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Abstract. The article presents the author’s approach to the interpretation of the concept
of the educational environment of the school, based on the activity theory of A.N. Leontyev
and on learning activity theory of D.B. Elkonin — V. V. Davydov. Significant features of two
types of educational environments — the developing educational environment and the en-
vironment based on traditional educational content — are highlighted. A broad diagnostic
research into the indicators of cognitive, social and personal development of students of these
two types of educational environments was carried out. The study involved 2,304 students
in the 5th and 9th grades from 24 schools.

To assess cognitive development, data from two tests is used: CFT2 and the
“Transposition” method (author A.Z. Zak). An original diagnostic procedure has been
developed to distinguish the role of factors of biological maturation and the educational
environment of a particular school in the process of cognitive development of students.

Several sources were used to diagnose the social aspects of student development. This
is a sociometric test, analysis of interactions in the system “students-teacher,” recorded
in the course of observation at the lesson (based on the author’s “scheme of lesson analy-
sis” — authors 1. M. Ulanovskaya, N.I. Polivanova, E. V. Vysotskaya) and content analysis
of children’s essays on the topic “My school”
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Indicators of personal development of students were determined by the scale “self-
assessment and level of aspiration” test and the test of school anxiety (A. Prihodjan).

All data was subjected to statistical and qualitative analysis. The results obtained showed
a high efficiency of the developing educational environment in the cognitive development
of students. This is an expected result, since the programs used in developing educational
environment are aimed at developing theoretical thinking based on the development of special
educational content and appropriate forms of organization of the learning process.

Our results showed that educational environment developing qualitatively changes
the sociometric structure of the class, making it more psychologically comfortable for students,
increases cognitive motivation and reduces educational anxiety, makes self-assessment and
level of aspiration more differentiated.

Keywords: school educational environment; developing educational environment; tra-
ditional educational environment; diagnostics; cognitive development; social development;
personal development

Annomauus. B craTbe npencTaBieH aBTOPCKMIT TOAXOJ] K MHTEPIIPETAL[MI TOHATH 00pa-
30BaTe/IbHOI Cpefibl IIKO/bI, OCHOBAHHBIN Ha Teopun AesarenbHocTu A.H. JleonTheBa
u yuebHoit gesrenpHocTr . B. Onpkonnua-B. B. [JaBbioBa. BoifeieHs! cyljecTBeHHbIE
0COOEHHOCTH pasBUBAIOIIET 0OPA30BATENIHHOI CPEJIBI I CPEJIbI, OCHOBAHHON HA TPA/IUIIN-
OHHOM 00pa3oBaTenbHOM cofiep)KaHuu. [IpoBefieHa MMPOKast [UATHOCTUKA TIOKa3arTeseit
KOTHUTHMBHOTO, COLIMA/TIbHOTO U IMYHOCTHOTO PasBUTMS YUALMXCS, O0YJAOIINXCS B 9THUX
ABYX THUIIAX 00pa3oBaTeNbHOI cpefbl. B uccmenoBanun yuactsoBamu 2304 yuammxcs 5-X
1 9-X K/1acCOB U3 24 1IKOJIL.

JI/1s1 OLleHKM KOTHUTMBHOTO Pa3BUTMA UCIIONIb30BA/INCH JJaHHBIE ABYX TecToB: CFT2
u metopuku «IlepecranoBku» (aBrop A.3. 3ak). Paspaborana opuruHaabHas JUAaTHOCTH-
YecKast IIPOLeypa, O3BOJISIONIAs PA3INIUTh POIb (PAKTOPOB OMOIOrMYECKOTO CO3peBa-
HUs ¥ 00pa3oBaTeNbHON Cpefibl KOHKPETHOI IIKOJIBI B IIPOL[ecCe KOTHUTUBHOTO Pa3BUTUS
yyalMxcs.

