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Abstract

Context and relevance. The concept of learning task is the most important in the theory of learning activ-
ity. At the same time, most of the research on the processes of setting and solving learning tasks focuses on
the learner’s side. The majority of research on the processes of setting and solving learning tasks is focused
on the pupil’s side, despite the conceptual ideas about the total action in the mediating situation. Objec-
tive. To consider the situation of setting and solving a learning task from the perspective of the teacher or-
ganizing the situation. Hypothesis. The teacher’s reference systems in the process of setting a learning task
are complex and contradictory, and they cannot be fully defined during the preparation for the lesson before
trying it out in real interaction. The condition for the emergence of cumulative action in solving a learning
task is a special authorial position of the teacher. Methods and materials. Five teachers (women from 28
to 54 years old, experience in the D.B. Elkonin—V.V. Davydov system from 2 to 16 years) took part in the
case study. They included observation and analyses of video recordings of 7 cases of one learning task (the
task of discovering isolines, Year 3, course «World around us»). In addition, a questionnaire was adminis-
tered to teachers at the refresher training courses (10 teachers who had experience in setting this learning
task and 10 who had no such experience) in order to assess teachers’ understanding of the technology of
setting the task after reading the methodological manual. Results. The methodological manual is sufficient
for teachers to create a full-fledged lesson project, it is read and understood equally by teachers with and
without experience in setting this learning task (Fi-Fisher and V-Kramer criteria). Teachers’ difficulties in
setting the learning task are related to the contradictory and dynamic nature of the orientations. The ef-
fectiveness of teacher-pupil interaction at key moments of setting and solving a learning task is determined
not only by the teacher’s sensitivity to children’s actions, but also by the teacher’s focus on the relationship
of children’s actions to the general method being reconstructed. Conclusions. The situation of successful
formulation and solution of a learning task can be considered as a situation of cumulative action, and at the
teacher’s side — as a productive authorial action. The teacher’s sensitivity to the current children’s actions
in their relation to the reconstructed method and the teacher’s special authorial position are the conditions
for the coherence of the pupils’ and teacher’s positions. The teacher’s own supports in the situation of set-
ting and solving a learning task are built as a result of testing and comprehension of the guidelines given in
the methodological manual and transformed at the stage of designing a staged lesson.
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YuuTeb B CHTyal[id IOCTAHOBKHU y4eOHOIl 3a/1aun

E.B. Yyaunosa D<

DemepanbHblil HAYYHBIN HEHTP MCUXOJOTHUECKIX U MEKIUCITUILINHAPHBIX UCCAEJ0BAHUI
(ITcuxonornueckuit uncturyT umenu JI.B. llykunoit), Mocksa, Poccuiickas @exneparius

