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The purpose of our research is to study the creative potential as psychological 
capacities for younger schoolchildren’s creative self-realization and self-
development in various conditions of the educational environment. The 
methodological basis of this work is Vygotsky’s conceptual provisions according 
to which the human psyche is culturally determined, and a sociocultural 
environment is considered to be the main source and condition for the child’s 
mental development. The study involved younger schoolchildren (a total of 160 
children from the 4th grade aged 9–10  years, n  =  160, M  =  9.5  years, SD  =  2.6; 
49% boys) from schools in Kazan (Russian Federation). We used a test of verbal 
creativity when studying the creative potential of younger schoolchildren, the 
proposed method is a Russian-language adapted version of the RAT test (remote 
association test) by Mednik. The Johnson Creativity Inventory was used as adapted 
by Tunick. To study the level of communicative control, the test “Diagnostics of 
communicative control” by Schneider was used. To assess the personal qualities 
of younger students, we  used a modified version of the children’s personality 
questionnaire intended for 8–12  year-old children and developed by Cattell and 
Koan. As a result of a comprehensive expert assessment, we identified four types of 
schools with different severity degrees of essential characteristics of educational 
environments: serene, dogmatic, career and creative. According to the analysis 
of variance (one-dimensional one-factor ANOVA), the younger schoolchildren’s 
creative potential was revealed in the context of the educational environment 
variability and the contingency of the educational environment parameters with 
the personal characteristics of the children. We have empirically confirmed that in 
a creative educational environment with cultural content based on ethno-cultural 
values, patterns and norms, the development of the child is actively supported 
largely, with the disclosure of his creative potential. Younger schoolchildren are 
characterized by greater subjective agency and the capability to gain unique 
achievements in educational and cognitive activity.
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1. Introduction

Research problem. One of the focuses in current research is the 
problem of creating a system of conditions for the personality 
formation. This system provides positive opportunities and various 
options for choosing the optimal trajectory of the personality 
development, which places the concept of “cultural and educational 
environment” among the basic ones in a modern developmental 
education. An educational environment is studied as a component 
of the social situation of the child mental development and as a 
condition for its personal development (Leontyev, 1975; Vygotsky, 
1999, 2005; Yasvin, 2010; Veraksa, 2018; Veraksa et al., 2019; Rubtsov 
and Ulanovskaya, 2022 and others). However, the research into the 
influence that educational systems exert on the child’s intellectual, 
emotional and personal development primarily focuses on the 
consideration of theoretical aspects, there are very few empirical 
studies of the educational environment developing potential, which 
is specific to each educational institution. Existing studies, devoted 
to this problem, are very contradictory, they do not take into account 
the current reforms in the field of education (Rubtsov and 
Ulanovskaya, 2022). In this regard, of primary importance for 
educational psychology is the problem of assessing the quality of 
education in educational institutions that provide specific conditions 
and development opportunities for the subjects of education. This 
accounts for the significance of the research into the creative 
potential of a growing person, the need to further explore the social 
situation of development and the conditions for the ontogenesis of 
creativity, potentially contributing to its formation. By a cultural and 
educational environment we  mean a system of conditions and 
opportunities for the development of subjects of education with 
cultural content (Khotinets and Medvedeva, 2021). Creative 
potential at primary school age is understood as an integrative 
quality, reflecting the measure of the younger schoolchild’s creative 
self-realization and self-development ability (Veraksa, 1990). 
Primary school age is the period most open to various changes. A 
change in the leading activity promotes “the erasure” of past 
experiences, laying a new foundation for the child’s personality. 
During this period, the younger schoolchild is most sensitive to the 
formation of a cognitive attitude to the world, the manifestation of 
free personal expression, the development of creative abilities, and 
communicative creativity, which ensures the creative nature of 
communication and communicative activity of the child (Runco and 
Acar, 2012; Runco et al., 2020; Khotinets et al., 2022; Shishova and 
Akhatova, 2022 etc.). According to Vygotsky’s theoretical provisions 
concerning the systemic nature of the higher mental functions’ 
development, at the early school age, thinking becomes a “system-
forming” function moving from the visual-figurative to its verbal-
logical type, which undoubtedly affects other mental functions 
seeking to occupy the center of consciousness. The change in the 
system of internal relationships allows the central function to 
become more differentiated and developed. At this time, other 
mental processes function as processes serving the formation of the 
central function. Thus, the complexity of interfunctional 
relationships and the differentiation of mental functions gradually 
increase. To acquire higher mental functions, it is necessary to 
transfer and assimilate knowledge about their structures in an 
organized educational environment through specially organized 
training (Vygotsky, 1999).

