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The paper presents the results of an empirical study on study overload in adolescent
students. The theoretical and methodological grounding of the study is given. The objective
relevance of the problem of study overload for the modern system of general education is
shown. The nature and manifestations of study overload in the educational process were
studied through cause-effect relations. Psychodiagnostic data was subjected to mathematical
and statistical processing (correlation analysis, multiple regression analysis), classified,
summarized, and interpreted. The results obtained in the empirical study allowed us to
understand the prognosis and risks of study overload formation on psychological well-being
in adolescence. The conclusion is given that study overload is caused not at the expense of
the students’ main study load but as a result of attending additional types of educational
classes. The results obtained concluded that one in five adolescent students have a significant,
often maximum, pronounced excess of study load. Moreover, one in four students experience
the presence of moderate study overload. To prevent study overload, we state that one should
focus not only on the normative regulation of certain types of educational activities but also
on the students’ subjective state. Recommendations of possible directions of preventive work
with students on psychological prevention of study overload are outlined.
Keywords: students’ health, optimum study load, study overload, psycho-hygiene of
educational activity, psychological prevention of study overload.

Due to the changing requirements for educational results, it is important to form new learning
strategies. To this end, creating an integrated psychological and pedagogical support system for
secondary school students and preventing disorders in their psychological well-being becomes
particularly relevant. For many decades, in Russian education in particular, the problem of study
overload, its impact on the health of schoolchildren, and the possibility of psychological
prevention have been actively discussed. In today’s modern society, success largely depends on
the ability to work productively with various media on the ability to systematize, constantly
assimilate, and transform new learning content [1, 2]. Study overload arises in learning when
there is an active forming of life attitudes and values. This becomes a highly significant risk
factor for developmental disorders and reduces the personal need and focus on continuous
mastery of knowledge [3].
Middle school, ontogenetically and chronologically coinciding with adolescence (11–15
years), becomes an essential stage in the students’ personalities formation and development.
Many known Russian and foreign researchers of adolescence (L.I. Bozhovich, B.D. Elkonin,
D.I. Feldstein, V.S. Mukhina, I.V. Dubrovina, M. Klee, G. Kreig, D. Bokum) often noted that at
this stage of mental development, the formation of worldview and personal self-esteem, life
* Original Russian language version of the article: Arshinskaya E.L., Korytova G.S., Korytova A.I. Psikhologicheskiye prediktory i factory riska
uchebnykh peregruzok u obuchayushchikhsay osnovnoy obshcheobrazovatel’noy shkoly [Psychological predictors and risk factors of educational
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principles, attitudes towards various activities, including their health are being developed in
students [4–10]. In the works of I.A. Baeva, M.A. Volkova, L.V. Tarabakina, V.R. Kuchma, and
other Russian authors, it is stated that, currently, the number of students who devalue the
importance of health is increasing. Often they prefer a lifestyle that is destructive to their
psychological well-being and physical health [11–16]. All this considered, creating a
comprehensive system of psychological and pedagogical support for the development of
secondary general school students and the prevention of disorders in their psychological wellbeing becomes objectively relevant. In particular, for many decades, the problem of study
overload, its impact on the students’ health and the possibilities of psychological prevention have
been actively discussed in Russian education. New studies are regularly undertaken in this
direction (M.M. Bezrukikh, M.I. Korsunskaya, S.M. Grombach, I.N. Zakharova, F.V. Ippolitov,
G.A. Karakashadze, L.S. Namazova-Baranova, J.Z. Torybaeva, etc.) However, while exciting and
scientifically productive, these works are often fragmented in relation to each other and focus on
different aspects because of the multidimensionality and versatility of the phenomenon studied,
as well as the existing contradictions [17–22]. Data from the reports made by the Scientific Center
for Children’s Health under the Russian Academy of Medical Sciences indicate that the negative
impact of study overload on the development of modern schoolchildren increases from elementary
school to high school. It suggests that work on study overload prevention should be strengthened
and intensified at each subsequent stage of education and based on the students’ age characteristics
[23].
Currently, the hygienic (“quantitative”) approach to study overload prevails in most general
education institutions in Russia. The approach is presented in the state bylaws “Sanitary and
Epidemiological Requirements for the Conditions of Education Organization in General
Education Institutions” (Sanitary Rules and Regulations), which regulates various types of study
load. In Russia, Sanitary Rules and Regulations were first put into effect in 1996 by the Resolution
of the Chief State Sanitary Doctor of the Russian Federation. Today, many general education
institutions believe that the schedule, drawn up under the Sanitary Rules and Regulations,
guarantees the absence of students’ study overload. However, some researchers are critical about
such study load norms. They believe that the study load quantified by these Regulations in hours
and minutes is designed for the average student and does not consider the psycho-physiological
characteristics of different groups of students. In particular, some representatives of educational