P4 chudinova_e@mail.ru

Pesztome

Kownrekcr u akryanbHoOCTh. [loHATHE yueOHON 3a1autt SIBJISIETCS BAKHEHIIUM B TeOPUU yueOHON fesiTeb-
Hoctu. [Ipr aToM GOJIbIIIAS YaCTh HCCJIEA0BAHIIA TTPOIECCOB MOCTAHOBKH M PElIeHus y9eOHbIX 3aj1a4 c¢ho-
KyCHPOBAHA Ha TIOJIIOCE YUEHNKA, HECMOTPsI Ha KOHIIENTYa bHbIE U/IEW O COBOKYITHOM JeHCTBUU B CUTYya-
1w onocpezictBoBanst. Iless. PaceMoTpeTh cUTYyaIiio II0OCTAHOBKY ¥ peliieHus y4eOHOiT 33/1a4u ¢ 1oJIoca
YUUTEJIs], OPraHn3yIoNIero aTy curyaiuio. I'nnoreapl. CricteMbl OPHEHTHPOB YUUTEJST B CUTYAIIH 1TOCTA-
HOBKH y4eOHOU 3a/[a4 CJIOKHBI, TPOTUBOPEUUBBI 1 HE MOTYT OBITh MOJHOCTBIO OMPEEIEHBI B TIPOIEcce
MOJTOTOBKH K YPOKY /10 TIPOOBI B CUTYAIINH PEATHHOTO B3AUMOIEHCTBHUS. Y CJIOBHEM BO3HUKHOBEHUSI COBO-
KYITHOTO IEWCTBYSI ITPH PElieHnN yueGHOI 3a/[a4n SIBIISIETCsT 0c00ast ABTOPCKAsT O3NS yarTeJst. MeTozbl
u mMarepuaisl. B uccienoBanuu «case study» npussiin yuactie 5 yunreseil (GkeHuunbl ot 28 10 54 Jer,
onpiT pabotsl B cucreme [1.B. dabkonnna—B.B. /lasbimoBa — ot 2 110 16 jiet). [IpoBoannch BKIOYEHHOE
HaGJIo0/IeHNe 1 aHAJIN3 BUJIeo3aluceil 7 ciiy4yaeB NOCTAHOBKU OJIHOI yueGHOM 3aa4u (3a/1a4a Ha OTKPbITHE
usoauHUiL, 3-it Tog 00yuenus, kype «Okpyskatouuii Mup» ). Kpome Toro, 6b110 PpOBEIEHO aHKETHPOBaHIe
yuuTesel Ha Kypcax nepernoarotopku (10 yuureseii, MMeBLINX ONBIT HOCTAHOBKU 3TOM yueOHOM 3a1aun, u
10 yumnresieil, He UMEBIINX TAKOTO OIBITA) B IEJISIX OIIEHKHU ITOHUMAHUS YYUTENSIMU TeXHOJOTMH TTOCTAHOB-
KU 33/[a4M, CKJIA/(bIBAIOIIEr0CsT TIOC/Ie YTEHUsI MU METOJAMYECKOTO nocodust. Peadymabrarsl. Merouueckoe
110co0we JOCTATOYHO JIJIst CO3/IAHUST YUUTENEM [IOJHOIIEHHOTO IPOEKTA YPOKA, OHO IIPOYUTHIBAETCS 1 TOH-
MAeTcst OJINHAKOBO YUHUTEJISIMU, UMEIOIIUMU U HE UMEIOIIMMHE OIIBIT OCTAHOBKY JIAHHON yueOHON 3a1a4n
(xputepun Ou-Durepa 1 V Kpamepa). TpyaHocTn yauteseit mpy mocTaHOBKe yueOHOT 3a1aun CBSI3aHbI
C MPOTUBOPEYUBBIM U IMHAMUYHBIM XapaKTepoM OpUeHTUPOB. D(hDOEKTUBHOCTD B3aUMOAECHCTBUS yUNTE-
JIsl ¥ YYEHWKOB B KJIIOYEBbIE MOMEHTBI [IOCTAHOBKHU 1 PElIeHus yueGHOI 3214 OIPE/IENISIETCs] He TOJIBKO
YYBCTBUTEJNHHOCTBIO YUUTENSI K IETCKUM JIEHCTBISIM, HO U HATIPABJIEHHOCTHIO BHUMAHUS YIUTENST HA OT-
HOILIEHHUE JEeTCKUX JeUCTBUII K PEKOHCTPyrpyeMomy obiemy criocody. BeiBoasl. Curyarust yaaqHom 1mo-
CTAHOBKH U pelieHus yueGHOM 3aiautt MOXKeT ObITh PACCMOTPEHA KAK CUTYaI[Hsl COBOKYITHOTO JICHCTBUSI, a
HAa TI0JIIOCE YUNTEJIST — KaK IIPOLYKTUBHOE aBTOPCKOE JIeHCTBHE. Y CIOBUSIMU CBI3HOCTH MO3UIUI YIEHUKOB
W YUUTEJIS SIBJISIOTCS] KaK YyBCTBUTEIBHOCTD YIUTES K TEKYIIUM JIETCKUM JCHCTBUSM B UX OTHOIIEHUU K
PEKOHCTPYUPYEMOMY CIIOCO0Y, Tak 1 0cobast aBTopcKast noauiiust yuuresis. CoOGCTBEHHbIE OIIOPbI yUUTEIs
B CUTYaIMU MOCTAHOBKY ¥ PelileHust yueOHOU 3aj1auil CTPOSITCS B pe3yJibTaTe OpoOOBaHSI U OCMBICJICHUS
OPHMEHTUPOB, IAHHBIX B METOAUYECKOM [TOCOOMHU 1 IIPe0OPA30BAHHbIX HA TAlle IIPOEKTUPOBAHUS TOCTAHO-
BOYHOTO yPOKA.

Knrouegvte coga: yaebnasi 3aj1aua, yauresib, COBOKYITHOE [IEHCTBIE, aBTOPCKOE MTPOAYKTHBHOE JeiiCTBHE

Baaropapuoctu. ABTOp Giarofaput 3a MoMolib B cOope faHHbIX Aist uccieposanns E.A. Auromkuny, A.P. Berakosy,
JI.B. Usanosy, C.B. ®ponosy, .A. IIIumkuHy, a 32 IOMOIIb B CTATUCTUYECKOI 00PabOTKe TaHHBIX AHKETUPOBAHUSA —
JI.B. TpyOuirpity.

