Medvedev A.M., Zhulanova L.V. Foundations of pedagogy: discipline or school ethos?

UDC 371.5
DOI: 10.23951/2782-2575-2025-4-26-42

FOUNDATIONS OF PEDAGOGY: DISCIPLINE OR SCHOOL ETHOS?
Alexander M. Medvedevl, Irina V. Zhulanova®

L2 Moscow City University, Moscow, Russian Federation
" al.medvedeff2009@yandex.ru, https://orcid.org/0009-0009-7908-8650
? irina julanova2010@yandex.ru, https://orcid.org/0009-0003-2309-1865

Abstract. This article examines a long-standing tension in the history of
pedagogy arising from two competing conceptions of education and its
organization: mechanistic and humanistic. The familiar opposition between
natural-scientific and humanistic paradigms is revisited to encourage reflection
on the legacy of classical didactics. We analyze the historical conditions under
which didactics emerged, when scientific explanation relied on mechanics and
mathematics. These mathematical and mechanistic modes of understanding
shaped J. Comenius’s design of a didactic system. From the broader rationalist
tradition, we highlight G. Leibniz as an emblematic case of the claim that a
mathematical calculus can organize reality. The resulting “mechanical order” and
numeration informed the structuring of time and space in schools and
underpinned school discipline. A synoptic account of disciplinary education is
provided with reference to M. Foucault.

The contrast between disciplinary pedagogy and humanistic pedagogy is
framed as “mechanism vs. organism,” “mechanical aggregate vs. organic
system,” drawing on arguments by the Russian philosopher and psychologist
A. Arsenyev. We then consider school designs that treat the school as an organic
system, using the cases of Moscow Experimental School No. 91 and the Univers
School in Krasnoyarsk. To explain how education is organized in these schools,
we use A. Tubelsky’s concept of the school’s uklad — rendered here as school
ethos — and relates it to what English-language scholarship terms the hidden
curriculum, that is, the formative influence of the school environment and
informal life on students’ worldviews.

The article concludes with a description of the project by I. Frumin and
B. Elkonin implemented at Univers, titled the “School of Growing Up.” Its core
idea is to differentiate age-bound and all-age spaces within the school. Age-
bounded space is organized around staged growing up; age features are reflected
in the regulation of classes and in the architecture and design of learning spaces.
All-age space is a shared arena for inter-age communication and encounter.
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Introduction

We begin by formulating the core contradiction that defines the
problem field addressed below. This tension is not new; its discussion
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and proposed resolutions have a long history in European philosophy,
ethics, psychology, and pedagogy. In brief, it is the contradiction
between a utilitarian—instrumental view of the human being, where a
person is evaluated by certificates, diplomas, standards, regulations, and
similar measures, and a value-humanistic view of the human being as a
unique individual.

In one way or another, this contradiction is always “resolved” in
educational practice, yet it becomes especially acute during periods of
education reform, when reorganizations and modernization objectively
intensify it. Practitioners repeatedly face the need to choose which pole
to prioritize: what to make the aim and value, and what to treat merely as
a means or a condition.

Formal, declarative attempts to “remove” this contradiction —
typically by offering reassuring “both-and” formulas — actually reinforce
the first, utilitarian approach to education. Proclaimed shifts toward
“personalization” or a competence orientation often fail to produce
substantive changes in practice. Pupil and teacher workload continues to
be measured in hours, and success in learning is still assessed by marks
and rankings, rather than by transformations in worldview or
demonstrable gains in competence. The “value” of a school subject is
still determined by the number of hours allotted to it, which defines its
weight in the curriculum and teachers’ labor costs. The declared
transition to a competence-based framework is commonly expressed
through the triad “know / be able to / master,” which teachers
spontaneously associate with the earlier focus on knowledge, skills, and
abilities (traditionally ZUN in Russian pedagogy). In practice, such
associations tend to replace the competence approach with the familiar
knowledge-based one.

This occurs because reducing declared innovations to established
routines for reproducing educational situations — and one’s own
functioning within them — is cognitively straightforward, guided by
habitual benchmarks and performance indicators.