JIna MarHOCTUKY COLMA/IbHBIX ACTIEKTOB Pa3BUTHA y4YaIIMXCs UCIONb30BaNOCh He-
CKOJIbKO MICTOYHMKOB. JTO COLMOMETPUYIECKIIT TeCT, aHa/IN3 B3aMMOJEICTBUII B CUCTEMe
«yYaIVecss — YIUTeNby», 3apUKCIPOBAHHBIX B IPOLiecce HAOIIOEHNsI HA YPOKe Ha OCHOBE
aBTOPCKOJI cXeMbl aHanu3a ypoka (aBrops! V. M. Ynanosckas, H. V1. ITonnsaHoBa, E. B. Bei-
COLKas), ¥ KOHTEHT-aHa/IN3 JeTCKUX COYMHEHMIT Ha TeMy «Most MmIKosar.

I[Toxasarenu MMYHOCTHOTO PasBUTHUA YJIAIIMXCA ONPee/IANNCD 10 IIKaTbHOI METOAMKE
«CaMOOLIeHKa U1 yPOBEHb IIPUTA3AHUI» V1 TeCTY MIKOJIbHOI TpeBOXKHOCTH (A. ITpuxoxkaH).

Bce maHuble ObUIV IIOABEPTrHY THI CTATUCTUYECKOMY U KadeCTBeHHOMY aHanusy. [Tony-
YeHHbIE Pe3y/IbTAThI TOKA3a/IM BBICOKYIO 3¢ (eKTUBHOCTD pa3BuBaloliiell 00pa3oBaTenbHO
Cpefibl B KOTHUTYIBHOM Pa3BUTHH YYAIMXCA. DTO OKMIAEMbII pe3Y/IbTAT, TAK KaK IpOrpaMma
pasBuUBaIIero 0Oy4eHs HallpaB/ieHa UMEHHO Ha pa3BUTHE TEOPETHYeCKOrO MBIIICHNA
Ha 6a3e 0CBOEHI 0COO0T0 y4eOHOr0 COfep>KaHMsA U COOTBETCTBYIOMNX GOPM OpraHM3aLUn
y4e6HOro mporecca.
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Hamm pe3ymbrarhbl MoKasam, 4To pasByBalolias 06pasoBaTeNbHas Cpefia KayeCTBEHHO
U3MEHsIET COLMOMETPUIECKYIO CTPYKTYPY K/Iacca, fAeast ee 6oee ICHXOOTMIeCKN KOM-
(bOPTHOII [Is YYAILMXCS, TOBBIIIAET I03HABATE/IbHYI0 MOTUBALUIO U CHIDKAET yueOHYI0
TPEBO>XKHOCTB, fieaeT Ooyee nuddepeHnpoBaHHbIMI CAMOOLICHKY ¥ YPOBEHDb IPUTA3AHMIL.

Kntouesvie cnosa: o6pasosamenvras cpeda uikonvl; paseusarouas 00pazosamenvHas
cpeda; mpaouyuoHHAA 00pa308aMenvHAs CPedd; OUACHOCMUKA; KOZHUMUBHOe PA36Umue;
COUUANLHOE PA3BUMUE; TUMHOCIHOE PA3BUme

Developing the concept of the educational environment was started with research into
the provisions of the theory of activity (Leontyev, 1981) and the theory of learning activity
(Davydov, 1996; Davydov, Slobodchikov, & Zuckerman, 1992; Elkonin, 1974; Elkonin &
Davydov, 1962).

We define the educational environment as an integral qualitative characteristics
of the school internal life (Rubtsov & Polivanova, 2007; Rubtsov & Ivoshina, 2002). It
is determined by the goals that a precise school sets and achieves in its activity. It is mani-
fested in the choice of tools (means) that help to achieve these goals. These tools include
peculiar properties of educational content, lesson organization, type of teacher-student
interaction, extracurricular school life, class design, evaluation and school marks, etc. And
it leads to the personal, social and cognitive development of students. We identified and
described seven types of school educational environment and showed their developing
potential (Rubtsov & Ulanovskaya, 2010; Ulanovskaya, Polivanova, & Ermakova, 1998).
All these types of school educational environment are present in current educational
practices. But in general, two educational paradigms should be distinguished. They
represent different approaches to the problem of dependence between the processes
of education and psychological development. In general, we can distinguish traditional
teaching-learning paradigm and developing teaching-learning paradigm (developing
educational environment).