JlonoanutenbHbie Aanubie. Habopsl TaHHBIX TOCTYIHBI 110 aapecy: https://ruspsydata.mgppu.ru/mydspace?configura
tion=workspace
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Introduction

The concept of a learning task (hereafter re-
ferred to as LT) is one of the key notions in the
theory of educational activity by D.B. Elkonin and
V.V. Davydov (Elkonin, D., 1989; Davydov, 1996,
1999; Engestrom, 2025; Gennen, 2023; Chaiklin,
2019). An LT is a whole system of assignments. Un-
like concrete-practical tasks, which focus on achiev-
ing a specific result, an LT stimulates the student
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to search for general principles and methods appli-
cable to a broad class of problems (Rubtsov, Elko-
nin, Zuckerman, Ulanovskaya, 2024). Its resolution
results in changes within the acting subject (Elko-
nin, D., 1989), that is, the emergence of a functional
field of actions performed using this new method
(Nezhnov, 2007). The distinctions between LTs
and particular tasks, as well as the stages of their
formulation and solution, are most comprehensive-
ly presented in the works of V.V. Davydov (Davy-
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dov, 1996) and further developed by V.V. Repkin
(Repkin, Repkina, 2018).

Solving an LT typically spans multiple lessons and
defines the holistic act of educational activity. It is
understood as a transition and overcoming of the form
of solving a concrete-practical task — that is, as an Act
of the Development of Action (Elkonin, B., 2020).

An LT is a ‘trigger mechanism that encourages a
person to invent and devise new methods of action,
thereby restructuring their understanding. In this
sense, learning tasks must constantly be present in
developmental education” (Gorbov, Zaslavsky, Mo-
rozova, 2015, p. 19). Various methodological ver-
sions of LT formulation are presented in educational
courses at different levels (Engestr m, 2025; Gor-
bov, Zaslavsky, Morozova, 2015; Perevozhchikova,
Vasiliev, 2015; etc.).

From the earliest attempts to implement the theo-
ry of educational activity in practice, it has been noted
that transmitting the technology of LT formulation
is a crucial aspect of preparing teachers transitioning
to an activity-based strategy in education (Davydov,
1999; Guruzhapov, 2006; Perevozhchikova, Vasiliev,
2015; ‘Trainer-Technologist — A New Pedagogical
Position’, 2025).

It has been repeatedly discussed that teachers find
it difficult to master the new instructional technol-
ogy. As V.A. Guruzhapov wrote: ‘Teachers often lack
a clear understanding of the learning task itself, as
well as its place in the learning activity. There is no
developed culture of formulating learning tasks’ (Gu-
ruzhapov, 2005, p. 83).

The problem of transferring this technology re-
mains relevant today, despite the emergence of
various active teacher training methods (Vasiliev,
Vakhromeeva, 2024; ‘Trainer-Technologist — A New
Pedagogical Position’, 2025; Vorontsov & Lvovskiy,
2022; Waerm & Broman, 2024). The teacher’s activi-
ty in the LT formulation setting remains largely unex-
plored, as researchers’ attention has long been focused
on students’ development.

The key to exploring this issue is found in the
works of D.B. Elkonin (Elkonin, D., 1989), B.D. El-
konin (Elkonin, 2020), and G.A. Zuckerman (Zuck-
erman, Venger, 2010), who insisted that ‘...the for-
mation of a learning action must be understood as A
SINGLE joint! action of the teacher and the student
(or a group of students), and not as two “separate”
actions of student and teacher (“pedagogical action”
and “student action”)’ (Elkonin, 2020, p. 30).

In joint action, orienting toward another’s ac-
tions simultaneously guides one’s own actions
(Elkonin, 1989), even though in fully joint activ-

ity, only the adult truly acts, by picking up on the
child’s signals. Only that form of guidance in which
the adult interprets the child’s signals as their ini-
tiative can be considered joint action (Zuckerman,
Venger, 2010).

In participatory observation, it is important to
understand what engages the teacher in unfolding
the LA? — ‘...what intrigues him, not just what is re-
quired of him,” writes B.D. Elkonin (Elkonin, 2020,
p. 32).

He also highlights that understanding joint ac-
tion presupposes identifying the conditions for co-
herence between students’ and teachers’ positions,
and describing the situations in which they be-
come co-subjects of a shared action. The first such
condition is the teacher’s position that welcomes
the emergence of student initiative and allows it
to strengthen and grow (Obukhova, Zuckerman,
Shibanova, 2022).

The goal of this work is to refocus the perspec-
tive of researchers of learning activity from the stu-
dent to the teacher in order to seek answers to the
following questions: What professional challenges
shape the teacher’s work in the situation of formu-
lating a learning task? What is the orienting basis
(Galperin, 2023) of their actions? What drives the
teacher to choose one path or another in an under-
defined situation?

What difficulties and risks influence the success of
the class’s joint movement? A comparative analysis
of video recordings of two successful LT formulation
lessons taught by the same teacher in different class-
rooms was conducted by G.A. Zuckerman (Zucker-
man, 2007). She showed how a master teacher, with
different instructional designs, built equally effective
learning cooperation.

The task of this study is to examine not always suc-
cessful or partially successful cases of organizing such
interaction to find answers to the questions posed
above.