By contrast, nurturing the personal dimension — which presupposes
independent choice of worldview orientations — resists rigid regulation
and control. As a result, learner- and subject-oriented education largely
remains a utopia: it is believed in and desired, but real pathways to its
attainment exist only at the level of a project. Such a project is oriented
not to what already exists, but to what could be under certain conditions
and contingencies; without designing those conditions and the means to
sustain them, it is unlikely to take shape. This is a pedagogy of the
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possible — an area of psycho-pedagogical risk where outcomes cannot be
guaranteed.
We now turn to the cultural-historical preconditions of this contradiction.

Didactics as a Product of the Era of Universal Determinism

In the professional consciousness of many educators, a natural-
scientific paradigm, grounded in Laplacian determinism ', still
predominates. At its core lies the idea of the universality of causal
explanation for all phenomena. Even pedagogical systems that claim to
be innovative proceed on the assumption that it is possible to design
instructional influences that will lead to predictable and controllable
results. Tellingly, the term technology — applied initially to procedures
for producing non-living artifacts (casting technology, sheet-rolling
technology, assembly-line technology) — has entered and become
entrenched in pedagogical vocabulary. Alongside technology, the term
mechanism is often used when one needs to describe governance of the
educational process and the impact of pedagogical interventions; to set
out interrelations among elements of the pedagogical system and the
order in which an instructional technology is enacted; or to present, in a
systemic way, the complex of processes and states of a pedagogical
system.

Suppose we recall the pedagogical system of the undeniably
outstanding thinker J. Comenius (1592—-1670), expounded in The Great
Didactic. In that case, we find that mechanistic and technological images
are used to justify the very foundations of the approach. Comenius
formulates a general requirement for didactics: “We should wish
instruction to become mechanical, that is, so prescribed and certain that
everything taught, learned, and done cannot but succeed — just as in a
well-made clock, cart, ship, mill, or any machine constructed for
movement” [1, p. 238]. The same machine-like, technological character
is the key to establishing general discipline: “A school without discipline
is like a mill without water; as soon as the water is diverted the mill
stops, and so, if discipline is withdrawn, a school necessarily falls to
pieces” [1, p. 258]. Elsewhere, the school is likened to a printing press:
“The black ink is the living voice of the teacher, imparting from books
the knowledge of things and transferring this knowledge into the minds

! Pierre-Simon, Marquis de Laplace (1749-1827), — French mathematics, physics And
astronomer, believed that an accurate description of a system’s initial state and the forces acting
within and upon it allows one to calculate all its subsequent states. The past and present determine the
future.
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of listeners; the press is school discipline, which arranges and compels
all to receive instruction” [1, p. 292].

A. Leontiev characterizes this machine-like nature succinctly:
“J.A. Comenius compared the teacher (the educator) to a master
craftsman, and the school to a workshop in which a human being is
made out of a child. This figurative comparison, unfortunately, in some
strands of pedagogy, acquired flesh and blood — a step toward turning
pedagogy into a ‘recipe-based’ science and the learning process into a
‘didactic machine.’ This view has survived into our day...” [2, p. 14].

The four volumes of The Great Didactic appeared from 1633 to 1638,
during the era of European rationalism (17th—18th centuries). The
hallmark of scientific thought in that era was the use of mathematical
and mechanical models. To understand and to explain meant to render a
phenomenon as a mechanism or a mathematical description. This mode
of understanding spread to everything: the motion of planets
(Copernicus, Kepler, Newton), jurisprudence (G. Leibniz), physiology,
and the psychology of human thinking (Locke, Hartley).

From the vast continuum of philosophical and scientific achievements
of the time, we focus on one notable theory proposed by G. Leibniz.
Leibniz (1646—1716), beyond his contributions to logic, mathematics,
mechanics, jurisprudence, and linguistics, is known for aspiring to a
single “universal science.” Drawing on advances across branches of
mathematics and on theories of systematization and classification, he
posited the possibility of a “calculus of everything.” He wrote in the
History of the Idea of a Universal Characteristic: to each thing there
might correspond its own “characteristic number” [3, p. 412], and once
such characteristic numbers were established for most concepts,
humankind would gain a new organon, one that would strengthen the
power of the mind more than optical lenses strengthened the eye [3,
p. 416]. Ultimately, disputes would be settled not by rhetoric but by
computation: “Let us calculate” [4, p. 497].