Traditional teaching-learning paradigm is based on the principles of teacher’s trans-
mission of knowledge and its reproduction by students. Usually they also include skills
as an object of transmission. Educational technologies based on the principles of trans-
mission provoke mostly reproduction abilities of students (including simple cognitive
stereotypes of perception, memory and thinking and complicated personal stereotypes
of social behavior). In this paradigm creative and productive abilities of students, their
personal features develop spontaneously.

The other approach is based on construction of special educational programs and
organization of “learning to learn” situations (engineering of learning activity). This engi-
neering is based on the theory of learning activity (D. Elkonin, V. Davydov) in the aspect
of determination and organization of the learning content. Educational environment
includes:

— creation of learning conditions in which a student can find out new interests and

implement new creative abilities;



74 Research Papers

— conditions for complex development of different abilities and personal features
(physical, emotional, cognitive, personal) depending on individual peculiarities
of students.

Knowledge and skills in the content of this approach are not any more the goal of edu-
cation. They are just the means of development. Social positions of teacher and students
also undergo changes: a student becomes a teacher’s partner in educational interaction.
A teacher now orientates not only on the problems of acquisition of knowledge, he
becomes an organizer of learning situations based on interaction and cooperation with
students.

Thus, developing educational environment is based on both students’ and teachers’
opportunity to become a subject of one’s own development as a partner in the system
“students—teacher” Apart from a traditional subject-object type of interaction this sys-
tem must acquire a subject-subject type of interaction so that each of the participants
becomes a condition and a means of development of the others. One of the necessary steps
is formation of a reflective position of both a teacher and students towards each other.

It means that relations between didactic and psychological components of learning
process organization change. Priority is shifted from didactics to psychology. Of course,
it doesn’t mean that teaching-learning activity must be implemented by psychologists
instead of teachers. But it means that working out of the learning programs and imple-
mentation of these programs in a system of lessons must, first and foremost, correspond
to the purpose of students’ psychological development. And the didactic content must
be used as a means of cognitive, personal, art, physical development.

In general, the main features of developing educational environment are:

— acquisition of skills and knowledge is no more treated as the main goal of educa-

tion but as a means of development of child’s abilities;

— a traditional subject-object type of teacher’s influence over students’ changes
to co-action, cooperation, in which a teacher and students become partners
in joint activity;

— developing education lays stress on psychological substantiation of teaching-
learning activity, changes traditional relations between didactics and psychology,
uses new psycho-didactic (instead of traditional didactic) criteria in construction
of learning situations. Psycho-didactics means priority of psychological laws
of development in construction of educational technologies (Davydov & Rubtsov,
1995; Elkonin & Davydov, 1962; Rubtsov & Polivanova, 2007).

Modern tendencies in educational paradigms’ development (from traditional towards
developing) make it actual to solve problems of projecting and modeling of educational
environments, on the one hand, and of evaluating developing effectiveness of existing
educational environments, on the other. This second aspect (psycho-didactic expertise
of existing educational environments) is the main subject of this article.
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Research Hypothesis. Diagnostic Procedures and Methods

The research hypothesis: the characteristics of cognitive, social and personal development
of students are determined by the quality of the school’s educational environment.

The expertise of educational environments of different schools was held using two
groups of procedures:

1) procedures for (a) determination of a type of educational environment and (b)

qualitative description of specific features of its implementation in a precise school;

2) procedures for evaluation of developmental effectiveness of school educational

environment. These procedures and their results will be the subject of analysis
in this article.

A set of procedures for evaluation of developmental effectiveness consists of three
groups of methods.