The hypothesis is that in the situation of learn-
ing task (LT) formulation, the complex and contra-
dictory nature of the orientations guiding teacher
action is revealed to the greatest extent. The com-
plete system of orientations presented in instruc-
tional manuals requires trial and further develop-
ment under the concrete and shifting conditions of
the lesson. In this process of trial, the teacher’s own
supports for initiating joint action are formed. An
additional hypothesis is that a necessary condition
for maintaining the connectedness of student and
teacher positions in a situation of joint action is the
teacher’s distinctive authorial stance as the creator

! Different authors use the terms joint activity or joint action to denote, essentially, the same phenomenon; an analysis of the terminological

distinctions is beyond the scope of this paper.
2 LA — learning activity.
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of the ideal® — namely, a method of action that ex-
ists, for the time being, in symbolic-cultural forms
and is reconstituted by the teacher in the “minds”
of the students.

Materials and Methods

Participants and Research Procedures

The study involved participatory observation fol-
lowed by video analysis of seven lessons devoted to the
formulation of the same learning task (LT) in third-
grade classrooms. These lessons were conducted by five
female teachers (aged 28 to 54), each with 2 to 16 years
of experience within the Elkonin—Davydov educational
system. Three of the teachers were implementing this
lesson for the first time; the other two had conducted
it on two or more prior occasions. Two of the teachers
were recorded teaching in two different classes. The
main research method was a case study, within which an
in-depth comparison was made of the teachers’ actions
in organizing the formulation and initial solution of the
LT. The analysis focused on how closely these actions
followed the instructional design proposed in the teach-
ing manual, what unexpected situations caused hesita-
tion or unplanned teacher responses, and what teachers
relied on when addressing their remarks and questions
to students, among other aspects. This kind of analysis
demanded that researchers understand “...the real situ-
ation as fully and concretely as possible, including its
smallest individual features” (Lewin, 2005, p. 79).

The video analysis was supplemented by the re-
sults of a survey administered to 20 female teachers
aged 23 to 65 who were attending professional devel-
opment courses. Among them, 10 had prior classroom
experience formulating the LT on discovering contour
lines, and 10 did not. The teachers read a section of
the instructional manual describing the formulation
of the LT, then individually drafted a plan for their
future actions, after which they answered a series of
questions about how this task would be presented in
class. The survey aimed to assess the manual’s poten-
tial for fostering a preliminary understanding of LT
formulation and to identify any differences in how the
manual’s content was interpreted by teachers with
and without prior experience implementing the LT.

Research Material
The learning task used as the basis for this study
involved the discovery of a method for recording in-

formation on a map using contour lines — lines rep-
resenting equal values of elevation, temperature, hu-
midity, etc. — in the “The World Around Us” course
for third grade, taught using the Elkonin — Davydov
system (Chudinova, Bukvareva, 2025). This is a gen-
eral method applicable to a broad class of problems
that require either identifying or marking various
conditions on a map, such as atmospheric pressure,
temperature, and so on, or selecting an optimal route
that avoids elevation changes.

This LT was particularly well-suited to the research
objectives because it clearly separates two stages:

1. Problem framing, which leads students to pose
the task themselves — namely, the search for a meth-
od; and

2. Work on solving the task, which includes ex-
ploring and discussing the proposed solutions to iden-
tify the most effective one.

The LT emerges in the context of solving a con-
crete-practical problem: determining the shortest
route between two points on a map where mountain
elevations are not depicted. Students suggest options:
traveling directly, going around the mountain depicted
on the map, or a compromise between the two. The ef-
fectiveness of each option can be assessed by measur-
ing the corresponding path lengths on a 3D model. The
impossibility of determining the shortest route from a
2D image leads students to pose a task for discovering
a general method for representing elevation on a map.

Students’ proposals are then discussed, analyzed,
and transformed, eventually becoming fixed in a mod-
el using symbolic representation (contour lines on the
map). This constructed model is subsequently tested
on other tasks, such as:

« identifying habitats of animals and plants that
live under different conditions of humidity and tem-
perature,

« planning ship routes in bodies of water of vary-
ing depth, and so on.

Results

A survey of teachers following their independent
work with the instructional manual showed that, over-
all, the manual adequately describes the lesson for set-
ting and initiating the solution of a learning task (LT).
After familiarizing themselves with the material, teach-
ers understood the content of the task and were able to
schematically envision their version of the upcoming

3 The ideal here is used in the sense developed by E.V. Ilyenkov (Ilyenkov, 2006):

"The material is indeed 'transplanted’ into the human head—and not merely into the brain as a bodily organ of the individual—first, only in the
case that it is expressed in immediately and universally significant forms of language (language here understood broadly, including the language of
drawings, diagrams, models, etc.); second, if it is transformed into an active form of human activity with a real object (and not merely into a 'term’
or 'utterance' as the material body of language). In other words, an object becomes idealized only where the capacity has been created to actively
reconstruct this object (emphasis mine — E.Ch.), relying on the language of words and diagrams—where the capacity has been created to turn

