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ABSTRACT 

The article discusses the problem of productive education at a university, identifying its general didactic struc-

ture. In the context of the development of human capital in the knowledge economy, an overview of the most 

significant areas of transformation of higher education is given. The urgency of the idea of productive education 

as a promising educational format, implying two lines of productivity, has been substantiated. The first line is 

associated with obtaining an external observable product of educational activity (for example, a solution to a 

case or a created project). The second line of productivity is internal personal increments that arise in the process 

of carrying out this activity. The fundamental position of the authors regarding the systematic approach when 

considering productive education. On the basis of theoretical analysis, the authors identified a general didactic 

structure of productive education, independent of the level of higher education. This is a system that includes 

goal-setting based on the principles of practice-oriented education and quasi-professionalism; content in the form 

of systemic generalized knowledge; problem, project or case study technologies; reliance on the existing stock of 

specific knowledge; evaluation of the external product (as an alienated result) and the internal product (personal 

increments), interdependent among themselves. Particular attention is paid to the harmonization of the content 

and procedural aspects of productive education in the article. The article provides examples of courses / modules 

implemented in the logic of productive education in bachelor, master, and postgraduate studies. The analysis of 

the didactics of the courses allowed the authors to assert about their general structure, independent of subject 

specificity. The feedback results obtained by various qualitative methods demonstrate the productivity of these 

courses for students, which is expressed in the experience gained and the independent acquisition of new 

knowledge, in the practical testing of knowledge and in the quasi-professional context of learning, subjective 

involvement in educational activities and awareness of external and internal results. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In the era of post-industrialism, the most im-

portant driver of the economy is human capital, 

which includes “knowledge, skills and attitudes that 

allow a person to create income and other useful 

effects” both for the individual himself, his employ-

er, and society as a whole [1]. The connection be-

tween human capital and education is obvious [2, 3]. 

Education strategically acts as an investment rather 

than a costly sphere. Investment in education is in-

vestment in the future. Today, it can be assumed that 

future changes will be associated with the penetra-

tion of artificial intelligence into all spheres of socie-

ty. This new reality will place different demands on 

people employed in the knowledge economy. 

The intellectualization of the economy cannot 

but affect the higher education that the cadres pre-

pare for the economy. There is an active debate on 

how to train students to work alongside highly intel-
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ligent machines. There is a general trend associated 

with the personification of education, with the pri-

ority development of flexible skills, creativity, uni-

versal skills and positive social attitudes, self-

organization, etc. [4-7]. This process is associated 

with digitalization [8]. The relationship between 

various personal qualities (for example, benevo-

lence, conscientiousness, extroversion, etc.) and 

creativity are investigated [9] in order to understand 

how to harmonize the learning process. In the con-

text of education, the conclusion is made about the 

need to strengthen the accent in the phrase “human 

capital” on the first word – human [7, 10]. Of partic-

ular importance in the creation and development of 

human capital is knowledge management, which 

contributes to the transformation of human resources 

into capital [11]. 

One of the promising ideas in the modern world 

is productive education. The relevance of the idea is 

largely due to the ideology of the consumer society, 

which focuses on specific perceived results in any 

field of activity. In modern pedagogy, the terms 

“productive technologies”, “productive thinking”, 

“productive tasks”, “productive educational activi-

ty”, etc. are actively used. 

The history of the formation of the theory and 

practice of productive education began at the end of 

the 19th century and is associated with the names of 

foreign and Russian educational researchers. A new 

round of interest in productive education (more often 

the term “productive learning” was used) began in 

the 1970s [12, 13]. 

The essence of productive education comes from 

the concept of “product”, i.e. the result of effective 

education is usually a product.  

We agree with A.V. Khutorskoy, that it makes 

sense to talk about two types of products of educa-

tional activity – results that condition each other – 

external and internal [14]. External products are 

some observable results, evidence through which the 

course and acts of activity can be observed. Internal 

products are difficult to observe, as a rule, delayed 

results in the form of personal gains. But it is for 

them that educational activities are carried out. The 

idea of student involvement in activities, “learning 

through activities” – is the principled position of 

productive learning. 

The development of the practice of productive 

education at the university has determined the need 

for scientific comprehension of this phenomenon 

from the standpoint of didactic knowledge at differ-

ent levels of higher education. 