Leibniz’s “numeric characterization” is not merely a matter of the
history of philosophy; today, we see many applications of this idea — for
example, blood-group notation, or genomic description. In educational
practice, the same logic appears in alphanumeric labels for school
classes and university cohorts, numerical marks characterizing
attainment, and the calculation of pupil and student rankings.

A significant step in spreading and consolidating the mechanico-
mathematical approach occurred at the end of the period in question —
the eighteenth century. M. Foucault interprets this as a shift toward a
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universal order and universal disciplinarity across all spheres of life,
including education [5, 6]. “In the eighteenth century,” writes Foucault,
“rank begins to determine the basic form of the distribution of
individuals in the school order... The organization of space by rows is
one of the major changes in education... By providing individual places,
it became possible to control each person’s simultaneous work. School
space began to function as a mechanism of learning, but also of
surveillance, hierarchy, and reward” [6, p. 179]. Space took on a tabular,
matrix-like form that ordered both the physical and the social place of
the individual in the educational megamachine; the same matrix
governed seating in the classroom and entries in grade books and
transcripts. The same applies to time: “Different chronological
sequences, which discipline combines, are parts of the mechanism by
which complex time is formed” [6, p. 202]. In effect, “the school became
a learning machine in which each pupil, each level, and each moment —
properly articulated — are continually exploited in the general process of
instruction” [6, p. 223]. As M. Savin notes, from this epoch the school,
alongside the prison and the barracks, becomes a key disciplinary
mechanism in Western society [7, p. 105].

The limited applicability of causal determinism to living beings in
general, and especially to those endowed with psyche, was emphasized
by leading Russian physiologists and psychologists — N. Bernstein,
A. Ukhtomsky, A. Leontiev, K. Fabri, and P. Galperin. Galperin
formulated this limit briefly and aphoristically: thanks to mental
representation of a situation, the individual gains the possibility of
choice, whereas a billiard ball has none [8, p.59]. Mechanics
predetermines the trajectory of the ball; the behavior of a living being
with a psyche is determined not only by the past and by external impacts
but also by internal regulation, orientation, and an image of the goal
(a picture of the future). A living being endowed with psyche constructs
a subjective chronotope, defining its own time and space and situating
significant events within it. This is most true of the human being, who
possesses a life perspective [9, 10] and a space shaped as one’s “cultural
body”! [11-13].

Differentiating inorganic systems (which I. Kant called “mechanical
aggregates”) and organic systems, A. Arsenyev writes: in inorganic
systems, the whole is determined by its parts; the parts exist before the
whole, and the whole is constructed from the parts as a structure. In

"' The term “human cultural body” was introduced by K.Marx to denote the cultural and
instrumental environment that a person uses in his transformative activity.
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organic systems, by contrast, the parts are determined by the whole; the
whole exists before the parts, and the parts arise as the whole’s self-
articulation in the course of development. Functional differentiation of
the whole precedes its structural segmentation; corresponding organs are
created to carry out the functions. The present state of the system is
determined not only, and not so much, by its past as by its future
(teleological determination prevails) [ 14, pp. 86—87].

Indeed, a human being appears in the world already as an organic
whole — not (to risk the comparison) as an aggregate assembled on a
conveyor from a kit of parts and units. A child comes to school “as a
whole,” not as a combination of height and shoe size, memory,
attention, and thinking; and the child has expectations and an image of
the future. It is no accident that preschoolers play at “school,”
imagining what will happen there and how. Following the logic of
organic systems, the school itself, as a whole, should be conceived as
a living organism.

Didacticism vs. Humanism

Relations with classical didactics — rooted in classical mechanics and
the idea of universal order and discipline — would be simpler were it not
for their enduring connection with humanism. The historical period
known as the age of European rationalism (17th—18th centuries), also
called the Enlightenment, is marked by the flourishing of humanism and
liberalism (Voltaire, J.-J. Rousseau, D. Diderot).

