shall examine what
each country does for and with its children both intentionally
and, perhaps, unintentionally. Then, drawing upon existing re-
search and theory in the behavioral sciences, we shall ask what
are, or might be, the consequences of the modes of treatment we
observe; that is, what values and patterns of behavior are being
developed in the new generation in each society. Finally, we
shall look into the possibilities for introducing constructive
changes in the process as it is taking place in our own country.
In pursuing this last objective, we shall draw even more exten-
sively on available resources of behavioral science to identify
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2 Introduction

what we know of the forces affecting the development of human
behavior, the principles on which the forces operate, and how
these principles might be exploited by our social institutions in
a manner consistent with our values and traditions.

In the language of behavioral science, this volume is con-
cerned with the process of socialization, the way in which a
child born into a given society becomes a social being—a mem-
ber of that society. It should be clear that being socialized is not
necessarily the same as being civilized. Nazi youth were also
products of a socialization process. The example is an instruc-
tive one, for it reminds us that the family is not the only possible
agent of upbringing. The process typically begins in the home
but does not end there. The outside world also has major im-
pact, as the child becomes exposed to a succession of persons,
groups, and institutions, each of which imposes its expecta-
tions, rewards, and penalties on the child and thus contributes
to shaping the development of his skills, values, and patterns of
behavior.

Accordingly, in our comparative study of socialization in the
Soviet Union and the United States, we shall be examining the
process as it occurs in a series of social contexts beginning with
the family but then proceeding to other settings such as pre-
school centers, children’s groups, classrooms, schools, neighbor-
hoods, communities, and, indeed, the nation as a whole.

Our selection of the Soviet Union as the object of paired
comparison was not dictated by considerations of power politics
but by those of social science. We wished to profit from the con-
trasting perspective provided by a society which differs substan-
tially from our own in the process and context of socialization
but at the same time faces similar problems as an industrialized
nation with highly developed systems of technology, education,
and mass communication. In terms of socialization, the major
difference between the two cultures lies in the localization of
primary responsibility for the upbringing of children. In the
United States, we ordinarily think of this responsibility as cen-
tered in the family, with the parents playing the decisive part as
the agents of child rearing, and other persons or groups outside
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the family serving at most in secondary or supplementary roles.
Not so in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The difference
is nowhere better expressed than in the following passage from
one of the most influential Soviet publications in this sphere:
A Book for Parents by Anton Semyonovich Makarenko, an emi-
nent educator whose methods for rehabilitating juvenile delin-
quents in the nineteen-twenties and -thirties became the pri-
mary basis for the techniques of collective upbringing currently
employed in all Soviet nurseries, schools, camps, children’s in-
stitutions, and youth programs. In this volume, which came to
be regarded as a guide to ideal Soviet family life, Makarenko
defined the role of the family as follows:

Our family is not a closed-in collective body, like the
bourgeois family. It is an organic part of Soviet society,
and every attempt it makes to build up its own experience
independently of the moral demands of society is bound to
result in a disproportion, discordant as an alarm bell.

Our parents are not without authority either, but this
authority is only the reflection of social authority. In our
country the duty of a father toward his children is a partic-
ular form of his duty toward society. It is as if our society
says to parents:

You have joined together in goodwill and love, rejoice in
your children, and expect to go on rejoicing in them. That
is your own personal affair and concerns your own per-
sonal happiness. But in this happy process you have given
birth to new people. A time will come when these people
will cease to be only a joy to you and become independent
members of society. It is not at all a matter of indifference
to society what kind of people they will be. In handing over
to you a certain measure of social authority, the Soviet
state demands from you correct upbringing of future citi-
zens. Particularly it relies on a certain circumstance aris-
ing naturally out of your union—on your parental love.

If you wish to give birth to a citizen and do without pa-
rental love, then be so kind as to warn society that you wish
to play such an underhanded trick. People brought up
without parental love are often deformed people. . . .1
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Nor is the family the sole or even the principal delegate of
the society for the upbringing of children. Such primary respon-
sibility is vested in still another social structure, the children’s
collective, defined as “a group of children united in common,
goal-oriented activity and the communal organization of this
activity.” As we shall see, such collectives constitute the basic
structural units in all Soviet programs designed for the care or
education of children.

The first difference, then, between the United States and the
Soviet Union in the way in which children are socialized lies in
the contrast between a family- versus a collective-centered sys-
tem of child rearing. But, of course, the family is not the only
context of upbringing in American society. Children’s groups
also exist in the United States. But unlike their more formalized
Soviet counterparts, they are more fluid, and relatively inde-
pendent of the adult society.

Accordingly, in our comparative study, we shall focus major
attention on similarities and differences in two principal con-
texts of socialization—the family and the children’s group.

We begin with a consideration of the process of upbringing
in the Soviet Union.