In the context of studying a growing person’s creative potential, 
the problems identified by Vygotsky remain relevant today: “the 
relationship between learning and development at school age,” “the 
social situation of development,” “mechanisms for the practical 
mastery of reality.” According to Vygotsky, it is “learning that creates 
the zone of proximal development, that is, it brings up the child’s 
interest in life, awakens and sets in motion a whole series of internal 
development processes that are so far possible for the child only in the 
sphere of its relationships with others and through its cooperation 
with peers, but which, performing the internal course of development, 
later become the child’s own internal property” (Vygotsky, 1935, 
p.  16). The “social situation of development” is understood as “a 
completely peculiar, specific for a given age, exclusive, unique and 
inimitable relationship between the child and the reality surrounding 
it, primarily the social one” (Vygotsky, 1984, p. 258). This social reality 
is “the main source of development” when the social becomes 
the individual.

1.1. Literature review

According to Vygotsky, “in the child’s development, the outcomes 
that we are to achieve at the end of the development, as a result of this 
development, are already given in the environment from the very 
beginning” (Vygotsky, 2001, p. 83). “The greatest feature of the child’s 
development is that this development takes place in such conditions 
of interaction with the environment, when the ideal form, the final 
(cultural) form that should appear at the end of development, not only 
exists in the environment and comes into contact with the child from 
the very beginning, but also actually interacts with it, influencing the 
primary (natural) form, the first steps of the child’s development, i.e., 
something that should take shape at the very end of the development 
somehow influences the very first stages of this development” 
(Vygotsky, 2001, pp. 83–84).

Answering to the question about the role of the educational 
environment in the mental and personal development of the child, 
Vygotsky said that “in relation to the development of higher human-
specific properties and forms of activity, the environment acts as a 
source of this development, i.e., it is the interaction with the 
environment that is the source generating these properties in the 
child” (Vygotsky, 2001, p. 88).

According to Vygotsky, “the best stimulus for children’s creativity 
is the organization of their life and environment in such a way that it 
creates the needs and opportunities for children’s creativity” (Vygotsky, 
2004, pp. 57–58). The meaning and significance of children’s creativity 
lies in the fact that it allows the child to overcome that tough challenge 
in the development of creative imagination, which gives a new and 
lifelong direction to his fantasy. The meaning of children’s creativity is 
its effect of deepening, expanding and cleansing of the child’s 
emotional life. The significance of children’s creativity is its ability to 
allow the child, by exercising its creative aspirations and skills, to 
master human speech - the most subtle and complex instrument for 
the formation and transmission of human thoughts, human feelings, 
human inner world (Vygotsky, 2004, pp. 60–61).

Vygotsky highlights the importance of cultivating creativity at 
school age. A person can comprehend his whole future with the help 
of creative imagination. His orientation in the future, his behavior, 
based on the future and proceeding from this future, is the main 
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function of the imagination. And since pedagogical work is mainly 
oriented toward preparing the students’ behavior for the future, the 
development and exercise of their imagination are the main driving 
forces in realizing this goal. The shaping of a creative personality, 
aspiring to the future, is prepared by creative imagination embodied 
in the present (Vygotsky, 2004, p. 78).

This report argues that a national strategy for creative and cultural 
education is essential to that process. We put the case for developing 
creative and cultural education; we consider what is involved; we look 
at current provision and assess the opportunities and obstacles; and 
we set out a national strategy. By creative education we mean forms of 
education that develop young peopleʻs capacities for original ideas 
and action: by cultural education we mean forms of education that 
enable them to engage positively with the growing complexity and 
diversity of social values and ways of life. We argue that there are 
important relationships between creative and cultural education, and 
significant implications for methods of teaching and assessment, the 
balance of the school curriculum and for partnerships between 
schools and the wider world (The National Advisory Committee on 
Creative and Cultural Education (NACCCE), 1999).