psychology believe that a large number of factors determine the study load. In the ranking of
influences on the students’ study overload, the number of teaching hours is only ranked third or
fourth [24, 25].
To address the presence of study overload in students, one should first review the content of
this concept. In the “Explanatory Dictionary of the Russian Language” edited by D.N. Ushakov,
the word “overload” is defined as a state of something too heavily loaded, as a state of a person
excessively burdened with work [26]. The study of the synonymic line of the concept allows us to
say that overload is the presence of something excessive, exceeding the norm, overwhelming.
Based on these definitions, we can say that certain external factors psychologically determine the
phenomenon of overload. A person gets an internal feeling of overwork, burden, inability to
perform the task. Many specialists (teachers, psychologists, doctors, physiologists, hygienists),
representing various scientific disciplines, define study overload according to their corresponding
fields. Meanwhile, in the case of study overload, almost all researchers agree that there is no
recovery of physical resources during rest. It also leads to negative emotional experiences and
harms students’ cognitive, personal, and communicative development. Excessive stress and rapid
fatigue are noted, which can turn into chronic fatigue syndrome with prolonged impact.
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A consequence of study overload can be a sharp and prolonged decrease in mental and physical
performance, decreased memory abilities and attention, and psychoneurotic disorders (sleep
disorders, obsessive fears, tearfulness, moodiness, increased irritability). Other consequences
include laziness, bad moods, loss of interest in learning, and reduced motivation for other socially
valuable activities that require intellectual and physical activity. There is a noticeable decrease in
academic performance and a slowing down in intellectual development, which leads to school
maladaptation and violation of interpersonal communication. As a result, it contributes
to disharmonious personality development. Hence, the general position of most researchers is that
a high learning load can be considered optimal only if it contributes to the child’s mental
development. If such load helps form the intellectual sphere, it creates conditions for emotional
well-being and fully developed personality, i.e., it does not reach the level of study overload
[27].
Study overload can be both objective (regulated by Sanitary Rules and Regulations) and
subjective in nature. The subjective nature of study overload is understood as the perception of
the study load by the student as excessively high. This also includes negative consequences
caused by study – a constant feeling of physical fatigue, deterioration of psychological well-being
(decrease in mood, inner frustration, etc.), and lack of opportunity for students to devote time to
activities of interest or rest. Considering the above, one should start talking about study overload
among students if two indicators are present: objective (time-related) and subjective (students’
assessment of their study load as excessively high and the presence of its negative consequences).
Indeed, it is difficult to determine the optimal level of functioning for each person, especially for
the developing psyche of a child or teenager. Imagine a student who spends three to four hours a
day on homework and, in addition, attends additional classes with the teacher, subject electives,
and tutors. In this case, we can confidently say that such time expenditures are highly likely to
cause fatigue and harm this student’s health, intellectual and personal development.
It is important to note that among the studies carried out in this direction, there are practically
no practice-oriented studies that would present a system of psychoprophylactic support for
students focused on study overload prevention. Thus, the study overload problem, and the
development of practical methods to prevent and overcome it, cannot be considered completely
resolved for students in basic general education.
When studying the nature and manifestations of study overload in the educational process, it
is advisable to consider a number of factors. These include psychological predictors and risk
factors as well as psychological and pedagogical cause-and-effect relationships that lead to their
occurrence. We can distinguish psychological and pedagogical groups by regarding the theoretical
analysis data of Russian and foreign studies carried out in this direction. One of them is external –
determined by the features of the educational process, interaction with teachers, and parents. The
other includes internal – determined by students’ individual (type of nervous system, level of
performance) and psychological (cognitive and motivational spheres of personality, emotionalvolitional self-regulation) features. Hence, the factors causing study overload can be presented as
a generalized model shown in Figure 1.
The convergence of psycho-physiological indicators of a nervous system type, quantitative
and qualitative performance indicators, motivation for a learning activity, and the emotionalvolitional sphere is of greatest interest in the study of risk factors influencing study overload in
middle school students. As noted above, the influence of the aforementioned factors on the
occurrence of study overload has been considered in various specialists’ studies. As theoretical
analysis of the available publications shows, there is insufficient information about the influence of
these factors’ individual indicators on the study overload occurrence. The study of this phenomenon
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is of particular importance for the organization of psychoprophylactic work. It allows targeted
psychological influence on the specific causes of study overload in students [28, 29].
EXTERNAL FACTORS
Pedagogical
Ineffective organization
of the educational
process
Excessive requirements
of teachers and parents
for the child
Ineffective organization
of the educational
process
Excessive requirements
of teachers and parents
for the child