J. Comenius himself wrote the General Council for the Improvement
of Human Affairs, which is permeated with ideas clearly opposed to
crude mechanicism. For example: “What, then, is a human being?
A living creature endowed with freedom of action, destined to rule over
creation and to commune eternally with the Creator. The human is made
to be (1) the head of all creation, as a little world; (2) ruler of the visible,
as the king’s viceroy and God’s deputy; (3) a partaker in eternity,
standing before its throne” [15]. And further: “A human surpasses
animals in three ways — by reason, by speech, and by freedom for action
of any kind; but the highest distinction lies in absolute freedom of
choice, not bound by necessity to do this rather than that” [15]. This is
said by the same thinker who likened the school to a machine and pupils
to parts of that mechanism, who affirmed the value of discipline rather
than “freedom of action,” much less “absolute freedom of choice.”

G. Leibniz, also concerned for the common good, authored a work with
the curious title Wilhelm Pacidius Leibniz’s Aurora, or the Beginnings of a
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Universal Science Emanating from the Divine Light for the Benefit of
Human Happiness [16, pp. 401-403]. He also reflects on freedom as a
basic property of the rational being: “A human is free insofar as he
possesses the power to think or not to think, to move or not to move, in
accordance with the preference or choice of his own mind” [17, p. 174].

A path to reconciling two seemingly incompatible positions was
found by I. Kant (1724-1804). In the Critique of Pure Reason, he
formulates two laws of human existence: “The pragmatic law is based
on empirical principles, for without the aid of experience I cannot know
either my inclinations, which demand satisfaction, or the natural means
capable of satisfying them. The moral law abstracts from inclinations
and from natural means of satisfying them, and considers only the
freedom of a rational being as such...” [18, p. 472]. For Kant, human
beings are transboundary creatures living at the boundary of two worlds:
the natural world of Laplacian determinism and the world of free rational
beings governed solely by the moral law. As entities of the phenomenal
world, they are subject to natural and social rules and regulations; as
entities of the noumenal world, they possess inner freedom. As empirical
individuals, they can be “counted,” given numerical characteristics; as
free rational beings, they are incalculable and boundless.

Applied to schooling (and higher education), this duality means that the
learner, as a social individual, is embedded in the regulations of the
educational process. At the same time, the same person, as a personality, is
free to choose worldview anchors. This duality is articulated with
particular clarity in the works of A. Arsenyev, V. Bibler, V. Slobodchikov,
and E. Yamburg.

The problem-situation we present — discipline or freedom — is
perceived differently by educators, philosophers, and psychologists
engaged in searching for and justifying new approaches to education. Its
sharpness may be downplayed (sometimes the very existence of the
problem is ignored), registered as a given, or treated as a challenge and a
reason for reflection and active transformation.

As evidence, consider two statements by authors who have long been
involved in educational innovation. “By a didactic conception, I mean a
system of regulatives in accordance with which the process of teaching
is designed and carried out. These regulatives are intended to impart
definite goal-related, content-related, and process-related properties to
teaching, so that it can fulfill the social function expected of it — forming
a person with a particular type of education. This does not contradict the
fact that, at a certain stage of democratization, a person is freed from the
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rigid fetters of the so-called ‘social demand’ and can choose the type,
form, ideological, national-cultural, and professional orientation of their
education. Freedom of education would hardly be possible if it ran
counter to the requirements of social development” [19, pp. 73-74].

From this standpoint, the problem disappears. However, the
introduction of tightly regulated educational standards and unified
requirements demonstrates that liberation from the “fetters of the social” —
more precisely, state demand is not in sight. Every state, always and
everywhere, is interested in reproducing its citizens’ cultural identity,
which guarantees its sovereignty. It is difficult to imagine a person’s free
choice of ideological and national-cultural orientation without risking
the loss of civic identity. The very existence of the state, the country, and
the individual as a citizen is defined by unity of views on key issues and
a shared understanding of existential choice. E. Yamburg aptly
characterizes the problem of freedom and obligation with the metaphor
of a shoulder-yoke: what is needed is equilibrium [20].

