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Modern humanistic dominant in education determidslogical nature of
pedagogy and forms its fundamental direction — ged&al anthropology,
which is based on understanding of the naturehtiman being and the nature
of education. Anthropological approach, constitytome of the main axioms of
education since its inception, appears in the wofk®any teachers of the past
(Mykolay Pirogov, Konstantyn Ushinsky, Janusz Kaicet al.), but only Vasyl
Sukhomlynsky raised it to the level of the mainlgdaeducation.

In writings and experience of Vasyl Sukhomlynsk918-1970) a careful
researcher can discover traces of the anthrop@bgioproach. Suhomlynsky
devoted his life to transforming school into ,mosanatorium” (Janusz Kor-
czak) — or rather, creative laboratory of harmosjapiritual and social devel-
opment of student’s personality.

Vasyl Sukhomlynsky focus his interests on studepéssonality and their
psychological and educational characteristics sirec®ecame a principal of the
Pavlysh school. The resolution of the pedagogicaincil of 22 April, 1952
states: ,Having listened to Vasyl Sukhomlynsky'segh on student’s educa-
tional characteristics, the pedagogical counciidiscto oblige all class teachers
by the end of the school year to sum up studewhsc&ional characteristics of
their grades, with respect to: state of healthjndéa@onditions, manner of prepar-
ing homework, memory capacity, behavior habitd)skind abilities and outline
specific ways to increase student’s performanselabol” [Knuea npomokonis. ..,
MIIMMC 13000,apk. 31].

We can’'t but mention that Vasyl Sukhomlynsky to mi@b0’s was an ar-
dent supporter of ,school of thoughtCyxommunceka 2012: 17], with its focus
on solid base of knowledge and skills and mentalkvad students. This was
reflected in educator’s views on pedagogical canteroposed scheme consid-
ers a student as a subject of learning activitiesther words, covers primarily
student’s intellectual and volitional traits (sgillabilities and endowments), per-
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ceiving the student as an individual. Status, \@lumotives and, finally, stu-
dent’'s character are evaluated in relation to Hoey study.

In 1953 Vasyl Sukhomlynsky published the articléited ,Student’s Edu-
cational Characteristics” where he explained héesvgi on meaning and purpose
of characteristics. ,Individual feautures depentnarily on the way a student
understands and perceives learning material. At stege of learning process
a teacher should realize how a student performs, @ remembers and learns
rules. This student’'s characteristic of absorpteerning material and acquisi-
tion of practical skills, we believe, ought to ctinge the content of educational
characteristic. In our opinion, the latter shoulsoainclude student’'s memory
capacity, their work in the classroom and at hop@/xommuuckuit 1953: 48].
However, Sukhomlynsky warns against categoricaklumions, stressing that
student’s individual characteristics are not soingtltonstant and invariable. If
they change, and, therefore, student’s educatiracteristics change as well:
It must outline student’s future prospects of depenent. Taking in account
student’'s educational characteristics a teachest, dif all, should be guided by
the fact how a pupil develops his talents and velse a pedagogue should do to
enhance student’s understanding of the lessord][ibi

Vasyl Sukhomlynsky notes while most teachers peepalesson, they take
into account following student’s educational chésastic: every student can
perform well if the teacher correctly identify theskills and develop positive
gualities whereas negative ones eliminate. Thehtrawotes down into student’s
dairy ,daily observations of how student prepamddssons, works in the class-
room and memorizes learning material” [ibid]. PaVlyschool staff under the
direction of Vasyl Sukhomlynsky begins to discusglents’ educational charac-
teristics at meetings of teachers who teach ircthgs, and some characteristics
are talked over at pedagogical council meetingss $taff brainstorming, ac-
cording to Vasyl Sukhomlynsky, prompted teacherexamine students deeper
and more comprehensively and helped to reach senens about what should
be studied in students’ individual characteristics.

In Pavlysh school in the early 1950s was devel@peomprehensive method-
ology for compiling educational characteristics.tdD&r it was collected from
school daily life: how a student learnt program gmnat in the classroom, how
their practical skills and world view were formélteachers studied not only stu-
dents’ responses but also their questions, whieli #sked during lessons. The
results of these observations were recorded itéeacdiary and at the end of the
school year were analyzed by comparing what wagalfor a student at the
beginning and middle of the school year to that mreasrded last days of the aca-
demic year. Student’s work at home was also takenaccount. After discussion
on characteristics of certain class, teacher firedlited its list, and some of them
were analyzed at the meetings of pedagogical coiiytommunckuii 1953: 49].

According to Vasyl Sukhomlynsky, the main task afharacteristic is to ,be
atool for increasing further student’'s performaateschool” [ibid]. So naturally,
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educational characteristics drawn by Pavlysh sctezahers in the first half of the
1950s include certain rationalism, which reveals keachers strove to increase pu-
pils’ cognitive development. The analysis of 50@ional characteristics of gradu-
ates in 1954 led us to following conclusions. Cioieoce of the same characteristics
among different students is very high: from 50 ahtaristics the quality ,attentive”
was mentioned 28 times; ,persistent in overcomaagriing difficulties” and ,dili-
gent in doing homework” — 25. Language skills werentioned 43 times; good
memory capacity — 37, active participation — 28dsiusness — 27 etc. Teachers
usually name only student’s positive qualities (ljkes physical work”, ,she is fond
of needlework”, ,he is interested in radio engimegt). Qualitative features of
the ability and degree of its manifestation areallgunot specified. In addition,
such evaluations are very short (maximum it is patje of handwriting)ruea
npomoxouis. .., JIB 13004 apk. 83,38. apk. 92,38.].