INTERNAL FACTORS

Psychological

Pedagogical

Violations of interaction
in the systems: “teacherchild,” “parent-child.”

Psychological

Incomplete abilities to
perform learning activities
Insufficient
understanding of
educational material
by students

Low level of
psychological and
pedagogical competence
of teachers and parents

Low learning ability
Low self-esteem
High-level anxiety
High academic motivation

STUDY OVERLOAD
Subjective evaluation of the study load as high

Exceeding the quantitative indicators of Sanitary Rules
and Regulations

Fig. 1. The system of factors influencing the study overload formation

Let us focus more closely on each of these indicators. The type of human nervous system is a
physiological basis on which mental properties are formed. Based on the individual-typical
features, it is possible to predict the effectiveness of the human activity, anticipate possible
difficulties, and create the necessary conditions to improve activity effectiveness. I.P. Pavlov and
his followers B.M. Teplov, V.D. Nebylitsyn viewed the nervous system strength as the most
important parameter of higher nervous activity, which reflects the ability of nerve cells to
withstand either very strong or long-acting (not necessarily very strong) excitement [30]. The
strength of the nervous system allows the determination of cortex cells’ working capacity limit,
underlies performance and endurance and sensitivity to stimulus action, as one of its main
properties, reflects the limit of working capacity and the analyzer’s sensitivity. So, for example,
students with a weak nervous system respond to a task faster but reach the maximum level of
activation earlier than students with a strong nervous system. This is a critical indicator because
the proper distribution of the educational material by level of complexity and volume will play an
essential role in preventing the occurrence of overload.
The next indicator is performance as a characteristic of the individual’s ability to perform a
particular type of activity. Considering the time and purpose of the activity itself, regarding the
task to be solved, we distinguish the maximum, optimal, and reduced working capacity. In
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research, we considered quantitative parameters: 1) information processing speed which
influences nervous system functional mobility 2) productivity, as the ability to carry out some
activities or process a certain quantity of information in unit time 3) endurance, as the ability to
work for a long time without signs of weariness. Qualitative indicators that indirectly characterize
the strength of the nervous system should also be considered: accuracy and reliability as the
ability to perform an activity error-free and maintain accuracy over a long period, as well as the
ability to maintain high performance in activites for a certain time, for example, accurate work.
During the schooling period, it is important to purposefully form students’ skills by using
knowledge of their individual characteristics in the organization and implementation of learning
to obtain better results in activities and prevent psychological disadvantage, including study
overload [31].
An important factor in the production of study overload is emotional background.
As M.A. Kholodnaya, E.G. Gelfman, L.N. Demidova point out, it has a two-way influence.
On the one hand, study overload generates a lack of confidence in students because of the
impossibility of doing what is planned. On the other hand, school anxiety and emotional
discomfort lead to lower efficiency and higher fatigue. As a result, there can be a subjective
assessment of high study load and an increase in time costs. Many researchers consider anxiety
an individual psychological feature because of a human tendency for frequent and intense anxiety
[27]. Traditionally in educational psychology, school anxiety is seen as a manifestation of
ill-being, which indicates school disaptation, caused by various unpleasant factors. It leads to the
development of disorders in psychological and personal growth and conditions of somatic
character. A.M. Prikhozhan’s research showed that school anxiety is a complex psychological
phenomenon that cannot be viewed only as a psychological property or as a property acquired
due to individual life experiences. According to the author, the emergence and consolidation of
anxiety occur according to the mechanism of a “closed psychological circle,” i.e., arising in the
process of an activity, anxiety partially reduces the latter’s effectiveness. The consequence
becomes either negative self-esteem or negative assessment by others, resulting in negative
emotional experience intensified in relation to the situation. The preconditions for school anxiety
can be situational and individual. Anxiety is not the same at different school stages, and in
adolescence, it can be fixed within the framework of personal anxiety. Therefore, it is important
to study the mutual influence of school anxiety factors and study overload, and determine
the direction of psychological intervention to prevent school anxiety influenced by high study
loads [32].
Another factor that can provoke study overload is learning activity motivation. When
considering the classifications of learning motives proposed by P.M. Yakobson, M.V. Matyuhina,