“A person, to develop as a personality, must have themself as the
goal. However, this cannot be done without transforming the social
conditions of one’s existence... Such a formulation already shows that
the aims of the pedagogical process are sufficiently contradictory.
Should we educate a person as a personality or as labor power, as a
cultural-historical subject or as a specialist-professional? ... In reality,
these aims are objectively antinomic, i.e., their opposition does not
depend on the wishes of educators™ [21, p. 42].

It is an antinomy precisely because, regardless of the wishes of
participants in the educational process — teachers and learners alike — it
will be objectively present in their lives. A university applicant has a
certain freedom of choice, but school exam scores causally determine it.
A graduate has a certain freedom, but the labor market conditions it.
Meanwhile, both teacher and student have their own personalities and
typically intend to reinforce that conviction. The question is what they
understand by personality. This leads to the question of freedom, whose
answer is likewise antinomic: freedom from or freedom for (K. Marx,
E. Fromm, E. II’enkov).

V. Bibler proposes relieving the categorical opposition between the
social and the personal in education. “The process of upbringing (the
scheme educator—pupil), in my view, should in school be projected into
the scheme teacher—student. The teacher educates only insofar as he
teaches, participates in the work of education. I do not know who the
true educator is — the 10—12-year-old schoolchild or the 28- or 40-year-
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old teacher who has made many compromises in life. Does the teacher
know more? — Yes! But to assume that he is the more normal human
being in the moral sense — I think not” [22, p. 11]. And further: “By
embedding our knowledge in the pupil’s consciousness, we deal with a
certain unpredictable result. But when the school claims to encompass
all of the pupil’s free time, to reveal his soul, to know what he is at any
time of day, and when we, teachers, are to influence all this, then the
school becomes incredibly dangerous... The school should not, through
expansion, swallow the entirety of the pupil’s life” [22, p. 12].

V. Bibler argued that developed thinking, enriched by cultural models
of relating to the world, forms the basis for proper moral choice. Several
arguments support this position. In philosophy and psychology, there is
an authoritative view (S. Rubinstein, E. II’enkov, A. Petrovskii,
A. Arsenyev) that the criterion of a mature personality is action based on
free moral choice. This stance continues the position of 1. Kant [18].
While the development of specific mental functions can be measured by
tests, provoking a person to make a moral choice is itself immoral.
Thinking can be developed and assessed through problem-solving, tests,
and success in contests and olympiads; morality cannot. “Morality is ...
an eternal problem. In what sense? Not that we have not found it, but
that whatever has been found comes alive each time, because it is
concrete. Is there anything moral once and for all, in the sense of a rule?
— Only the paradigm of a dead person’s or a hero’s life. That is eternal...
But to know once and for all how to act rightly, so that each time our
action would follow from some rules — this will not work. There are no
rules for all cases of life ... It is eternal in the sense that it is always
decided and enacted anew” [23, p. 50].

This issue was debated in the 1980s and 1990s, when discussions
about renewing education took place not only in staff rooms but also
in academic circles. “An urgent task is to draw on the largely untapped
potential of Soviet pedagogical science. This concerns, first and
foremost, pedagogical psychology, which, since the second half of the
1950s, has assumed many functions of pedagogical anthropology — the
foundational discipline in the system of pedagogical knowledge. All
the more or less significant theories of teaching and upbringing from
the 1970s and 1980s that have aroused keen interest among teachers
are associated with the names of psychologists. Psychology has
formed several serious scientific schools and has set forth several
conceptions that have gained wide recognition, including abroad” [24,

p. 14].

34
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Developmental Education and the School Ethos (Uklad)

The second half of the 1950s marked the first articulation of systems
of developmental education (razvivayushchee obuchenie). These include
L. Zankov’s system and the Elkonin—Davydov system (D. Elkonin and
V. Davydov). In these approaches — especially that of D. Elkonin and
V. Davydov — V. Bibler’s thesis on the leading role of thinking in
pupils’ development was, in effect, realized. The intensive development
of hypothetico-deductive thinking in the early grades laid the foundation
for worldview formation in middle and upper school; this later produced
a recognizable cohort of graduates of developmental education. Among
alums of Moscow Experimental School No. 91 — the first school to
implement the Elkonin—Davydov system — are outstanding
mathematicians, programmers, chess players, and artists. In an
interview, when B. Elkonin (D. Elkonin’s son and successor) was asked
whether he could “recognize” a graduate of School 91, he answered that
not by outward appearance, but that after a short conversation, the guess
would likely be confirmed.