'word into deed," and through deed, into thing" (Ilyenkov, 2006, p. 21).
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lesson. According to Fisher’s phi and Cramér’s V cri-
teria, no significant differences were found in the ques-
tionnaire responses between the groups of inexperi-
enced and experienced teachers (there was not a single
question for which a was less than or equal to 0.05)*
Nonetheless, when reflecting on specific aspects of the
future lesson, teachers attributed different meanings to
particular actions. Teachers with classroom experience
of implementing this task made their choices more re-
flectively. In contrast, inexperienced teachers tended to
choose based on subjective preference (“like / dislike”).
Teachers who had experience setting an LT reasoned as
follows: “Option 3 is better because the teacher responds
to children’s answers without judgment and poses ques-
tions that guide the direction of their thinking. It’s hori-
zontal communication,” or “In the third option, I would
try to involve the rest of the students somehow. As it
stands, it’s just a dialogue with the teacher. Instead of
the teacher’s final line, something like ‘and what then?’
would be better.”

Video analysis showed that the formulation and
initial solution of the LT on discovering contour lines’
were carried out in different classes over the course of
one or two lessons. The effectiveness® of the task for-
mulation varied. At the stage of the practical task —
whose solution was supposed to reveal a contradic-
tion and the need to denote elevation on a map — the
effectiveness of the teacher’s actions directly depend-
ed on how the task was phrased. If the teacher, when
articulating the task, did not explicitly state (verbally
or on the map) that there was a mountain between
points A and B (three cases), students generated a
multitude of unproductive versions, and the discus-
sion became prolonged. If the task formulation essen-

tially matched the one proposed in the instructional
manual, three solution options emerged (see Fig. 1).

The next stage, according to the manual, involved
identifying the contradiction between the visible path
length on the map and the actual distance. The diversity
of students’ proposed solutions stemmed from the lack of
information about the mountain’s height and shape.

Student A: It’s very long here (draws a straight line).

Student B: Yes, it’'s REALLY long here, the moun-
tain could be THIS tall. But here, it would be this tall
(gestures). And climbing here would be really easy.
So, like this, right?

A: Yeah, that’s okay (draws a line around the edge
of the mountain).

Not all children experienced doubt, so the next in-
structional task was to create a clash of perspectives
by comparing the results of the group work. Most
teachers asked the students themselves to carry out
this comparison, though in one class the teacher sum-
marized the outcomes independently.

According to the logic of the manual, selecting
the correct solution required presenting the students
with a three-dimensional model of the mountain. At
this point, in 3 out of 7 cases, the teacher lost student
attention by allowing continued verbal discussion
without showing the model. Moreover, in 6 out of 7
cases, students voiced the idea: “Only a fool climbs
a mountain,” or “It’s easier to go around...” — which
necessitated returning to the original task. More ex-
perienced teachers responded quickly: “What task are
we solving — finding the easier or the shorter route?”
Less experienced teachers allowed students to be-
come entangled in debate, which failed to produce a
clear contrast between the length and “ease” of a path.

Fig. 1. Options for solving by four groups a concrete practical problem

4 The data were processed using IBM SPSS Statistics.

5 The actual discovery and consolidation of the method in symbolic form.

6 Since the study did not assess students’ achievements in mastering the method of reading, representing, and using contour lines on map
diagrams to solve problems, effectiveness here can only be discussed in terms of indirect indicators—such as the class’s level of engagement in the
inquiry, the teacher’s satisfaction with the lesson, students’ emotional responses, and the time spent.
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Fig. 2. Pupils propose their own ways of comparing the lengths of the paths over the mountain and around
(using their palms or using the thickness of their fingers as a yardstick, a ruler, and finally a string that the teacher
takes out after the idea has emerged)

Path-length comparisons were also conducted in
different ways. Sometimes students instantly came up
with an effective method.

Teacher: So, which route is actually correct? Let’s
take a look. (pulls out the model)

Students: What’s that? It’s a mountain! (noise).
It’s huge... That was a top-down view... We didn’t
know it was that tall. That was a plan view.

T: Yes, maybe it was an optical illusion... How can we
know if the mountain is tall enough that we need to...

S: Go around it.

T: And to do that, what do we need to do?

S: Measure it with a string’ or something else...

In other classes®, students needed between 2 and
12 minutes to find a solution (see Fig. 2). When this
stage dragged on, teachers made different choices:
some allowed students to continue proposing and
testing ideas until a solution was found (4 out of 7),
while others offered a hint — a measuring ribbon (2
out of 7).