A.K. Markova, in which cognitive and social motives have different levels of representation, we
can see that the needs of students provoke different motives. Depending on this, students’ attitudes
towards the educational processes, such as perceiving, understanding, memorizing, and absorbing
the educational material, are formed. In addition, students develop a subjective assessment of the
study load, the amount and complexity of work performed the desire or unwillingness to devote
time to learning activities. Motives, characterized by students’ orientation to mastering new
knowledge and facts, primarily satisfy the basic need for understanding. In this case, a student’s
interests can go far beyond the curriculum, while insufficient development of cognitive abilities
and low working capacity may well provoke the study overload. Motives aimed at mastering ways
of learning activities, dictated by the desire to satisfy the need for self-confidence, competence,
and the desire to achieve mastery, under certain circumstances may also cause study overload.
Social motives, which emerge from students’ interaction with the surrounding reality, are the result
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of satisfying various needs. They are dictated by the personal meanings, requirements, and attitudes
of the social environment. Motives dictated by a sense of duty and responsibility are determined by
the need to conform to the social environment. Positional motives arise from a desire to get
approval, and/or recognition. Motives of social cooperation, when the student is focused on the
interaction with the social environment, satisfy their need for interaction. A number of studies
prove that motives dictated by the desire for secondary benefit (reward, avoidance of failure), to a
lesser extent, ensure success in learning activities. In this case, the content of learning activities
becomes a secondary concern. The quality of knowledge decreases. The student does not strive to
improve learning activities, develop cognitive abilities, or show exploratory activity. As a result,
the increasing complexity of the study load from year to year can become unbearable [33].
The influence of the indicated factors on the study overload has been a subject of consideration
in various specialists’ studies. However, as theoretical analysis of the available publications
shows, there is insufficient information about the individual indicators’ influence, for every factor,
on the study overload. The study of this phenomenon is of particular importance for the
organization of psychoprophylactic work, as it allows a targeted psychological influence on the
specific causes of students’ study overload.
The empirical research is supposed to find answers to the following questions: what types of
learning activities contribute most to the occurrence of study overload; how middle school
students with different levels of study load estimate their study load and distribute their free time;
whether there is a relationship between academic performance and study overload; what
individual psychological features are predisposed to the occurrence of study overload.
For this purpose, a psychological diagnostic was carried out, the results of which were
subjected to mathematical and statistical processing (multiple regression analysis, correlation
analysis) and interpretation. The empirical study involved a diagnostic complex, including the
following:
1) questionnaires developed by M.M. Bezrukikh: “General educational (school and
extracurricular) workload,” “The daily routine of a schoolchild”
2) author’s questionnaire “Subjective evaluation of the study load” (E.L. Arshinskaya)
3) the “Dotting test” method (E.P. Ilyin)
4) correction test “Landolt rings” (modified by V.N. Sysoev)
5) personal questionnaire “School Anxiety Questionnaire,” created by B. Phillips (adapted by
A.M. Prikhozhan)
6) questionnaire “Attitude to school subjects” (G.N. Kazantseva).
In our study, we also relied on the quantitative data of Sanitary Rules and Regulations on
study load (latest edition, September 1, 2011) as an officially accepted, objective and measurable
(in minutes and hours) indicator. Psychological and pedagogical analysis of students’ learning
achievements was carried out based on the grades put in class registers by teachers.
The sample of the empirical study was formed of secondary school students from several
general educational institutions of Irkutsk (“Education Center № 47,” “Secondary General
Education School № 24”). At all stages of the study, the total number of examinees was 527; all
of them were schoolchildren from sixth to eighth grade (216 boys, 311 girls). The full-scale
empirical study of students was long-term, conducted over eight years from 2010 to 2018, and
was implemented in several phases. In particular, the conducting of the ascertaining stage, aimed
at studying the volume of training workload, daily routine, and students’ well-being, and the study
of psychological interactions, presented below, were implemented in 2012–2014 (corresponding
to the period of subjects being taught, which made up the sample population of our study, from
the sixth to the eighth grade).
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The study overload among students was indicated with the help of questionnaires “General