Recollections by the graduates themselves are collected in the memoir
volume In the Heart of 91. A few impressions: “To say that School 91
made me myself is to say nothing. The best thing that could have happened
to me in life is our school. It is not a building. Not lessons. Not people. It is
a whole world, and if you were lucky enough to be in it, you are a terrific
lucky one” [25]. “I do not remember my first impression, but in general,
this school is, so to speak, an informal intellectual. And the pupils were
very lively, not ‘chilled by intellect.” You know, there are intellectuals, and
some of them are not very sociable. Here everything was fine — even with
the teachers” [25]. “Some teachers managed to teach us ‘through the
subject.” They taught me — taught us — to be free. Thanks to them,
I realized that my calling is in creativity” [25].

Irreducibility to intellectualism; transcending through the subject;
irreducibility to anything particular, and the primacy of the school as a
whole world — this characterizes the atmosphere of school life, the life of
a school as an organic system in which “the whole exists before the
parts.” Its world, its microcosm, exists before and above the timetable,
homework, and other particulars; above all this, one senses its breathing,
its atmosphere.

For a school to transform from a mechanism into an organic system,
it must oppose mere discipline with something else. K. Ushinsky wrote
of the “spirit of the school,” P. Kapterev of the school’s “spiritual
physiognomy.” In contemporary Russian pedagogy, the word uklad has
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taken root, mainly owing to A. Tubelsky, who attributed a special place
and function to the concept. A reading of A. Tubelsky’s writings on the
school uklad suggest the concept’s constitutive function.

A. Tubelsky held that the uklad rests on a social compact that yields a
school Constitution: “The uklad is possible only as an agreement among
those who will live in it — provided decisions are made openly, each
member of the community can influence decisions concerning the whole
school, and the school community and its governance, self-governance,
and co-governance can take on a variety of structures” [26, pp. 179—180].

The uklad is formed not by the linear sequence of the instructional
process, whose regulations are set, but by the school’s various parallel
lives: the emergence, growth, and dissolution of child and youth
subcultures; flashes of spontaneous creativity; the birth of sympathies
and antipathies. All this influences worldview orientations just as much
as the curriculum-driven instructional process does. The uklad brings
together several spaces: instructional, play, artistic-creative, and free-
communication. Each of these quasi-“organs” has its own internal
regulation and its own order of life.

The uklad not only constitutes the school from within. If a school
claims to be a living organism, it must, like any organism, participate in
exchanges and reduce entropy in its surrounding environment. Put non-
metaphorically, a school should become an attractive destination for
other educational organizations, which presupposes that it is an open,
organic system. Thus, presenting itself to the broader public, what
B. Elkonin called publication — it also belongs among the school’s tasks.

The uklad determines the processes known as hidden education. The
term was introduced by P. Jackson in Life in Classrooms (1968), where
formal and informal processes are shown to shape educational success and
failure [27]. It was precisely this kind of hidden education that School 91
graduates had in mind when they spoke of teaching “through the subject.”

I. Frumin and B. Elkonin proposed a detailed program for
transforming a school into an organic system for the Univers School
attached to Krasnoyarsk State University. At the foundation of the
project lies the principle of polarization and boundary-ness of the entire
school space. The poles of the overall educational space are the age-
bounded and the all-age spaces.

Life in the age-bounded space is defined by age stratification — by
pupils’ and classes’ belonging to a given educational stage. In this space,
we have a school for growing up. School ages are presented to one
another. For a younger pupil, the image of a middle-school student
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should be visible and attractive: it is a different, more adult life, and this
difference should be manifest in the organization of learning, including
greater student independence and responsibility. The age-bounded space,
presented as a space of growing up, should disrupt the monotony that
M. Foucault described.