Comparing the path lengths allowed students to
choose the correct option. Those who had chosen the
“incorrect” route justified themselves by saying, “But
we didn’t know the height of the mountain!” At that
moment, experienced teachers returned students’ work
and suggested they think of how to indicate elevation
on the map diagrams (in three lessons). Other teach-
ers missed the moment when students had essentially
formulated the problem themselves and prolonged the
discussion — perhaps waiting for the exact wording of
the goal they expected to hear. As a result, students’
attention would drift. Group-based exploration of a

method quickly reoriented students back to the task.

One of the most difficult stages for teachers was the
discussion of solution options proposed by the groups,
during which a general method was to be identified
(see Fig. 3). The organization of this discussion de-
pended on the number, diversity, and quality of the
students’ proposed solutions. It was more challenging
for those who had not established a clear sequence for
reviewing solutions during group work and instead
followed a formal rule — starting with the group that
was ready to respond first. In such cases, it became im-
possible to follow a substantive logic that built upon
earlier ideas and enabled their transformation.

A comparison of teacher questionnaire responses
with the actual implementation of this step turned
out to be revealing. One of the survey questions asked
teachers to determine the order in which proposed so-
lutions would be discussed and to justify their choice.
Beginner teachers showed more variability in their se-
quencing choices (four out of six possible sequences)
but provided more formal or no justifications at all.
In contrast, experienced teachers made more content-
based decisions: “from mountain drawing, to color,
to lines,” or “first what doesn’t map well, then what
doesn’t convey the mountain’s shape, and then what’s
closer to the truth,” and so on.

The challenges of this stage were also due to the
fact that not all student ideas could be anticipated,
and teachers had to find ways to analyze these ideas
spontaneously during the lesson®.

In one of the lessons, students did not come up
with the idea of marking elevations on the map di-

7 The student is referring to comparing lengths by measuring with a piece of string. This method was introduced in mathematics at the begin-

ning of the first year of study.

8 Except for one case, where the teacher chose their own path from the very beginning of the lesson, and this stage was omitted.
9 Instructional manuals, when describing the process of solving a learning task, include possible variants of student responses, but it is not

possible to anticipate all of them.
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Fig. 3. Some ways of marking the height of a mountain on a map, suggested by students in one of the classes

agram using numbers — a decision that could have
served as a starting point for the final stage of dis-
covery. One class settled on using color to indicate
elevation — something they had previously seen on
physical maps but had not understood at the time.
In such cases, teachers adjusted their strategy and
shifted the discussion toward analyzing a ready-
made contour map, so that students could grasp the
meaning of contour lines and learn to use them for
problem solving.

In one case, the teacher’s lesson design significant-
ly deviated from that proposed in the instructional
manual'’. Aiming to ensure maximum student inde-
pendence, the teacher intended that in the second
stage, the children themselves would place identical
numbers on the map, which could then be connect-
ed with a line. However, framing the task in such a
way that students would immediately record a series
of identical numbers — rather than a single number
representing an assumed mountain height at a single
point — was only possible through direct control of
the students’ hands'!, due to their lack of a method for
measuring elevation at different points.

Teacher: The elevation around this perimeter is
10 meters. Please enter the data on your sheet — five
or six data points.

Since the idea of placing multiple numbers on the
map had not emerged from the students themselves,
they were unable to develop it further. The students
lost the sense of the teacher’s remarks and shifted to
guessing his intentions.

Teacher: There’s too much data. Can we somehow
reduce it, but still understand what the mountain’s el-
evation is in each area? Your suggestions. How can we
combine this data?

Student: We should add it up... Multiply it... Mea-
sure it...

Teacher: Why? We need to represent it. How can
we combine these elevations?..

In some discussions — those which could be quali-
fied as successful based on their outcome — partici-
pants demonstrated close attention to shared actions
and full mutual understanding. They responded to
each other’s remarks almost instantly. Remarks be-
came shorter, more interlinked. The pace accelerated.

Student 1: Maybe it’s not a tall mountain?!

Student 2: Or maybe it is tall!

Student 3: It’s impossible to know!

Teacher: Why?

Student 4: We don’t know what kind of mountain
it is! It’s just something drawn... (gestures a circle).

Teacher: So what are we missing on this map to
know for sure?

Students: The height of the mountain!

In such moments, the teacher could respond not
only to students’ words but even to the facial expres-
sions of silent students.

Teacher: Right! What do the numbers on this map
represent?

Student: The elevations of the peaks.

Teacher: The elevations of the peaks. Okay. But
something’s bothering Sonya. What is it, Sonya?

Sonya: There are too many.

Student: Too many of the same!

By involving a silent student in the discussion,
the teacher provoked the development and support
of that student’s thought by others and made that
child’s actions meaningful for themselves.

At such moments, the teacher’s attention was en-
tirely focused on the students’ actions. One could ob-

10 Despite the failure of this particular design, an authorial stance on the part of the teacher in designing the logic of task-formulation lessons

remains possible.