The first group of methods deals with characteristics of thinking and cognitive pro-
cesses. It was based on comparison of two tests. The first test permits to evaluate basic
intellectual abilities that do not depend on the content of education or the type of organi-
zation of the teaching-learning activity. The second test evaluates the level of development
of specific thinking operations that appear and function in a process of learning (Zak,
2019a, 2019b). We treated them as indicators of learning activity organization effective-
ness. Comparison of the results in both tests permits to detect and evaluate the influence
of the specific features of educational environment of a concrete school on development
of students’ cognitive abilities.

Basic intellectual abilities were detected using CFT2 test. This test uses nonverbal
graphic material, differentiated in difficulty. Capacities, demonstrated by students in this
test, are treated as inner (their own) ones. Briefly we shall call them “natural intellect”

Qualitative evaluation of thinking processes, connected with students’ participation
in teaching-learning activity, was based on diagnostic procedure named “Transposition”
(Zak, 2019b).

In “Transposition” test the tasks are organized in a way that permits to evaluate
cognitive activity based on a criterion of integral planning in problem solving. The test
consists of 20 tasks. Each of them includes an initial position of graphic elements, a fixed
number of mental transformations (from 1 to 5) and a sample of result position of ele-
ments. The number of problems solved correctly permits to evaluate the level of integral
planning in problem solving. Each level is characterized by empirical or theoretical way
of problem solving, depth and quality of analysis, content reflection.

The second group of methods deals with evaluation of social development (From
joint activity..., 2018; Polivanova, Rivina, & Ulanovskaya, 2017). We analyzed two groups
of data: “objective” data showed real relations between students in class and between
students and teachers and “subjective” data reflects the students’ attitudes towards their
educational environment.

Relations between students were studied with the help of sociometrical procedure,
that included general, business and emotional criteria. Its results permit to evaluate level
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of adaptation of each student in the systems of business and emotional relations in the class
group. It also permits to detect main motive orientation of the class (towards cognitive,
creative, communicative or other types of activity).

Fixing of type and content of relations between students and a teacher at the lesson
was based on a special “scheme of lesson analysis” (Rubtsov & Ulanovskaya, 2010). It
includes 31 concrete positions for fixation during the lesson (by observer) and permits
to analyze lessons in three levels: content, organization, interactions.

Level of content deals with peculiarities of school subject presentation. Interactions
here are analyzed from the point of view of their role in content acquisition, for exam-
ple, type of questions (problem question or concrete one), number of questions, who
is the initiator of questions (students or teacher), etc.

Organization level characterizes the way in which a concrete teacher solves content
problems. It shows how the teacher reacts to the students’ questions, how he instructs
individual students’ activity or organizes group work, how he influences group discussion,
controls knowledge, etc.

Interaction level deals with ways by which a concrete teacher stimulates and moti-
vates students’ activity, puts grades, encourages and punishes students, demonstrates his
personal reaction towards students’ behavior and his personal style of interaction.

In order to find out “subjective” aspect of students’ socialization we held content-
analysis of students’ compositions on the topic “My school” We used five groups of cate-
gories: school, lessons, teachers and staff, classmates, the author about himself — all
marked as positive, negative or neutral.

The third group of methods deals with evaluation of personal development. We used
data of self-assessment and level of aspiration test, content-analysis of compositions,
questionnaire of school anxiety.

For studying self-assessment and level of aspiration we used scaling procedure.
Students evaluated their actual position (self-assessment) and desired position (level
of aspiration) on five scales: intellect, communication and social norms.

Content-analysis of compositions permitted us to detect leading motives of students
that determine their activity (cognitive, training, success, communication, etc.).

Questionnaire of school anxiety permits to evaluate anxiety, connected with school
life. All these methods are described in detail in the book Technology for Assessing
the School’s Educational Environment (Rubtsov & Ulanovskaya, 2010).