This report argues that a national strategy for creative and cultural 
education is essential to that process. We put the case for developing 
creative and cultural education; we consider what is involved; we look 
at current provision and assess the opportunities and obstacles; and 
we set out a national strategy. By creative education we mean forms of 
education that develop young peopleʻs capacities for original ideas 
and action: by cultural education we mean forms of education that 
enable them to engage positively with the growing complexity and 
diversity of social values and ways of life. We argue that there are 
important relationships between creative and cultural education, and 
significant implications for methods of teaching and assessment, the 
balance of the school curriculum and for partnerships between 
schools and the wider world.

In modern educational theory, creativity, as the ability to build a 
unique product, create new, unique solutions to complex problems 
and approaches to challenging tasks, is a students’ priority competence 
(Rotherham and Willingham, 2010; Donovan et al., 2014). Based on 
the results of a review of modern publications on creativity in 
education, we identify a number of research areas, which include the 
study of trends in the development of creative potential, creative 
abilities and cognitive styles; environmental conditions that promote 
or hinder creativity; links between creativity and learning models; 
development of techniques teaching creativity (creative learning’, 
teaching for creativity) and technologies aiming to increase creativity 
and unlock creative potential (Runco, 2007; Newton and Beverton, 
2012; Newton and Newton, 2014; Gruszka and Tang, 2017; Runco 
et al., 2020). The most important factors that determine the child’s 
creativity (Lebuda et  al., 2021) are creative potential and creative 
abilities (Kim, 2005), general cognitive abilities (Zabelina and Ganis, 
2018; Gerwig et al., 2021), specific skills in a particular subject area 
(Simonton, 2009; Szen-Ziemiańska et al., 2017; Ahmed and Feist, 
2021); learning (Kaufman and Kaufman, 2007; Agoguéa et al., 2014) 
in an enriched cultural and educational environment (Vygotsky, 2001).

At the same time, experts in the field of modern education and 
educational policy are faced with a certain kind of contradiction. On 
the one hand, the research highlights the important role of education 
in encouraging and developing children’s creativity (Thurlings et al., 
2015). On the other hand, due to diversification (variability of 

educational services and educational curricula, types and kinds of 
educational institutions, teaching methods and techniques) and 
standardized testing of basic skills, children’s creativity actually 
decreases as they move along their educational trajectory (Robinson, 
2011; Kupers et al., 2019).

We believe that by finding answers to our research questions 
we will be able to resolve the identified contradictions.

In our research, Vygotsky’s theory is implemented by means of 
fundamentally important theoretical provisions:

 1. A creative cultural and educational environment, as an 
accumulator of psychological tools, is the source of the child’s 
mental and personal development.

 2. Higher mental functions, as a result of the internalization of 
psychological tools, are formed in learning by assimilating 
historically developed methods and forms of activity, both as a 
way of the student’s interaction with the educational 
environment, and as a form of the student’s cooperation 
with others.

 3. In order to create a zone of proximal development and to give 
rise to a number of internal development processes, we need a 
properly constructed school education and a properly 
organized educational environment.

1.2. Aims and objectives of the research

The purpose of our research is to study the creative potential as 
psychological capacities for younger schoolchildren’s creative self-
realization and self-development in various conditions of the 
educational environment.

1.3. Research objectives

 1. Conduct a comprehensive expert assessment of the educational 
environment qualitative parameters, identifying four types of 
schools with different severity of characteristics: serene, 
dogmatic, career and creative.

 2. Identify indicators of younger schoolchildren’s creative 
potential and personal qualities in accordance with the variable 
parameters of the educational environment.

2. Materials and methods

The methodological basis of this work is the conceptual provisions 
of Vygotsky’s cultural-historical psychology. We  distinguish both 
external determinants (a specially organized educational environment) 
and internal factors, whose actions explain such phenomena as the 
zones of actual, proximal and further development.

2.1. Schools and participants

Our study of junior schoolchildren’s creative potential was 
conducted on the basis of Kazan state schools corresponding to 
various pedagogical models of organizing education (a gymnasium 
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with in-depth study of individual subjects  - English, biology, 
mathematics and physics; “Specialized Olympiad and Scientific Center 
‘Sun’,” a general education boarding school; two schools with a general 
education curricula).