As can be seen, among students’ characteristienddy teachers central
position occupy such ones as cognitive processtsidas to learning, evalua-
tion of learning activities, child’s willpower. Téifact confirms our conclusion
that teachers primarily perceive a student asdystubject, not as an individual.

Vasyl Sukhomlynsky admitted by himself that ,at theginning it was very
difficult to prepare child’s educational charactéids” [Cyxommuncekuii 1977:
447], but he was firmly convinced, saying that: grtvork of every teacher,
director, and head teacher on educational charstaterof a child forms funda-
mental principles of teaching culture. When we krittle about a child, there is
no school, no education, no real teacher and tegctaff’ [Cyxommunchkunit
1977: 449]. Over time Vasyl Sukhomlinsky startedstiody scientifically a stu-
dent and their educational characteristics. It yeamstant, thoughtful work of
each teacher on child’s educational characteriswts their complex spiritual
world, joys and sorrows. Thus, student’s educatioharacteristics are based on
psychological analysis, observation and learniiyxbmmuacekuii 1977: 455].

In 1965 for the first time ever in Ukrainian secandschool on the initia-
tive of Vasyl Sukhomlynsky the first psychologic@minar was organized for
teachers of Pavlysh school. Its purpose was, byMakxandrovych’s defini-
tion, ,to study a man”"CyxomnuHcbkuit, Emuxa 6i0HOCUH. . ].

The effectiveness of a psychological seminar asra bf learning student’s
personality was impressive: enhanced psychologicalledge of teachers not
only contributed to deeper understanding of theidents, but also led to a dras-
tic renewal of student’s characteristics. And itsween not only formally — in
changing characteristics name from ,educational,pychological and educa-
tional”, but above all, the content of the word gchcteristic” was changed as
well. Thus, among students’ characteristics madehghers of Pavlysh school
in the second half of 60s, ,the first place wasegito health, child’s physical
development, their overall development, individoadnitive development: how
a child perceives objects and physical facts, Hoey form concepts, what lan-
guage they use, how children memorize things, wihidhking, figurative or
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abstract, is more developed, what emotional cajphiave their speech, what is
students’ level of emotional cultureCyxommuncekuit 1977: 447]. A teacher,
describing student’s environment and conditionsvirich their intelligence is
formed, stops on positive and negative aspectsadfiatt child’s perception,
ideas, language and outlook. The huge attentideawhers is paid to intellectual
life of the family.

Vasyl Sukhomlynsky focuses on an extremely impdr&spect of educa-
tional characteristics — its prospectivity. ,We wam analyze not only what we
see, but also express our thoughts, intentionasgéan active educational im-
pact on student’s personality, tell about how thipact is made now and what
difficulties we encounter in such educational walke not only see a human as
it is, but also design development of their ingglice, morality, aesthetic and
emotional culture” Cyxommuucekuit 1977: 449].

Students’ characteristics were based on princip@orts and discussed
during psychological seminars. We analyzed 47 tspafr psychological semi-
nars, which are kept in the Pedagogical museumasi/NSukhomlynskyHuuea
npomokonis..., JIB 1655, 40apk.; Kuuea npomoxonis..., JIB 1656, S4apk.; Kuuea
npomoxonig..., IIIMMC 1657, 95apk.; Cyxomnunceka 2012]. Vasyl Sukhom-
lynsky conducted 40 workshops, where he read 3drtey himself. They all
relate to child’s mental development and aim atrowjmg educational work:
»Psychological Culture at the Lesson”, ,Mental Claeristics of Adolescents”,
.How to Teach Students to Manage Their Desires"isgipline and Sense of
Duty”, ,Relationship between a Teacher and Leafharsl others. Knowledge
gained by teachers during these workshops werdigallg used during studies
and, consequently, helped to enhance studentsacieaistics.

To sum up, analyzed characteristics in the fir$t ¢fa50s and late 60s, led
us to conclusion that Vasyl Sukhomlynsky’s viewspsychological and educa-
tional characteristics evolved in parallel to depshent of scholar’'s teaching
philosophy. It shows how characteristics drawndachers from Pavlysh school
have changed during this period: at the beginnimgteachers emphasized on
importance of student’s positive school performaacel related intellectual
qualities, but then they started to penetrate théoessence of students’ mental
processes, analyzed thoughtfully and determinedesaof complex and some-
times contradictory manifestations of student’sspaality.
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Abstract

The article highlights the evolution of Vasyl Sukhlgnsky’s views on the
research of student’s personality; in the articiagipal student’s psychological
and educational characteristics have been described

Keys words: Vasyl Sukhomlynsky, student’s personality, psychaal and
educational characteristics, psychological seminar.

511