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Purpose of the article: substantiation of the gen-

eral didactic basis of productive education based on 

generalization of the experience of its implementa-

tion at the university (on the example of training 

courses for bachelor's, master's, postgraduate stud-

ies). 

The research tasks are presented in the form of 

research questions: 

1) What is the general didactic basis of produc-

tive education? 

2) What practical examples of courses can be at-

tributed to productive education? 

3) How are the training courses of productive 

education perceived by the trainees? 

Research methodological apparatus: systemic, 

activity-based, and constructivist approaches, com-

parative didactic analysis, qualitative methods of 

obtaining feedback in teaching. 

3. RESULTS 

When building a general didactic basis for pro-

ductive learning, we will rely on the characteristics 

of activity (subjectivity, activity, purposefulness, 

objectivity and awareness). 

From the standpoint of the activity approach, the 

subject's active position of the student is a necessary 

condition for productive education. Problem-based, 

project-based training, case technologies [15], and 

leadership practices [16] meet these requirements. 

Productive education is distinguished by practical 

orientation and quasi-professionalism, which are 

realized at the stage of goal-setting [17]. 

In this context, the question of educational con-

tent is natural. Unfortunately, the analysis of the 

practice of project-based education allows us to con-

clude that the most important principle of productive 

education, concerning the content of education, is 

being violated.  

This principle proceeds from objectivity as a 

characteristic of cognitive activity – activity is al-

ways objective, and mental action is meaningful. “... 

the mind develops only in real knowledge, that it 

cannot be broken, like some steel spring, and that the 

mind itself is nothing but well-organized 

knowledge,” noted in his time K.D. Ushinsky [18].  

Cognitive activity unfolds on a certain educa-

tional content, the development of which is one of 
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the obligatory results of this activity. The specificity 

of productive learning is that the content is offered 

in the form of systemic generalized knowledge. Sys-

temic knowledge performs connecting, organizing 

and orienting functions, explaining the phenomena 

of reality at a high level of generalization. Their 

formation is associated with their transfer to new 

situations and conditions, for solving theoretical and 

practical problems. Systemic knowledge, by its na-

ture, acts as a means of communication between the 

individual and the surrounding world. Their assimi-

lation contributes to the formation and formation of 

the personality itself. However, the implementation 

of the functions of systemic generalized knowledge 

will be possible if they become an element of the 

“personal situation”, i.e. meaningful specifically for 

each student. The organization of the process of their 

formation is associated with the solution of the is-

sues of selection of the necessary material in the 

course with the isolation of basic concepts, leading 

ideas; identifying the features of the construction of 

the selected material; organization of teacher and 

student activities. For their assimilation, students' 

activity with adequate content is necessary, the re-

sult of which will be the mastery of systemic gener-

alized knowledge as a result and as a means of cog-

nition of the surrounding world. The teacher creates 

conditions that allow the student to identify, general-

ize the connections and dependencies characteristic 

of the given content, to systematize them. Such con-

ditions are created when organizing students' actions 

aimed at actively transforming the object of study. 

The study shows that the effectiveness of the im-

plementation of these actions presupposes the organ-

ization of independent cognitive activity of students 

at all stages of cognition. At the stage of studying 

new material, the key moment will be the develop-

ment of knowledge previously studied and appropri-

ated in combination with new educational material 

(constructivist approach). 

The specificity of the assessment process in pro-

ductive learning is that both results / products are 

important – the cognitive activity itself and the pro-

ject itself as its result. The combination of effective 

and procedural approaches makes it possible to im-

plement the modern trend in assessment – diagnos-

tics of the dynamics of educational achievements 

[19]. Thus, the assessment of educational activity 

itself as a process of growing internal results allows 

one to diagnose the acquisition of an internal result 

by a student as the main product of training. 

Thus, the general didactic structure of training 

courses in the context of productive education does 

not depend on the level of education and includes: 

 goal-setting based on the principles of practi-

cal orientation and quasi-professionalism; 

 the content of the training course based on 

the extraction of systemic generalized 

knowledge and leading ideas; 

 problem, project, case study technologies; 

 reliance on the available minimum necessary 

baggage of specific knowledge; 

 evaluation of the external and internal prod-

uct, interdependent among themselves. 

When assessing the effectiveness of productive 

education at the level of mastering systemic general-

ized knowledge and determining the indicators of 

their assimilation, one should take into account the 

following factors. First, we should remember about 

the ability to express the student's own attitude when 

solving problems of objectively reflected reality, and 

second, the student's ability to use the acquired sys-

temic knowledge as a means of establishing the rela-

tionship between the past and the present, 

knowledge of today and forecasting the future. 