Training (school and extracurricular) workload,” “Student’s daily regime,” according to which all
the subjects were conditionally divided into four conditional subgroups:
1) “super-overloaded” students, who were found to exceed all normative indicators of study
load significantly
2) “moderately overloaded” students, who had an insignificant excess of normative study
load indices
3) “non-overloaded” students, whose study load did not exceed permissible norms
4) “under-loaded” students whose study load was below the standards recommended by
Sanitary Rules and Regulations.
Before proceeding to the comparative characterization and comparison of the aforementioned
subgroups, it was noted that according to Sanitary Rules and Regulations, the maximum daily
study load for students in grades 6–8 ranges from 370 minutes (6 hours 10 minutes) to 390
minutes (6 hours 30 minutes), and weekly – from 37 hours 10 minutes to 39 hours, which was
close to the limit of the weekly workload of an adult (42 hours).
When analyzing the percentage distribution of examinees in the subgroups “superoverloaded” (1), “moderately overloaded” (2), “non-overloaded” (3), and “under-loaded” (4), it
was found that more than half of the surveyed students (56.6%) had study overload by objective
indicators. At the same time, every fifth student (20%) had a significant, often maximum excess
of study load, and every fourth student (36.6%) had a moderate study overload. Slightly less than
half of the students in grades 6–8 (45.4%) did not exceed the acceptable norms in terms of study
load. The exact number of respondents (20%) with overloaded students was represented by low
indicators of study load, which allowed them to form the subgroup of “underloaded students.”
The mathematical-statistical method of multiple regression analysis (MRA) was used to study
the relationship between study overload and the types of learning activities that caused it. The
selection of factors (variables) was carried out theoretically and empirically by conducting a
correlation analysis and assessing the relationship between the factors and the result. The primary
data for the multiple regression analysis were variables measured on a metric scale, each of which
had a significant relationship with the study overload index (p ≤ 0.01). No strict functional
relationship between them was observed. The “Lessons” variable was excluded from the analysis
even though, statistically, it significantly correlated with the dependent variable because it was
closely related to the variable “Electives” (p ≤ 0.01), which in the final model substantially
reduced the predictive value of the latter. Derived variables were also excluded from the analysis
(e.g., the “Homework” variable was split into two variables: “Basic Homework” and “Additional
Homework”). The interpretation of empirical data concerning the significance of one variable’s
linear relationship measure with the set of other variables R for each model was reliable. So it was
reasonable to interpret the obtained multiple regression models meaningfully. Our study obtained
a rather high coefficient of multiple determination (82%), representing the proportion of the
dependent variable R2. Consequently, the results of our study’s statistical prediction (hypothesis)
could be taken into account.
Based on the mathematical and statistical data obtained in our study, the multiple regression
equation for the indicator “Study overload” was as follows:
SO = –339.21 + 5.39AH + 4.81IS + 2.92BH + 2.71AC + 1.99EC,
Where: SO – study overload, AH – additional homework, IS – individual studies (tutors),
BH – basic homework, AC – additional classes at school, EC – elective courses.
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Numerical coefficients in this formula are indicators of the influence rate of independent
variables AH, IS, BH, AC, EC on the dependent variable SO. They were interpreted as the
contribution of the corresponding independent variable to the variability of the dependent
variable. In the regression equation presented, the terms (coefficients) were given in decreasing
order of their significance.
Thus, based on the obtained multiple regression equation (“formula of study overload”), we
could state that among the factors we studied, additional homework (5.39) and individual lessons
on subjects and tutoring (4.81) had the most significant influence on study overload. Basic
homework (2.92) and additional classes with subject teachers (2.71) were also major contributors
to study overload. “Elective courses” (1.99) was the indicator with the smallest influence on the
magnification of study overload.
Consequently, to normalize the indicators of study load, it is necessary to pay attention to the
activities that more likely cause study overload, namely – additional homework and individual
studies, in particular with tutors. Statistical averages of the study load distribution (group mean
values and standard deviations M ± σ) in the previously indicated subgroups of examinees
(“super-overloaded,” “moderately overloaded,” “non-overloaded,” “underloaded”) are presented
in Table 1, which shows that teenagers experiencing study overload are most actively involved in
all types of activities that form study overload.
Ta ble 1
The distribution indicators of schoolchildren’s study load
Study load indicators