Nine experts assessed the school educational environment using 
Yasvin’s method of vector modeling: psychologists and teachers of 
educational institutions, university professors and master students of 
Kazan. All diagnostic procedures were carried out in full accordance 
with the diagnostic standard: using uniform forms, instructions and 
stimulus materials. The reliability of the study results was ensured by 
the preliminary training of experts in a series of workshops that were 
devoted to the development of a consensus assessment. We revealed a 
high degree of consistency in observations found in the experts’ 
assessments.

Our empirical study included 160 4th grade students without 
developmental delays or disabilities, aged 9–10 years (n = 160, 
M = 9.5 years, SD = 2.6; 49% boys), with written parental consent; 
among them 40 children were from the gymnasium with in-depth 
study of individual subjects  - English, biology, mathematics and 
physics (17 boys, 23 girls), their parents’ education: 78% - higher, 
22% - secondary vocational, the family social status: 45% - workers, 
15% - engineers, employees, 40% - entrepreneurs, businessmen; 40 
children were from the general education boarding school “Specialized 
Olympiad-Scientific Center ‘Sun’” (21 boys, 19 girls), their parents’ 
education: 83% - higher, 17% - specialized secondary; the family social 
status: 70%  - workers, 13%  - engineers, employees, 17%  - 
entrepreneurs, businessmen; 80 children studied according to the 
general education curriculum (40 boys, 40 girls), their parents’ 
education: 58% - higher, 42% - specialized secondary; the family social 
status: 87% - workers, 3% - engineers, employees, 10% - entrepreneurs, 
businessmen.

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Assessment of the schools’ educational 
environment

To study the features of the educational environment, Yasvin 
identifies 11 parameters (five ‘main’ characteristics: breadth, intensity, 
modality, degree of awareness and stability, and six ‘secondary’ 
characteristics: emotionality, generality, dominance, coherence, 
mobility and agency). This method is characterized by the 
construction of a vector that corresponds to a certain type of 
educational environment. This operation is carried out after counting 
up the answers to diagnostic questions: three of them aim to determine 
the opportunities for the student’s free development in the educational 
environment, and three more show the availability of opportunities 
for the development of the child’s agency. Further, in the coordinate 
system (agency-inaction, freedom-dependence), a vector is built 
showing the type of environment, which constitutes modality as a 
feature of the educational environment.

Diagnostic questions and interpretation of the answers.
For the “freedom-dependency” axis:
1. Whose interests and values come first in this 

educational environment?
(a) personality; (b) society (group).
The priority of personal interests and values over the interests and 

values of society is interpreted as an opportunity for free development, 

and a score is accordingly marked on the “freedom” scale; in case of 
the priority of public interests, a score is marked on the scale 
“dependence.”

2. Who usually adjusts to whom in the process of interaction?
(a) the teacher to the students; (b) the students to the teacher.
If it is noted that in the given educational environment, the 

situation when the teacher adjusts to the students (or at least the 
teacher strives for this situation) dominates, this is interpreted as an 
opportunity for the students’ free development, respectively, a score is 
marked on the “freedom” scale; if it is stated that students are 
constantly forced to obey their teachers, a score is marked on the 
“dependence” scale.

3. What form of education is predominantly carried out in this 
educational environment?

(a) individual; (b) collective (team).
The educational environment with individual-oriented forms of 

learning is interpreted as the environment possessing additional 
opportunities for the free development of a self-directed student, and 
a score is given on the “freedom” scale; in the case when teamwork has 
priority in the educational environment, a score is marked on the 
“dependency” scale.

For the “Agency –Inaction” axis:
4. Is punishment of the child practiced in this 

educational environment?
(a) yes; (b) no.
The absence of punishment is considered as a condition conducive to 

the development of agency; thus, a score is given on the “agency” scale; in 
the case when punishments are practiced (both directly and indirectly) in 
this learning environment, a score is given on the “inaction” scale.

5. Does the given educational environment stimulate the 
manifestation of any children’s initiative?

(a) more often yes; (b) usually not.
If in this learning environment, positive reinforcement of student 

initiatives is observed, then this is interpreted as an additional 
opportunity for the development of students’ agency and a score is 
given on the “agency” scale; if the initiative demonstrated by the child 
is usually ignored or can lead to all sorts of troubles, then a score is 
marked on the “inaction” scale.