V. A. Lvovsky (2024) writes about the widespread use today of "direct pedagogical actions.”
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serve that the teacher would temporarily, or partially,
lose awareness of their own behavior — for example,
starting to fiddle with their collar — while remaining
acutely sensitive to what was happening with the stu-
dents.

During such moments of the lesson, when address-
ing the class, teachers often used inclusive pronouns
like “we” and “us”: “We’ve understood that this is im-
portant, right?”, “Can we consider this method effec-
tive?”, “That’s not an argument. How are we going to
flatten the mountain?” and so on. At other points in
the lesson (such as at the beginning or end, or in situa-
tions that could not be qualified as successful collabo-
ration), the language shifted more frequently to “I,”
“you,” or “we with you.”

If, when responding to students’ utterances, the
teacher already knew their next move and was not
prepared to diverge from it, then the meaning of the
students’ preceding remarks did not become clear
to them. For example, in the case below, the teacher
elicited a range of ideas about why a character might
choose to take a detour, but then directed the class
toward a single, pre-planned option.

Teacher: Swamp. Snakes. Lake. And everything else
you've mentioned. What else could be an obstacle?

Student: Mountains.

Teacher: Mountains. And now — attention! Any-
thing could be there. At the very least, mark the
mountains on the map.

The analysis of recordings showed that not all
teachers were able to let go of additional, previously
set goals during the lesson involving the formulation
of a learning task — for instance, correcting students’
utterances for grammatical accuracy or requiring
them to use a particular verbal formulation.

Since two teachers conducted the lesson twice
in different classrooms, changes made to the lesson
plan after the first implementation were record-
ed. These changes involved rewording the initial
task, altering the sequence for reviewing solution
options, increasing their openness to student sug-
gestions, and giving students more opportunities
to carry out their own trials. After the first lesson,
teachers actively sought feedback, attempted to
evaluate their own actions, and looked for corre-
spondences between those actions and the students’
substantive activity.

Discussion of results

The data obtained confirm the main and additional
hypotheses of the study.

The complex and contradictory nature of the ori-
enting systems that guide teacher action manifests
most clearly in the situation of formulating a learn-
ing task. Just like a driver who must simultaneously
operate the vehicle’s systems and navigate the road,
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the teacher, when organizing the formulation and so-
lution of a learning task, must hold together two sys-
tems of orientation. One is the unfolding of the task’s
subject-matter logic over time; the other is the intel-
lectual-emotional landscape of the class. Neither of
these systems can be fully predetermined in advance.
Even though the teacher knows the final outcome of
the search (a general method) and the approximate
paths toward it, the solutions proposed by students
demand immediate comprehension and the elabora-
tion of a possible logic for their transformation. This
confirms the observations of G.A. Zuckerman (Zuck-
erman, 2007).

The intellectual-emotional landscape of the class,
much like the “military landscape” described by K.
Lewin (Lewin, 2001), is in constant flux, and the
teacher continuously assesses the current moment
with varying degrees of success. The key orienting
factors that influence the teacher’s choices include
not only the students’ engagement in the search or,
conversely, their loss of interest in the task, but also
the extent to which the whole class participates in
the inquiry, the time spent on discussion stages, and
so forth.

The orienting systems described above can come
into conflict in the teacher’s mind. For example,
when the search for a method to measure the direct
and roundabout paths drags on, teachers often feel a
strong urge to stop it — after all, this has already been
“covered” in math lessons, yet for some reason, the
students don’t recall it now. However, the students
are clearly engaged in the process. “Should I continue
the discussion or stop it and give the children a hint?
This isn’t the main point right now, and we won’t have
enough time for the core task,” one teacher reflected
after conducting the lesson.

Thus, teacher actions in the context of learn-
ing task (LT) formulation are inherently experi-
mental. It is fundamentally impossible to structure
them solely on the basis of a third-type orienting
basis (Galperin, 2022). The issue is not that “every-
thing looked perfect on paper, but someone forgot
the ravines...” (L. Tolstoy), nor is it that the mate-
rial and its mode of introduction fail to meet the
“requirements of the method for solving learning
tasks” (Davydov, 1999, p. 4). The instructional
method is described with sufficient clarity to allow
the teacher to build a lesson plan. Already at the
planning stage, the teacher takes into account the
students’ characteristics and abilities, the configu-
ration of the classroom, the materials and tools used
for formulating the task, prior “commitments,” and
so forth. Yet, during implementation, these orien-
tations shift again: students’ specific suggestions
define the trajectory of the unfolding interaction,
and the materials reveal previously unrecognized
properties. In this experimental process, the teach-
er develops their own scaffolds for initiating joint
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action, as evidenced by the “revisions” made to the
lesson plan during repeated implementations!?.