Here are examples of the organization of produc-

tive education in different courses/modules for dif-

ferent levels of higher education. 

We will demonstrate the structuring of the con-

tent of the working program using the example of 

the course “Theoretical Foundations of Pedagogy”, 

section “General Pedagogy and Theory of Educa-

tion” (1st year of study). Topic 1: Pedagogy in the 

System of Humanitarian Knowledge. The leading 

idea of the topic: Pedagogy occupies a special place 

in the system of humanitarian knowledge and aims 

at the study of the processes of education, training 

and personality development. Key concepts: Peda-

gogy, education, training, development, upbringing, 

methods of pedagogical research, the system of ped-

agogical sciences. Technologies and forms of organ-

ization: Workshop, mini-lecture, reading text with 

markup, group work, discussion, brainstorming. 

Reflection: cinquain. Assignment for the student's 

independent work: to draw up a memory map on the 

topic, create a diagram that reflects the relationship 

of pedagogy with other sciences and reveals the sys-

tem of pedagogical sciences. 

The module for bachelors “Socio-pedagogical 

Diagnostics” (2nd year of study) includes three edu-

cational elements, united by the logic of preparing 

the future social teacher for the study of personality, 

family and society by methods and diagnostic tech-

niques through their quasi-professional application. 

For example, when analyzing a questionnaire as a 
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diagnostic method, students develop a questionnaire 

for students and parents on a given topic. The logical 

conclusion of the study of the module is the analysis 

by students of pedagogical situations in accordance 

with their vision and the choice of methods and 

techniques for carrying out diagnostics of the child, 

family and the surrounding society. In the course of 

training, students create their own methodological 

and diagnostic portfolio. 

The study of the module for bachelors “Technol-

ogies for the Work of a Social Teacher with Various 

Categories of Families” (3rd year of study) results in 

the development of a program of social and peda-

gogical work with an incomplete or substitute fami-

ly. The content of the module is structured in such a 

way that in the process of studying topics, students' 

knowledge is increased in the areas of activity of a 

social teacher, forms and methods of his work with 

the family, the existing programs of social peda-

gogues are analyzed. 

The mastery of the modules’ content ends with 

student feedback structured according to the “Square 

of Impressions” technique (What did you like? What 

remained unclear? What do you suggest to include 

in the course? What knowledge and skills will you 

apply in the future?).The following answers are the 

most common: “Theoretical material was constantly 

translated into practical actions” (Natasha K., 2nd 

year); “It was interesting to study this or that meth-

od, and then try to implement it in practice” (Ale-

na S., 2nd year); “For the first time I developed the 

program myself, and not just told the teacher what I 

knew about the subject” (Natasha E., 3rd year); “I 

believe that the knowledge and skills gained will be 

useful already during the practice period” (Vadim S., 

3rd year). 

Graduate students majoring in “Management of 

Education” carry out the project “Program for 

Studying the Effectiveness of one of the Strategic 

Directions in the Development of Education”. The 

educational process, as an object of research within 

the framework of this course, acquires a specific 

(product) presentation in the form of such a pro-

gram. Graduate students have the opportunity to 

choose the direction of upbringing that is closest to 

their interests, but at the same time they acquire 

generalized knowledge of how and with what diag-

nostic tools it is possible to study its effectiveness, 

how such a program is built in principle. In this case, 

the necessary basic knowledge is the knowledge of 

the educational process itself, obtained earlier. 

The external product of the course “Pedagogy 

and Psychology of Higher Education” for each post-

graduate student is a project of their own academic 

discipline, built on the basis of the new scientific 

knowledge acquired in the field of their scientific 

interests. Practical orientation in this case is associ-

ated with the sphere of scientific interest of each 

post-graduate student and the need of the university 

to develop new modern training courses. The post-

graduate student takes from this course a generalized 

knowledge of the features and algorithm of pedagog-

ical design. In this case, the project technology op-

timally corresponds to the goals of productive edu-

cation. This option is well suited for post-graduate 

students in the 2nd and 3rd years of study, when they 

are already deeply immersed in their research. In the 

1st year of post-graduate school, as our experience 

shows, it is perceived more difficult, but it acts as an 

additional incentive for the graduate student to deep-

en his scientific topic. Postgraduate students from 

different areas of training are involved in the discus-

sion of new training courses, as a result of which 

everyone builds a generalized systemic idea of ped-

agogical design. The teacher also finds himself on 

the field of subject knowledge that is new to him, the 

result of the design is largely unpredictable. The 

teacher and post-graduate students study together, 

which is one of the hallmarks of productive learning 

[16]. 