6. Do certain children’s creative manifestations find any positive 
response in this educational environment?

(a) more often yes; (b) usually not.
In the case when the learning environment encourages or 

appreciates creativity, such an environment is considered as conducive 
to the development of agency, a score is marked on the “agency” scale; 
if the children’s creative self-expression is ignored and goes unnoticed 
and underestimated, a score is marked on the “inaction” scale.

The author proposes four basic types of educational 
environment: “dogmatic” (contributes to the development of 
passive behavior and dependence of the child); “career” (contributes 
to the development of agency and the dependence of the child at 
the same time); “serene” (promotes the free development, but 
causes the formation of the child’s passive behavior); “creative” 
(contributes to the free development of an active child). Based on 
the answers to the diagnostic questions, corresponding vector, 
which allows one to assess the learning environment, is constructed 
in the coordinate system (Figure 1); an example of the possible 
construction options of a vector model of the environment based 
on the answer to diagnostic questions). The studies of Yasvin 
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provide a detailed description of the methodology for examining a 
school educational environment and the typology of educational 
environments at schools (Yasvin et al., 2015; Yasvin, 2020).

2.2.2. Creative potential
We used a test of verbal creativity when studying the creative 

potential of younger schoolchildren. It includes two qualitative 
characteristics: “originality index” and “uniqueness index.” The 
technique aims to identify and assess the teste’s often hidden, 
blocked creative potential. The proposed method is a Russian-
language adapted version of the RAT test (remote association test) 
by Mednik (2006). The Remote Associates Test (RAT) is a 
creativity test used to determine a human’s creative potential. The 
test typically lasts 40 min and consists of thirty to forty questions 
each of which consists of three common stimulus words that 
appear to be unrelated. The subject must think of a fourth word 
that is somehow related to each of the first three words. Scores are 
calculated based on the number of correct questions.1 The 
technique was adapted by Alekseeva and Galkina in the 
Druzhinin’s Laboratory of the Abilities Psychology at the Institute 
of Psychology, the Russian Academy of Sciences, based on a 
sample of schoolchildren; Voronin based his study on a sample of 
managers aged 23 to 35 years. For the Russian version Cronbach’s 
coefficient is α = 0.87 (Ushakov, 2011; Druzhinin, 2019).

The Johnson Creativity Inventory was used as adapted by Tunik 
(1997a, 1998), based on two approaches:

 - according to Torrens, creativity manifests itself with a lack of 
knowledge; in the process of incorporating information into new 
structures and relationships; in the process of identifying missing 
information; in the process of finding new solutions and testing 
them; in the process of reporting results;

 - according to Johnson (1979), creativity manifests itself as an 
unexpected productive act performed spontaneously by the 
performer in a certain environment of social interaction. In this 
case, the performer relies on his/her own knowledge 
and capabilities.

1 RAT https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Remote_Associates_Test.

This creativity questionnaire focuses on the elements that are 
associated with creative self-expression. The Creativity Inventory is an 
objective, eight-item checklist of creative thinking and behavior 
characteristics, designed specifically to identify externally observable 
manifestations of creativity.

Each statement of the questionnaire is evaluated on a scale 
containing five gradations (possible rating points: 1 - never, 2 - rarely, 
3 - sometimes, 4 - often, 5 - always). The overall creativity score is the 
sum of scores for eight items (the minimum score - 8, the maximum 
score - 40 points). The Table 1 shows the correspondence of the sum of 
points to the levels of creativity. The internal consistency of the Russian 
version of the scale was Cronbach’s alpha α = 0.79. To assess the retest 
reliability, the correlation coefficient of Spearman ranks was calculated 
(interval - three months), which turned out to be 0.78 (sample size - 80 
children). To compare the data of various experts (the experts were 
three teachers teaching different subjects), Spearman’s correlation 
coefficients were found. For a sample of 8-year-old children, the value 
of the correlation coefficient ranged from 0.51 to 0.71, for a sample of 
10-year-old children - from 0.49 to 0.78, for a sample of 14-year-old 
children - from 0.58 to 0.79. It should also be noted that with the 
increase in the age of children, the consistency of the data of various 
experts among themselves increases (Tunik, 1997b, 1998, 2000).

To study the level of communicative control, the test “Diagnostics 
of communicative control” by Schneider was used (Schneider, 2002). 
The test consists of 10 statements reflecting reactions to some 
communication situations. The internal consistency of the Russian 
version of the test is α = 0.85.