The expertise of educational environments was held in 24 schools (most of them are
in Moscow). In each school we tested students of the 5th grades (graduates from junior
school), average age 10,5 years old, and of the 9th grades (graduates from secondary
school), average age 15,4 years old. Each of the students participated in all six test proce-
dures. In general, 2,304 students took part in this work.

The choice of the 5th and 9th grades permitted us to evaluate differentially the influence
of junior and secondary school educational environments on different aspects of develop-
ment of students. This aspect was of special importance for us, because, on the one hand,
most of teaching-learning programs, based on the theory of learning activity, are imple-
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mented in junior school. In secondary school they are not worked out as integral programs
and are used mostly as a set of precise procedures while studying separate themes of school
subjects (Ulanovskaya, Vysotskaya, & Yanishevskaya, 2019). On the other hand, schools
working basically as traditional, are forced to use some methods of developing education
in secondary school, because teenagers often reject traditional training. That’s why differ-
entiation of junior and secondary schools could give us more precise results.

Determination of a type of educational environment, held on the preliminary phase
of research, showed that only four schools can be treated as schools working in develo-
ping paradigm. The other 20 schools work in a traditional paradigm. These two groups
of schools formed a sample for our diagnostic survey.

Description and Analysis of Results

The aim of this article is to compare quantitatively and qualitatively results demonstrated
by students of schools working in developing and traditional educational paradigms.
Quantitative analysis of experimental data was based on SPSS statistical procedures.
We treated data separately for each class, for group of classes of the same age in one school,
for classes of the same age in schools of the same educational paradigm and for all schools.
Qualitative analysis permits to connect results, demonstrated in tests, with concrete
teaching-learning procedures used in different educational environments.

Thinking and Cognitive Processes
“Transposition” test allows to distinguish empirical and theoretical strategies of problems’
solving. The number and quality of problems solved by a student permits to distinguish
three empirical and four theoretical levels of mental development.

Table 1 presents number of students (in %) using empirical or theoretical way of prob-
lems’ solving in two groups of schools: group 1 — developing schools, group 2 — other
schools.

Table 1
The ratio of empirical and theoretical ways of problems’ solving in schools with
a developing and a traditional educational environment, %

Grades Group 1 — developing schools Group 2 — traditional schools
empirical / theoretical empirical / theoretical
5th grades 27.25/72.75 58.95/41.05
9th grades 14.60 / 85.40 18.91/81.09

Results of “Transposition” test demonstrate that:
1. Advantage of schools with developing paradigm in theoretical thinking develop-
ment in junior school is evident.
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. Comparison of these results with data received in CFT2 test (and statistical ana-

lysis proves it) shows, that theoretical thinking development is not determined
by IQ level. For example, in one of the 5th grades of developing schools’ ratio
of students with empirical and theoretical way of problems’ solving is 5.9 to 94.1.
It means that only one student in the whole class couldn’t solve “theoretical”
problems. At the same time the distribution of IQ results was close to a curve
of normal distribution (average — 108.9 in the interval from 95 to 137). No school
of the second group (some of them are considered to be very effective and prestige)
demonstrated results close to those of the developing schools.

. In secondary school the difference in theoretical thinking development between

developing and traditional educational environments is still statistically valid,
though not as large, as in junior school.

. We found out that in two schools of the second group (traditional educational

environment) 9th-grade students demonstrate higher results, then in developing
schools. In order to interpret these results, we compered “Transposition” test re-
sults with IQ values. We calculated the average IQ values for students, who demon-
strated empirical and theoretical types of problem solving. Our hypothesis was
that only in situations where students’ results in “Transposition” test were higher
than those expected according to their IQ values, we could treat data as a result
of educational environment influence. So, in both traditional schools, mentioned
above, average IQ in the 9th grades was 115 and 119, that is much higher than
average IQ values for demonstrated levels of theoretical thinking. That’s why we
couldn’t definitely treat data as a result of educational environment effectiveness.