Average group values and standard deviations (M ± σ), in points

School lessons

218 ± 15,7

Moderately
overloaded
218 ± 10,4

Electives

19 ± 19,4

15 ± 15,3

5 ± 6,2

2 ± 4,2

Additional lessons

16 ± 26,9

15 ± 20,7

5 ± 1,8

4 ± 5,4

Individual additional
lessons
Study load

18 ± 36,2

10 ± 18,0

6 ± 1,1

0±0

271 ± 53,0

255 ± 30,2

227 ± 13,9

215 ± 22,6

Study overload

39 ± 51,9

25 ± 27,0

11 ± 11,9

–15 ± 18,1

Basic homework

143 ± 40,4

123 ± 28,5

105 ± 24,0

66 ± 28,8

Additional homework

65 ± 48,5

54 ± 19,5

45 ± 30,6

9 ± 13,8

Total homework time

207 ± 54,1

176 ± 28,5

150 ± 26,3

75 ± 26,3

Homework overload

57 ± 54,1

26 ± 38,1

0 ± 26,34

–74 ± 26,3

Study load

478 ± 51,3

431 ± 37,8

377 ± 23,6

291 ± 20,18

Study overload

98 ± 47,6

48 ± 34,1

0 ± 23,8

–89 ± 21,0

Super-overloaded

Non-overloaded

Under-loaded

216 ± 14,8

209 ± 22,6

Thus, we can make a general conclusion that the study overload of middle school students is
caused not at the expense of the main study load but as a result of attending additional classes.
This data suggests that it is necessary to optimize the opportunities of acquiring material and
work during the main types of learning activities to prevent study overload.
When studying the data obtained with the help of the author’s questionnaire “Subjective
evaluation of study load,” it was established that the students of the first subgroup (“super— 83 —
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overloaded”) evaluate their study load as high (M = 2.9 ± 0.2), and they regard the consequences
of intensive study load for themselves as significant (M = 2.7 ± 0.3). “Moderately overloaded”
learners are divided into two subgroups: 1) students (50%) whose subjective assessments
indicated study overload by two factors (M = 2.8 ± 0.3, M = 2.5 ± 0.4) and 2) students (50%) who
rated their study load as adequate (M = 2.1 ± 0.4, M = 1.7 ± 0.3). Among the students with normal
quantitative indicators (“non-overloaded”), the subjective evaluation of the study load was within
the norm (M = 2.0 ± 0.4, M = 1.6 ± 0.4). 70% of students with low values of study load
(“underloaded”) had a low and sufficient level of intensity of study load, and its consequences
were evaluated as insignificant (M = 1.8 ± 0.6, M = 1.4 ± 0.8). It is worth noting that 30% of
“underloaded” students chose high rates of study load intensity by one or two factors.
The study of free time distribution in the empirically allocated four subgroups showed that
the consequences of study overload were reflected in the fact that “super-overloaded” and
“moderately overloaded” students more often than others did not get enough sleep and rarely
went out for outside activities. Positive correlations were found in these subgroups between study
load indicators and sleep deprivation: rxy = 0.43, p ≤ 0.05, rxy = 0.46, p ≤ 0.05 (in the “overloaded”
subgroup), rxy = 0.30, p ≤ 0.05 (in the “moderately overloaded” subgroup). In comparison with
the others, moderately overloaded students are characterized by paying more attention to sports,
hobbies, and housework. It is quite possible that these activities take extra time away from their
studies and, therefore, their study load indicators are lower. The study of correlations demonstrated
that attending individual classes and electives causes the “moderately overloaded” student group
to attend hobby groups less often rxy = 0.31 (p ≤ 0.05) and spend less time on gadgets and
computers rxy = 0.29 (p ≤ 0.05).
Schoolchildren whose study load meets the norms (“non-overloaded”), often do not get enough
sleep because they devote a lot of time to gadgets and computers. Compared to the subgroups of
overloaded students (“super-overloaded,” “moderately overloaded”), they pay less attention to
activities of interest (CAS activities) and housework. Consequently, we can assume that the
reduced rest time in this category of students (“non-overloaded”) is due to a passion for social
media and gadgets (Internet, computer games), and not for studying, as in the first two subgroups
(“super-overloaded,” “moderately overloaded”). The study of correlations between the indicators
of the study load and the distribution of free time in this category of students (according to Pearson)
also showed that they do not get enough sleep and participate in CAS activities less often because
of their homework (rxy = 0.33, p ≤ 0.05; rxy = –0.32, p ≤ 0.05, respectively). They reduce their
leisure time and walks because of extracurricular activities at school (rxy = –0.34, p ≤ 0.05).
Students with study load below the recommended norms (“underloaded”) spend more time
on recreation. They do not pay enough attention to CAS activities and read less (compared to
students in other subgroups). They do the necessary homework and spend a lot of time on
computers and gadgets. Thus, unlike students in the third subgroup (“non-overloaded”), their
preoccupation with social media and videogames do not occur at the expense of leisure time, but