To assess the personal qualities of younger students, we used a 
modified version of the children’s personality questionnaire intended 
for 8-12 year-old children and developed by Cattell and Koan 
(Children Personality Questionnaire – CPQ). The internal consistency 
of the Russian version of the test is α = 0.88 (Alexandrovskaya and 
Gilyashev, 1978,  1995).

2.3. Research results

In the course of solving the first task, we performed a 
comprehensive expert assessment of the qualitative parameters of the 
educational environment based on the parameters formulated by 
Yasvin (2020). As a result, we identified four types of schools with 
different severity degrees of the essential characteristics of educational 
environments: serene, dogmatic, career and creative (see Figure 2). In 
the course of the study, we found that the general education spaces of 
Kazan schools are more consistent with the dogmatic and serene 
environment, a career type of modality characterizes one of the 
gymnasiums, and the “Specialized Olympiad and Scientific Center 
‘Sun’ has a creative development environment. The histogram shows 

TABLE 1 Levels of Creativity adapted from Tunik (1997b).

Creativity level Sum of points

Very high 40–34

High 33–27

Medium 26–20

Low 19–15

Very low 14–8

FIGURE 1

An example of the possible construction options of a vector model 
of the environment based on the answers to diagnostic questions. 
Reproduced from Yasvin et al. (2015), licenced under CC BY 4.0.
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that dogmatic schools are characterized by high stability and the ability 
to quickly adapt to external pressure, by a clear internal organization 
of the system, respect for traditions and order. However, it should 
be noted that this educational environment shows low agency and 
emotionality, demonstrated by the subjects of educational relations.

As can be seen from the histogram, a serene-type general education 
school is characterized by high dominance, the significance of this local 
environment in the system of values of the subjects of the educational 
process. A distinctive feature of a serene environment is relatively low 
stability, manifested in the precariousness of its system, low rates of 
awareness, intensity, generalization and mobility of the educational 
process. “There is no perseverance either in the desire to preserve, hold 
out, or in the desire to achieve, find. The child lives in an atmosphere of 
internal well-being and lazy, conservative habits, condescension to 
modern trends, among attractive simplicity” (Korchak, 1980).

According to the data obtained on a multidisciplinary career-type 
gymnasium, we have found that the features of this environment are 
characterized by a high level of intensity and awareness due to a deeper 
study of individual subjects and the focus of all activities on achieving the 
set goals. This environment shows high agency, which indicates the ability 
to produce socially significant results with a beneficial impact on society.

Specialized Olympiad and Scientific Center ‘Sun’ is distinguished by 
a creative environment with cultural content based on ethno-cultural 
samples and norms with bright national color, mobility and emotional 
richness of the educational process. Teachers have the ability to creatively 
approach the organization of the educational process, namely, to use new 
methodological developments, to conduct lessons in the context of 
certain events taking place in the environment; they vary the lesson plan 
depending on the specific situation, get acquainted with the work of 
psychologists and, accordingly, restructure the nature of their pedagogical 
communication with their students, etc.

While solving the second empirical problem, we subjected the 
obtained empirical data to a one-way analysis of variance (see Tables 2, 

3). Data processing methods were carried out using the IBM SPSS 
Statistics 23 for Windows statistical package: descriptive statistics and 
the analysis of variance (univariate one-way ANOVA). The Scheffe a 
posteriori method of paired comparisons (Scheffe test) made it 
possible to carry out pairwise multiple comparisons of mean values 
while obtaining a statistically significant result.

Table 1 illustrates the data on the severity of the creative potential 
of the schoolchildren (see Table  1), who received higher scores 
according to the “Originality index” (the ability to express themselves 
in unusual activities and situations), and the “Uniqueness index” (the 
ability to make unconventional judgments and perform unusual 
actions) from the creative educational environment.

As can be  seen in Table  2, there are statistically confirmed 
differences in the manifestation of such qualities as verbal intelligence, 
self-confidence, a tendency for self-affirmation, propensity to take risks, 
social courage, sensitivity, excitability, anxiety and nervous tension in 
younger schoolchildren from different educational environments.