. “Transposition” test allows to distinguish the depth of planning and reflection

as levels of theoretical thinking. According to a number of the solved problems
we have allocated four levels of theoretical thinking (from the lowest 1st level
to the highest 4th one). Taking all theoretical solutions as 100 %, results of develo-
ping schools are 21 % — 21 % — 44.5 % — 13,5 %. In traditional schools’ distribu-
tion of results is 48 % — 26.25 % — 17.75 % — 8 %. It means that students of the
9th grades in developing schools demonstrate a much higher level of theoretical
thinking development than students of other schools.

. Cognitive development results in schools of the first group are quite predictable,

because one of the main teaching goals in the theory of learning activity is to help
students to work out a theoretical approach (general method) to the situations
of solving precise learning problems. That's why the results prove that these schools
effectively use their educational technologies.

. On the other hand, the data obtained show that various teaching methods and

procedures used in schools of the second group can not give a result in thinking
development compared to the effectiveness of the learning activity technology.
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Social Development

In sociometrical procedure we asked students to make choices of their classmates on
general criterion, learning criterion, communicative and emotional criteria. No more
than five choices were permitted.

Results of the sociometrical procedure show:

1. In developing schools (group 1) the structure of interpersonal relations in class
groups is much more ramified than in schools of group 2. It means that students’
interactions are more intensive. There are no restricted groups.

2. In schools of group 1 the gap in number of choices between the leaders and other
students is much less than in schools of group 2. Even choices on learning criterion
include middling students as well as students with excellent marks.

3. In traditional schools (group 2) the gap between the leaders and “average” stu-
dents is very high and the number of leaders in the class group is limited by two
or three students.

4. In schools of group 1 every student is chosen at least on one of the criteria. It
means that there are no totally isolated students and each student is included into
the system of interpersonal relations. In schools of group 2 in 97.5 % of classes
there are totally isolated students.

5. Correlation between choices was made according to different criteria differs (a)
in schools with different educational environments and (b) in junior and sec-
ondary school.

6. In schools of group 1I:

— learning and emotional choices coincide in 60 % in the 5th grades and in 32 %
in the 9th grades. And only about 25 % of learning and emotional choices coincide
with choices made on general criterion (both in the 5th and 9th grades). It means
that in school with developing educational environment students have different
and productive experience of interactions. That’s why all students are included
into different systems of preferences;

— in no class a business leader is isolated on emotional criterion. It means that
learning results are highly appreciated in these schools.

7. Inschools of group 2:

— in the 5th grades learning and emotional choices coincide in 87 %, and the choices
are strictly determined by students’ learning success;

— both learning and emotional choices coincide with choices made according
to general criterion;

— in the 9th grades results present two alternative tendencies: in five schools learning
and emotional choices coincide in 59 % and learning and general choices coincide
in 77 % (the same tendencies as in junior school), and in 15 schools business and
emotional choices coincide in 14 % and some of the learning leaders become
emotionally isolated. It means that success in learning stops being important
for success in interpersonal relations and even prevents it. Business and general
choices coincide in 9 % and emotional and general choices coincide in 71 %.
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In general, sociometrical results demonstrate effectiveness of developing educational
technologies (practice in learning interaction, experience in group work) in creation
of a wide network of stable and productive interpersonal relations.

Analysis of students-teacher interactions show that:

1. In schools of group 1 interactions are much more intensive: we fixed 101 units
of interactions per lesson in the 5th grades and 79 in the 9th grades. In schools
of group 2-24 and 37 units.

2. Interactions are qualitatively and functionally different: in schools of group 1 most
of interactions deal with content and organization of learning activity; in schools
of group 2 interactions mostly deal with organization of students’ work (teacher’s
commands) and interpersonal relations (reproves and evaluation of results).