The chief indicator of age stages is the difference in modes of
engagement, which is achieved, among other things, by changing the forms
of organizing the educational process: from the class-lesson model, through
the laboratory — seminar model, to the lecture — laboratory model. “The
difference in organizational forms,” write I. Frumin and B. Elkonin, “must
be made visible and materially fixed, first, in the architectural — aesthetic
characteristics of assignments and, second, in the differences in the
composition and functions of the rooms for work. For the primary school,
the main room is the classroom; for the middle school, the laboratory and a
seminar room with a round table; for the upper grades, a lecture hall and a
library specially arranged for individual study” [28, p. 32].

How the idea of an age-bounded space first arose and how it was
implemented is recounted by I. Frumin in an interview for Vesti
obrazovaniya: “We thought for a long time about how to make the
school not only a platform for developmental education but also an
interesting place for pupils. Conversations with my mentors (and later
colleagues) helped us grasp an important point: the overall problem with
school is that, from first to eleventh grade, it operates under the
principles of primary school. And this is fundamentally wrong. From
then on, we built the school whose basic construction is the age stages.
At the time, we were helped greatly by the opening of a new building, to
which we moved all of the primary school, while the old building we
divided into two blocks: for middle and for upper-school students” [29].

Now to the all-age space of Univers. This space is free of age
stratification. It is constructed as an ensemble of clubs “by interest.” Here,
child—adult initiatives take form and come to life, with priority given to
pupils’ initiative, in the view of . Frumin and B. Elkonin, “different forms
of study and communication must be expressed in the differing material-
aesthetic appearance of the rooms for them” [28, p. 32].

Conclusion
We have revisited a familiar opposition — between disciplinary
pedagogy and personality-oriented pedagogy — but have focused on what
we consider its core: whether the school is conceived as a technological
machine or as an organic system, and, accordingly, whether the pupil is
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treated as a ‘numbered’ individual or as an autonomous personality. By a
‘numbered’ individual, we mean a learner whose presence is recorded by
a register number, whose achievement is reduced to an average mark,
and whose place in a school lineup is determined by height. In contrast,
as an autonomous personality, the learner is recognized through
sympathies and antipathies, motivation, and vision for the future.

Given the state’s legitimate interest and involvement in reproducing the
culture and worldview of future citizens, education will always include
regulation and standardization — and therefore numeration and
technologization. The task, especially today, is to avoid turning qualities
such as conscience, morality, and civic commitment into objects of
pedagogical technology. These belong to personal stances. A personality,
as an organic system — unlike a social individual, a mere functionary, or a
‘cog’ in the social megamachine — is constituted by freedom of choice.
A human being, as an organic system, can develop and acquire identity
only within an appropriately organized organic educational environment.

How, then, can an established didactic system with its discipline
coexist with the development of personality? We argue that coexistence
becomes possible when didactics is integrated into the school’s uklad —
its ethos — and transformed into a space for growing up. In this
configuration, disciplinary forms are subordinated to developmental
aims, and the school’s organism provides the living environment in
which autonomy, responsibility, and worldview can mature.
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AnHoTanmus. PaccmarpuBaercs OoJHa M3 KIIOYEBBIX  MPoOIieM,
CIIOKMBIIMXCS B MCTOPUM MEJarOrMKH 110/ BIUSHHEM JBYX KOHIENIUI
o0pa3oBaHuss M CHOCOOOB €ro OpraHu3alMd. JTO MEXaHHUCTUYECKHH U
TyMaHUCTHUECKUH  moaxoasl.  I[IpoTmBomocTaBieHne  €CTECTBEHHHYYHOMN
MapajgurMbl 1 TYMaHUTapHOW Mapaurmbl Ui ME€Aaroruku He HOBO. B paHHOM
cllydae aKTyaJIbHOCTh OOpallleHHs K MpoOJeMe OnpeneiseTcss Heo0X0AMMOCThIO
pedIiekcur OTHOLIEHHUS K HACIIEIUIO KJIIACCUYECKOM TUIaKTHKH.