We have established that younger schoolchildren from creative and 
career environments have the highest rates of verbal intelligence. They 
master new knowledge and develop abstract thinking faster. 
Schoolchildren from the creative environment are characterized by risk-
taking and high social courage to a greater degree. These children are 
distinguished by dynamism and agency; when faced with non-standard 
situations, they do not get lost and quickly find a different way to solve the 
problems that have arisen. Moreover, we recorded low levels of anxiety 
and nervous tension, which ensures emotional stability in educational and 
cognitive activities. Career-type schoolchildren have a tendency to self-
affirmation, a desire for leadership and dominance with excessive 
motivation, practicality and realism in resolving problem situations. They 
are characterized by low sensitivity, increased excitability and nervous 
tension with the need for practical relaxation in the process of activity. The 
characteristic features of younger schoolchildren from a dogmatic 
environment are: being better prepared to successfully meet school 

FIGURE 2

Severity of the essential characteristics of educational environments based on vector modeling (V. Yasvin).
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requirements, however demonstrating low social courage. These 
schoolchildren more often use standard approaches to solving problems, 
producing elementary forms of thinking, which is accompanied by 
variability in mood and a change in mental states. The younger 
schoolchildren from a serene environment are largely exposed to the 
influences of the external environment, they are distinguished by the 
absence of strong motives and intentions in achieving goals, low rates of 
risky behavior combined with a need for support from others.

3. Conclusion

The paper analyzes various types of educational environments in 
terms of culturally-appropriate components. Based on the results of 
the dispersion analysis, the study revealed younger schoolchildren’s 
creative potential in the context of educational environment variability, 
and the relationships between the parameters of the educational 
environment and the personal characteristics of children.

Thus, in a creative educational environment, to a greater extent 
than in other environments, the subjects of the educational system 
provide and actively support the individual development of the child 
and the disclosure of its creative potential. The priority of the creative 
educational environment is not only to develop the child’s agency and 
creativity, but also to boost its own need for creativity and self-
development as the creation of the self and the formation of the 
ability to independently set goals and realize its own ideas. The 
discovered empirical regularity is not a heuristic one in science, it is 
an independent trend in pedagogical practices. Pedagogical 
intervention is aimed not so much at meeting the requirements of the 
teacher, but rather at satisfying the need for creativity by involving 
schoolchildren in mental, intellectual and communicative activities.

Our study statistically confirmed significant differences between 
educational environments in terms of younger schoolchildren’s creative 
potential. Thus, in a creative educational environment, younger 
schoolchildren demonstrate higher subjective activity with the possibility 
of unique achievements in educational and cognitive sphere, the desire 

TABLE 3 Mean values and standard deviations for indicators of younger schoolchildren’s creative potential in terms of variability of educational 
environments (univariate one-way ANOVA).

Indicators of personal 
characteristics (Children 
Personality Questionnaire 
– CPQ)

Types of educational environments based on vector modeling (V. Yasvin)

Serene Dogmatic Career Creative

Sociability 4.80 (0.83) 5.00 (2.03) 3.77 (1.62) 5.17 (2.59)

Verbal intelligence 5.40* (2.30) 3.69* (1.88) 7.49* (1.48) 7.41* (1.65)

Self-confidence 4.60* (1.67) 7.46* (1.66) 4.56* (1.69) 5.17* (2.05)

Excitability 3.40* (1.14) 6.38* (1.75) 7.84* (1.37) 5.51* (2.13)

Tendency for self-affirmation 5.20* (2.48) 6.07* (1.25) 7.73* (1.28) 4.75* (2.06)

Propensity to take risks 4.80* (1,09) 5.07 (1.03) 6.00* (1.88) 7.15* (1.75)

Responsibility 6.00 (0.70) 5.00 (2.00) 4.60 (1.79) 5.58 (2.22)

Social courage 4.80 (2,38) 4.00* (1.77) 4.62 (2.36) 7.75* (1.55)

Sensitivity 8.00* (1,22) 5.07* (1,89) 3.56* (1.9) 5.72* (2.51)

Anxiety 4.20* (1,09) 7.61* (1.44) 7.05* (1.94) 3.68* (1.81)

Self-control 4.80 (1,48) 4.46 (1.80) 3,54 (2.01) 5.06 (2.08)

Nervous tension 4.00* (0.83) 7.00* (1.44) 7.00* (1.74) 4.00* (1.25)