3. Evaluation is a very important part of teacher-students interactions. That’s why
in “the scheme of lesson analysis” we fixed different types of evaluations: aimed
at personal features of a student or at his work; positive and negative. In schools
of group 1 we fixed 7.2 times less number of evaluations, than in schools of group
2; 92 % of all evaluations were aimed at the content and result of students’ work
and 97 % of evaluations were positive. It doesn’t mean, that a teacher evaluates
positively mistakes or wrong results. It means, that he/she uses other procedures.
For example, the teacher asks the other students questions whether they agree or
can suggest another way of problem solving. Only in schools of group 1 we fixed
practice of self-assessment of students according to criteria suggested by a teacher
or students themselves. In schools of group 2 evaluation tremendously differs:
we fixed from 2 to 76 marks for one lesson. But in general, a number of negative
evaluations is higher than positive ones, and a number of “personal” evaluations
is higher than a number of “work” evaluations.

As we mentioned above, subjective aspect of socialization was treated according
to the results of content-analysis of students’ compositions. Texts of compositions provide
interesting information about different aspects of school environment.

In short, results of content-analysis of compositions show, that:

1. In schools of group 1 students’ attitude towards school, teachers, lessons and
schoolmates is much more differentiated than in schools of group 2. For example,
in the texts of 5th-grade students gaps in their attitude towards a teacher and les-
sons of that teacher were fixed many times. And what is more, they try to analyze
and explain their attitude. In schools of group 2 students of the 5th grades didn’t
distinguish these aspects (“I like drawing, because our teacher is very kind and
always puts me good marks”).

2. In schools of group 1 compositions include a lot of critical remarks (negative
evaluations of concrete aspects of school life), but their general attitude towards
school in 96 % of compositions is highly positive (“I really love my school”).
In schools of group 2 we got a great diversity in results. For example, in three
schools more than a half of 9th-grade students didn’t mention lessons in their
compositions and their attitude towards school correlated with relations with
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their classmates. In six schools’ attitude of 9th-grade students towards school
is absolutely impersonal, based on formal criteria like “close to home” or presti-
gious factors like “Anyone would be proud of becoming a student of this school.”
In general, compositions of students in schools of group 2 are less reflective. Their
judgments are more categorical (either “like” or “dislike”).

In general, results prove that developing education is effective not only in the aspect
of cognitive development, but also in socialization of students. The main mechanisms
of social development used in developing schools are: joint forms of learning activity;
intensive interactions of students and teacher initiated by teachers as well as students
themselves; transfer of analysis processes, reflection and evaluation, formed in learning
activity, to social sphere to analyze social relations.

Personal Development
Results of self-assessment and level of aspiration test permit us to make the following
conclusions:

1. Inschools of group 1:

— in the 5th grades 88 % of students demonstrate adequate self-assessment on all
the scales. Self-assessments are differentiated (different marks in different scales).
Level of aspiration of all the students is higher than self-assessment and the largest
gap is on “friendship” scale. 62 % of students demonstrate the highest level of as-
piration on “friendship” scale and 71 % — on “good student” scale;

— in the 9th grades 92 % of students demonstrate adequate self-assessment on all
the scales. Self-assessments are more differentiated than in the 5th grades. Level
of aspiration of all the students is higher than self-assessment on scales of intel-
lect and “friendship” and the largest gap is on scales of intellect. 21 % of students
are satisfied with their communication skills and 27 % have the same meanings
of self-assessment and level of aspiration on “good student” scale. Nobody demon-
strated the highest level of aspiration on any scale.

2. In schools of group 2:

— in the 5th grades 43 % of students demonstrate adequate self-assessment on all
the scales. Self-assessments on different scales are very close. Level of aspiration
of all students is higher than self-assessment and the largest gap is on “good
student” scale. 62 % of students demonstrate the highest level of aspiration on
all scales and all the students demonstrate the highest level at least on one scale;

— in the 9th grades 64 % of students demonstrate adequate self-assessment on all
the scales. Self-assessments are more differentiated than in the 5th grades. Level
of aspiration of all students is higher than self-assessment on intellect scales.
The most contradictory data were on “good student” scale: in four schools about
56 % of students have the same meanings of self-assessment and level of aspira-
tion on “good student” scale; in six schools we received the largest gap between
self-assessment (very low) and level of aspiration (very high) on this scale. 22 %
demonstrated the highest level of aspiration at least on one scale.
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In general, results show that developing educational environment permits students
(even in junior school) to “be satisfied” with their personal and social features and abili-
ties, on the one hand, and to put real goals and perspectives for personal development
(level of aspiration), on the other.