Feedback (the “HIMS” technique) made it possi-

ble to identify the positive aspects of productive 

education: “I liked developing my own course, 

which helped to look at my dissertation from the 

outside and see a new application of the material”; 

“Experience in developing your own program”; 

“The most important for me were questions related 

to psychological development during training, since 

the answers can be applied both to myself and to the 

audience of the lectures; about adjusting your teach-

ing (to build the order correctly, think about which 

way of obtaining information is the most productive, 

etc.) and about adjusting your lectures (take into 

account the age of the audience and the psychology 

of this age, psychological and information securi-

ty)”. The main problem for the post-graduate stu-

dents was the lack of time allocated for the study of 

the course. 

4. DISCUSSION 

The research carried out made it possible to pose 

new debatable issues on the didactics of productive 

education. 

Scientists offer a wide range of methodological 

approaches to productive education [12]. However, 

this list does not include the systems approach, 
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which, we believe, should lead it. Any pedagogical 

phenomenon (occupation, project, educational pro-

cess, etc.) is systemic. Harmonization of the content 

and procedural aspects of education in the process of 

achieving the goal and forming the products of edu-

cational activity is a didactic axiom. 

The implementation of the principle of practice-

oriented productive education led to the question: is 

a real connection with practice obligatory? We be-

lieve that quasi-professionalism is enough, it is not 

necessary to always choose real topics of projects 

based on the requests of real organizations in differ-

ent fields of activity, although this direction is now 

being actively promoted. There are undoubtedly 

advantages in this, in particular, an increase in the 

student's interest in the real result of the project, the 

potential opportunity to interest organizations in the 

use of the project (i.e., the commercialization of 

knowledge). But we also see a disadvantage in this. 

After all, the main activity of a student is cognitive 

activity, and the internal result is much more im-

portant than the external alienated product of this 

activity. Otherwise, we observe a shift in markers in 

activity - it already looks more like a business than a 

learning process. At the same time, one must not 

forget that “activity and consciousness”, according 

to S.L. Rubinstein, “form an organic whole” [20]. 

The issue of approaches to the formation of edu-

cational content is also disputable. We have applied 

an approach based on the isolation of generalized 

system knowledge. We believe that other approaches 

can be used, for example, based on concepts or “big 

ideas”. Revealing the specifics of different ap-

proaches to the formation of educational content in 

productive learning requires further research. 

Discussion is unfolding in relation to methods 

and technologies in productive education. To assess 

the effectiveness of productive education, we used 

qualitative methods. Of course, in the light of the 

growing interest in evidence-based pedagogy, quan-

titative methods are also advisable. 

Thus, the field of discussion in the didactics of 

productive education is quite wide. 

5. CONCLUSION 

In the knowledge economy, its effectiveness is 

determined, first of all, by the quality of human capi-

tal, which is primarily created in the system of high-

er education. One of the possible ways to increase 

the adequacy of education to the requirements of the 

modern VUCA-world, the authors see in the idea of 

productive education. 

Analysis of the theory and practice of productive 

education at the university made it possible to high-

light its general didactic structure. It is advisable to 

implement the goal-setting stage on the principles of 

practical orientation and quasi-professionalism, fo-

cus on solving applied problems. At the same time, 

the educational content is formed at the level of 

leading ideas and systemic generalized knowledge 

that ensure the fundamental nature of education. 

Activity learning technologies (problem, project, 

case technology and others) guarantee the subject 

position of the student, his involvement in educa-

tional activities. The productivity of education is 

expressed in the results of two types: visible, exter-

nal – alienated from students the results of their edu-

cational activities (projects, solving cases, reports, 

etc.) and internal, implicit, personal increments and 

transformations. 

Analysis of different courses in bachelor, master 

and postgraduate programs showed that the revealed 

didactic construct of productive education is clearly 

defined in their construction, organization and im-

plementation. Qualitative methods made it possible 

to assess the productivity of the courses for students 

(external and internal results). 

A more detailed identification of the didactic 

specificity of productive education at different edu-

cational levels seems promising. 
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