Approaching the LT situation as joint action be-
tween teacher and students allows us to see the mutu-
al orientation sustained by a shared object — an object
that is in the process of formation or “revival”: a cul-
tural method of action reappearing in students’ activ-
ity as an ideal. The goal and meaning, which originally
resided solely in the teacher’s intention, begin to be
shared by students through the process of formulating
and solving the learning task. What arises is a situ-
ational non-fusion-yet-non-separation of the subjects
of learning activity. A notable symptom of this on the
teacher’s side is the frequent use of the pronoun “we”
when addressing the class'®.

Other signs of connectedness include the students’
engagement in the discussion, an increase in its intensity,
and mutual understanding, expressed through the way
utterances build on one another. The condition for main-
taining this connectedness is the teacher’s sensitivity
to student actions — an observation supported by G.A.
Zuckerman (Zuckerman, 2007). But it should be added
that what matters is sensitivity to student actions specif-
ically in relation to the method being uncovered (or re-
constructed). Just as a person’s perception during draw-
ing or writing is concentrated at the tip of the pencil, so
too is the teacher’s attention and perception, in success-
ful moments of such lessons, focused on the point where
students are transforming the conditions of the task.

Joint action does not arise if the teacher already
knows their next response and is unwilling to devi-
ate from it. In that case, student utterances lose their
meaning, and the joint situation collapses.

On the teacher’s side, joint action can be under-
stood as Authorial Productive Action (Elkonin, 2019).
The teacher is not the author of the cultural model —
the method of action. Nor is the teacher typically the
author of the instructional method for learning task
formulation. Nonetheless, we can speak of a distinctive
authorial stance: the teacher as the re-creator of the
ideal — the method of action historically fixed in sym-
bolic-cultural forms and reanimated in students’ think-
ing through the process of solving the learning task.

The construction of the lesson plan and the initial
implementation of the LT lesson represent the first
movement in this productive action. It involves a “turn
in experience,” a transformation of the known cultural
method and the instructional technique proposed in
the manual into a concrete lesson design for a specific
class. At this stage, “implicit constraints on action” (El-
konin, 2019) become explicit and are either overcome
or not; potential conflicts in the teacher’s orienting sys-
tems are either resolved or remain unresolved.

A learning task (LT) lesson can become a trap for

an experienced teacher accustomed to implementing
their own designs. In trying to act as the author of
the task formulation logic — while departing from the
thoroughly tested sequence provided in the manual —
the teacher risks entering a situation from which it is
difficult to find a way out without resorting to “push-
ing through” their own intent, thereby suppressing
student initiative.

The teacher’s authorship and artistry lie in re-
taining students’ utterances in working memory and
constructing from them a storyline for unfolding the
situation, one that aligns with the method being re-
constructed. The risk involved, the need to engage all
one’s cognitive resources (quick thinking, compre-
hension, memory span, attention distribution), the
challenge of achieving a result, and the fusion with the
class that occurs in joint action — all of this captivates
the teacher and draws them into the unfolding of the
activity. For the teacher, formulating a learning task
is a test of professional fitness.

Success in LT formulation, on the teacher’s side,
consists not only in the successful engagement of stu-
dents in inquiry, but also in constructing meaning
and internal scaffolds within their own exploratory
action. When the teacher becomes aware of the ex-
perimental nature of their actions, it generates fur-
ther questions about the plan and its implementation,
prompts corrections, and makes it easier to forgive
the almost inevitable flaws that arise in solving such
a complex task. This is why the presence of another
adult (through participatory observation) enhances
the teacher’s awareness and the overall effectiveness
of the LT lesson — something noted by other research-
ers as well (Vasiliev, Vakhromeeva, 2024).

Productive action is impossible without validation
by its recipient (Elkonin B., 2019). The affirmation of
the teacher’s action that initiates a situation of sym-
bolic mediation is its incorporation into the field of
student activity. To borrow the words of B.D. Elkonin,
the potential of the teacher’s intent becomes the energy
of revival — that is, the reconstruction and appropria-
tion of the general method by the students. This is why
signs of students discovering and internalizing the gen-
eral method of action are so vital for the teacher.

Conclusion

In the design and implementation of an LT lesson,
the teacher’s systems of orientation are complex and
often contradictory, requiring real-time adaptation
during the lesson itself. Through such experimenta-
tion, the teacher builds their own supports for initi-
ating joint action. The conditions for maintaining

12 Each subsequent task-formulation lesson is always a “repetition without repetition.”
13 Although this was noted in the observation, a definitive conclusion requires analysis of a larger number of cases.
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connectedness between the teacher’s and students’
positions include both the teacher’s sensitivity to the
students’ current actions in relation to the method
being uncovered (or reconstructed), and the teacher’s
distinctive authorial stance — as the creator of an ide-
al method of action, historically encoded in cultural
symbolic forms and revived in students’ minds.

What motivates the teacher in the meaningful
formulation of a learning task is the inherent risk —
and simultaneously, the potential productivity — of
authorial action. The hypothesis that only deliberate
experimentation leads to developmental progress —
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