Questionnaire of school anxiety includes two main scales: (a) emotional stability
and (b) cognitive interests. It permits to distinguish five levels of anxiety, connected with
school life. Levels 1 and 2 characterize positive attitude, emotional stability and cognitive
interests. Level 3 means neutral attitude towards school, unstable emotions and cognitive
interests. Levels 4 and 5 mean negative emotional reactions, intensive anxiety and absence
of cognitive interests.

Results of school anxiety measuring are given in Table 2.

Table 2
Levels of school anxiety in schools with developing and traditional types of educational
environment, %

Emotional stability Cognitive interests
Group Grades levels levels
(1/2/3/4/5) (1/2/3/4/5)
Group 1 5th grades 46/34/16/4/ - 54/34/11/1/ -
(developing schools)  9th grades 33/50/11/6/ - 26/61/10/3/ -
Group 2 5th grades 4/42/31/16/7 9/24/52/5/10
(traditional schools)  9th grades 17/27/40/7/9 12/33/46/1/8

Data, presented in table 2, shows that:

1. In developing schools (group 1):

— for 80 % of students of the 5th grades and for 83 % of students of the 9th grades
school is associated with positive emotions. And only for 4 % and 6 % of students
different school situations correlate with negative emotions;

— 88 % of students of the 5th grades and 87 % of students of the 9th grades demon-
strate stable cognitive interests. Only 11 % and 10 % of students, respectively,
demonstrate cognitive activity in separate learning situations (for example, at pre-
cise lessons or with precise teachers) and absence of cognitive interests in other
situations.

2. In traditional schools (group 2):

— in general, less than a half of students of the 5th grades (46 %) and of the 9th
grades (44 %) have stable positive attitude towards different school situations.
But this data differs significantly from school to school;

— in general, cognitive interests are low both in the 5th and in the 9th grades. But
these results differ in different schools significantly. There are some traditional
schools where students demonstrate high and stable cognitive interests.
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3. These results correlate with data of analysis of students’ compositions. In schools
of group 1:

— more than a half of the students of the 9th grades mention that they do not hurry
to leave school after classes (emotional comfort);

— describing the lessons 92 % of students in the 5th grades and 70 % in the 9th
grades use a category “interesting”; and 62 % in the 5th grades and 72 % in the
9th grades use categories “useful” and “necessary”;

— only 7 % of students in the 5th grades and 22 % in the 9th grades mention marks
and evaluations, describing lessons or relations with teachers.

In schools of group 2 we found different expressions of the level of emotional com-
fort at school, but in 32 % of compositions in the 5th grades and 52 % in the 9th grades
students discuss marks using categories “unjust” and “too strict” that demonstrate their
anxiety and dissatisfaction.

Discussion of Results

Results we received in measuring thinking development were rather unexpected.
In the theory of learning activity, that is used as a basis in creation of developing edu-
cational environments, the construction of problem situations, in which a student dis-
covers a general (theoretical) method of problem-solving is one of the major teaching
technologies. The main direction in critics of this theory is that it deals with scientific
knowledge rather than other aspects of students’ development. That’s why it was impor-
tant to evaluate and compare characteristics of social and personal development using
traditional procedures regardless of precise educational technologies. Our results show
that in developing schools social and personal development of students doesn’t happen
spontaneously, independently of educational influence. Analysis, reflection, experience
in learning interactions and group work are used by students not only in the sphere
of learning problem-solving, but also in construction and analysis of social interactions
and self-assessment.
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