PART 1

THE MAKING
OF THE NEW SOVIET MAN

To DATE, no systematic studies of methods of child rearing have
been carried out in the Soviet Union either by Soviet or non-
Soviet investigators. The generalizations which follow are based
on field notes of observations and interviews made by the author
as a visiting scientist on seven different occasions from 1960 to
1967. Over the course of these visits, which ranged in length
from two weeks to three months, opportunities were provided,



through the courtesy of the Academy of Pedagogical Sciences,
to observe and talk with children and adults in a variety of
settings, including nmurseries, kindergartens, reqgular schools,
boarding schools, and the so-called schools of the prolonged day,
as well as Pioneer palaces, camps, parks, and other community
facilities for children and parents. In addition, particularly after
the first one or two trips, there developed informal opportunities
to become acquainted with Soviet family life. The presence of
our own children on three of these visits not only increased such
contacts considerably, but also set in high relief the contrasts
between Soviet and American modes of upbringing both within
and outside the family.

Although some observations were made in rural areas in
the Russian, Ukrainian, and Georgian republics, and in the
Asian republics of Uzbekistan and Kazakstan, the great bulk of
the field work was done in several large cities in various parts
of the U.S.S.R., specifically Moscow, Leningrad, Kiev, Odessa,
Tallin, Thilisi, Tashkent, and Alma-Ata.
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Upbringing in the Soviet Family

THE DESCRIPTIONS which follow are drawn both from field data
and from published manuals on child care. Although the latter
have wide circulation throughout the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, with translations published in the languages of the
several republics, the observations were essentially limited to
Russian-speaking families in and around large metropolitan
centers.

We begin with a discussion of parental treatment in infancy
and early childhood.

Patterns of Maternal Care

In this sphere, differences between Russian and American
practices are most apparent in three areas.

PHYSICAL CONTACT

Russian babies receive substantially more physical handling
than their American counterparts. To begin with, breast feeding
is highly recommended and virtually universal. And even when
not being fed, Russian babies are still held much of the time.
The nature of this contact is both highly affectionate and re-
stricting. On the one hand, in comparison with American
babies, the Russian child receives considerably more hugging,
kissing, and cuddlmg On the other hand, the infant is held
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8 The Making of the New Soviet Man

_more_ tightly and given little opportunity for freedom of move-
ment or initiative. Manuals on child care, prepared by the Acad-
emy of Pedagogical Sciences, frequently inveigh against this

practice. Witness the following excerpt:

There are still mothers who, when the child is not
asleep, never allow him to remain in his bed but continu-
ally hold him in their arms. They even cook holding the
child with the left arm. Such a position is very harmful to
the child, since it leads to curvature of the spine.!

SOLICITOUSNESS

The mobility and initiative of the Soviet child are further
limited by a concerted effort to protect him from discomfort, ill-
ness, and injury. There is much concern about keeplng him
warm. Drafts are regarded as especially dangerous. Once the
child begins to crawl or walk, there is worry lest he hurt himself
or wander into dangerous territory. For example, children in the
park are expected to keep in the immediate  vicinity of the ac-
companying adult, and when our youngsters—aged nine and
four—would run about the paths, even within our view, kindly
citizens of all ages would bring them back by the hand, often
with a reproachful word about our lack of proper concern for
our children’s welfare.

DIFFUSION OF MATERNAL RESPONSIBILITY

The foregoing example highlights another distinctive fea-
ture of Russian upbringing, the readmess ‘of other persons be-
sides the child’s own mother to step into a ‘maternal role. This is
true nat only for relatlves but even for complete strangers. For
example, it is not uncommon, when sitting in a crowded public
conveyance, to have a child placed on your lap by a parent or
guardian. Strangers strike up acquaintances with young chil-
dren as a matter of course, and are immediately identified by
the accompanying adult or by the child himself as “dyadya”
[uncle] or “tyotya” [auntie].

Nor is the nurturant role limited to adults. Older children of
both sexes show a lively interest in the very young and are com-
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petent and comfortable in dealing with them to a degree almost
shockmg to a Western observer. I recall an incident which oc-
curred on a Moscow street. Our youngest son—then four—was
walking briskly a pace or two ahead of us when from the oppo-
site direction there came a company of teenage boys. The first
one no sooner spied Stevie than he opened his arms wide and,
calling “Ai malysh!” [Hey, little one!], scooped him up, hugged
him, kissed him resoundingly, and passed him on to the rest of
the company, who did likewise, and then began a merry chil-
dren’s dance, as they caressed him with words and gestures.
Similar behavior on the part of any American adolescent male
would surely prompt his parents to consult a psychiatrist.

Given this diffusion of nurturant behavior toward children,
it is hardly surprising that Soviet youngsters exhibit less anxiety
than their American age-mates when their mother leaves them
in the care of another person or in a nursery. Such delegatlon of
the care of the child is, of course, standard practice in the
U.S.S.R., a nation of working mothers in which 48 per cent of
all age-eligible women are in the labor force. But before turning
to methods of upbringing outside the family, we must consider
another aspect of parental child rearing, values and techniques
of discipline.

Values and Techniques of Discipline

It would be a mistake to conclude that the affection and so-
licitousness that Russians, in partlcular Russian mothers, lav-
ish on chlldren imply permissiveness or indulgence with respect
to conduct. On the contrary, much emphasw is placed, no less
by parents than by professional educators, on the development
of such traits as obedience [poslushanie] and self-discipline
[dzstszphmrovannost]

What is meant concretely by these terms? For an answer we
may turn to the authoritative volume, Parents and Children,
prepared by a group of specialists from the Academy of Peda-
gogical Sciences with the aim of “helping parents to bring up
their children properly so that they can grow up to be worthy