The main effects of the “types of educational environments” factor: sociability F (2, 69) = 1.68, p ≥ 0.05; verbal intelligence F (2, 69) = 21.36, p ≤ 0.01; self-confidence F (2, 69) = 9.13, p ≤ 0.01; 
excitability F (2, 69) = 19.78, p ≤ 0.01; tendency for self-assertion F (2, 69) = 23.04, p ≤ 0.01; propensity to take risks F (2, 69) = 5.68, p ≤ 0.01; responsibility F (2, 69) = 2.09, p ≥ 0.05; social 
courage F (2, 69) = 16.84, p ≤ 0.01; sensitivity F (2, 69) = 11.85, p ≤ 0.01; anxiety F (2, 69) = 26.49, p ≤ 0.01; self-control F (2, 69) = 2.35, p ≥ 0.05; nervous tension F (2, 69) = 33.16, p ≤ 0.01 
(significant differences are given in bold). An asterisk (*) marks the groups that differ significantly from each other in terms of the Scheffe correction results.

TABLE 2 Mean values and standard deviations for indicators of younger schoolchildren’s creative potential in terms of variability of educational 
environments (univariate one-way ANOVA).

Creative potential 
indicators

Types of educational environments based on vector modeling (V. Yasvin)

serene dogmatic career creative

Originality index (The Remote 

Associates Test (RAT)

0.73 (0.85) 0.76 (0.87) 0.65*(0.81) 0.82*(0.91)

Uniqueness index (RAT) 0.58 (0.30) 0.58*(0.14) 0.51*(0.19) 0.74*(0.08)

Creativity (The Johnson Creativity 

Inventory)

24.00 (2.35) 23.00 (6.10) 26.00 (3.52) 25.00 (5.62)

Communicative control (Schneider) 5.77 (1.09) 5.20 (1.42) 6.47 (1.29) 5.65 (1.98)

The main effects of the “types of educational environments” factor: originality index F (2, 69) = 12.03, p ≤ 0.01; uniqueness index F (2, 69) = 12.15, p ≤ 0.01; creativity F (2, 69) = 2.07, p ≥ 0.05; 
Communicative control F (2, 69) = 2.60, p ≥ 0.05 (significant differences are given in bold). An asterisk (*) marks the groups that significantly differ from each other in terms of the Scheffe 
correction results.
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for unusual actions and unconventional judgments due to verbal 
intelligence. In a career educational environment, learners are more prone 
to self-affirmation, the desire for leadership and dominance. In a 
dogmatic educational environment, schoolchildren most often use 
standard approaches to solving assigned problems, generating 
elementary forms of thinking. In a serene educational environment, 
schoolchildren do not have strong motivations and intentions to achieve 
goals, risk-taking behavior is not typical, and they demonstrate a high 
need for support from the outside world.

Thus, pedagogical conditions, as components of the educational 
system, reflect the totality of the educational environment possibilities 
expressed in the capabilities of the educational process subjects. Vygotsky’s 
ideas not only complement modern ideas about the relationship between 
learning and the psyche development, but also reveal the problems of the 
experimental evidence base in other modern approaches. This, in 
particular, concerns the clarification of the mechanisms in the relationship 
between learning and mental development in the context of controlled 
initiation from the outside of the self-organization processes of the 
cognitive system elements in the subject of education in accordance with 
the system self-development potential (Pogozhina, 2016).

The limitations of the study apply to the choice of: (1) the subject 
of the study, in particular, the creative potential was studied in 
connection with the parameters of the educational environment in 
different types of primary schools; the effects of external and internal 
factors in determining the creative potential were not considered; (2) 
strategies for building groups (arranging a sample) involving 160 
junior schoolchildren; it is necessary to increase the sample to prevent 
internal threats to the validity of the study.

Research prospects concern the clarification of the mechanisms 
of the relationship between learning and the mental development of 
schoolchildren of different ages in the context of controlled initiation 
from the outside of the processes of self-organization of elements of 
creativity in accordance with the potential for self-development of a 
complex self-organizing system of higher mental functions (Vygotsky, 
1999, 2005).

Practical value. The results of the study can be used by specialists 
in the design and evaluation of educational environments; by school 
psychologists, working with younger schoolchildren in the course of 
implementation of differentiated, individual approaches in the 
education system.
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