AHanU3UpyTCsA UCTOPUYECKUE YCIIOBUS BO3HUKHOBEHUS AUJAKTUKH, KOT/1a
Hay4HOEe OOBSCHEHHE ONUPAJIOCh HAa JOCTHKEHUS MEXaHMKM M MaTeMaTHKH.
VIMeHHO MaTeMaTHYeCKHe W MEXaHUCTUYECKHE CIIOCOOB! TOHMMAaHMS MHPa H €ro
3aKOHOB mnpeponpenenunu  noaxon S.A. KoMmeHCkoro Kk IOCTpPOEHHUIO
IUIaKTH4ecKoil cuctembl. M3 Becero Hacnenus GuiIocohUM parioHANIN3Ma MBI
BbIOpany HayuHble octpoeHus B.I'. JleliOHuna. D10 sipkuil oOpaszen npeTeH3uu
MaTeMaTHYeCKOro  IMOJX0Ja K  IOHMMAaHHUIO  BCErO  MUPOYCTpOiicTBa.
MexaHu4yeckoe YCTPOWCTBO M YHCIIOBOW MOPSAJOK JIETJIM B OCHOBY OpraHM3alluu
BPEMEHH WU TMPOCTPAaHCTBA B WIKOJE, B OCHOBY ILIKOJbHOM JUCLUIUIMHBIL.
O600muIeHHasT XapaKTepPUCTHKA JUCIUIUIMHAPHONW CUCTEMBI 00pa30BaHUs JaHa C
npusjieyeHneM padbotr M. @yko.

Paznuuust AUCHUIUIMHAPHOMN MEeIarornkd M TYMaHUCTHYECKOH Iearoruku
IIPEJCTABIEHO IIPOTHUBOIIOCTABICHUEM «MEXaHU3M — OPTraHU3M», «MEXaHUUECKUI
arperat — opraHp4eckasi cuctemay. st oObsSCHEHHUS 3TOTO IPOTUBOIIOCTABICHUS
WCTIONb30BaHA apryMEHTALMsl, JaHHas POCCHHCKHM (miocodoM M IICHXOIOTOM
A.C. ApceHbeBbIM.

IIpoexTs! MKOJIBI KaK OPraHWYEeCKO CHCTEMBbI pacCMOTPEHbI Ha IpuUMepax
9KCHEepUMEHTaNbHOM 1mKoibl Ne 91 r. MoOCKBBI M HIKOJBI «YHHBEPCH
r. KpacHosipcka. [[ns moHuMaHusi 0COOCHHOCTEH opraHu3anud o0pa30BaHHS B
9THX IIKOJIAX MCHOJb30BAHO TMOHATHE «YKJIAA», BBEJCHHOE OCHOBATEIIEM
«IlIxonbr camoonpeaenenus» A.H. TyOenbckuM. YKiaa MIKOIBI aCCOLUUPYETCS
¢ TeMU (EHOMEHAMH, KOTOpBIC OIPENEINSIOTCS KaK «CKphITOe 00pa3oBaHUE) —
9TO BIHUSHUE CpeIbl IOKOJBI, ee HehOopManbHON JKM3HM Ha CTAaHOBJICHHE
MHUPOBO33PEHHS €€ YUSHHKOB.

B zaBepmenme mpuBeneno ommcanue tmpoekra W JI. @pymuHa U
Bb./l. DnpkoHWHA, peaar30BaHHOTO B MIKOJIE «YHUBEpCe» 1 Ha3BaHHOTO «llIkomoit
B3pocieHusi». OCHOBHas uaes TMpOeKTa COCTOMT B  pa3rpaHU4YEeHTHUU
BO3PAaCTHOTO U HEBO3PACTHOTO MPOCTPAHCTB IIKOJIBI. Bo3pacTHOE mpocTpaHCTBO
CTPOMTCS B COOTBETCTBUM C HJEeH B3POCICHHs, OCOOEHHOCTH BO3pacra
OTpaXEHBl B peTJIAMEHTAIlM 3aHATHH, B apXUTEKType M JAu3aifHe y4eOHBIX
nomMenieHuii. HeBo3pacTHOe MpPOCTPAHCTBO 3TO IMPOCTPAHCTBO OOIICHUS BCEX
BO3PACTOB, MECTO UX BCTPEUH.

KioueBble cioBa: oudaxmuka, OUCYUNIUHA, OeMePMUHUIM, MEXAHUIM,
opeanusm, c0600a, YKiao, TU4YHOCHb
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