at the expense of study time, or time for hobbies and reading, i.e., those activities that contribute
to all-round personal development. No correlations were found between the indicators of free
time distribution and the indicators of study load in this category of schoolchildren
(“underloaded”).
The analysis of the examinees’ progress allows us to state that in the first two subgroups
(“super-overloaded” and “moderately overloaded”), the students’ grades are higher than in the
other two subgroups mentioned above (“non-overloaded” and “under-loaded”). Significant
differences are found only between students with high and low study load indices (the first and
fourth, the second and fourth subgroups).
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A Spearman’s Rank-Order Correlation was conducted to identify statistically significant
correlations between the examinees’ performance and study load indicators. As it follows from
the obtained data, a high degree of statistical significance (at p ≤ 0.01) was revealed between
academic performance and additional classes at school (rs = 0.23), and academic performance
and time of homework (rs = 0.25). Also, a positive relationship of strong significance (at p ≤ 0.01)
was found between academic performance and weekly study load (rs = 0.21), and academic
performance and study overload (rs = 0.23). Significant positive relationships at the p ≤ 0.05 level
were found between academic performance and time spent on electives (rs = 0.17), individual
studies (rs = 0.19), and daily study load (rs = 0.17). Based on these results, it is statistically
plausible that many students have to work on material in extracurricular time to get higher grades.
Consequently, it is logical to assume that one of the causes of study overload is incomplete
comprehension of the learning material during lessons, requiring additional time and effort to
compensate for gaps and deficiencies in learning at school (lessons).
Distribution of students by the level of academic performance in the four subgroups – “superoverloaded” (1), “moderately overloaded” (2), “non-overloaded” (3), “underloaded” (4) – allows
us to see that in each of these subgroups there are plenty of students who get a “С”. At the same
time, the percentage of “C” marks increases from the first to the fourth subgroup. In the first and
second subgroups, there are more students whose average grade point average is “83”, “89,” and
“94–100”. All this data allows us to conclude that an increase in study load may not be the key to
academic success for all students. Even among significantly overloaded students who devote a lot
of time and attention to learning, there are students whose average achievement score is only “73”
and “76” points, and in the third and fourth subgroups – “not overloaded” and “underloaded” –
there are students whose average achievement score is quite high, equalling “87”, “90” and “100”
points.
Returning to the psychoprophylactic aspect of study overload, one should introduce preventive
programs both in educational and extracurricular work. It should be carried out in relation to all
subjects of the educational process – teachers, tutors, and parents. The task of the educational
psychologist is to identify problems that may further cause certain difficulties or deviations in the
development of children and eliminate them through preventive work [34]. A psychoprophylactic
program should prevent the occurrence of certain difficulties or deviations in a child’s mental
development in the first place. Consequently, prevention of study overload should be aimed at the
psychological causes of overload, such as psycho-emotional stress associated with a long stay in
the classroom, poorly formed intellectual skills and learning abilities, low level of learning
motivation, low cognitive activity, insecurity, and fear of being called up to the board. Summarizing
the results of the empirical study, we believe it is necessary to emphasize that in the educational
process, to prevent study overload, it is necessary to focus not only on the normative regulation of
certain types of learning activities, but also on the subjective state of students.
References
1. Asmolov A.G. Sistemno-deyatel’nostnyj podhod k razrabotke standartov novogo pokoleniya [System and activity
approach to the development of standards of the new generation]. Pedagogika – Pedagogy, 2009, no. 4, pp. 18–22.
(in Russian).
2. Kostromina S.N., Medina-Brakomonte, Zashchirinskaya O.V. Sovremennye tendencii pedagogicheskoj psihologii
i psihologii obrazovaniya [Modern tendencies of pedagogical psychology and psychology of education]. Vestnik
SPbGU – Vesniks of Saint Petersburg University, 2016, no. 1, pp. 109–117. (in Russian).
3. Korytova G.S. Vnutrennyaya kartina zdorov’ya i social’nye predstavleniya o nem studentov pedagogicheskogo
vuza [Internal picture of health and social representations about it of students of pedagogical high school]. Sibirskij
psihologicheskij zhurnal – Siberian journal of psychology, 2012, no. 46, pp. 131–143. (in Russian).
— 85 —

Education & Pedagogy Journal. 2021. 2 (2)
4. Bozhovich L.I. Lichnost’ i ee formirovanie v detskom vozraste [Personality and its formation in childhood].
Moscow, Piter Publ., 2008. 398 p. (in Russian).
5. El’konin B.D. Izbrannye psihologicheskie trudy [Selected psychological works]. Moscow, Pedagogika Publ.,
1989. 554 p. (in Russian).
6. Fel’dshtejn D.I. Psihologiya vzrosleniya: strukturno-soderzhatel’nye harakteristiki processa razvitiya lichnosti
[Psychology of growing up: structural and content characteristics of the process of personal development].
Moscow, Flinta Publ., 2004. 670 p. (in Russian).
7. Muhina V.S. Lichnost’: mify i real’nost’ (al’ternativnyj vzglyad, sistemnyj podhod, innovacionnye aspekty)
[Personality: myths and reality (alternative view, system approach, innovative aspects)]. Moscow, National Book
Center Publ., 2007. 1081 p. (in Russian).
8. Dubrovina I.V. Shkol’naya psihologicheskaya sluzhba: voprosy teorii i praktiki [School Psychological Service:
Issues of Theory and Practice]. Moscow, Pedagogika Publ., 1991. 230 p. (in Russian).
9. Kle M. Psihologiya podrostka [Psychology of teenager]. Moscow, Pedagogika Publ., 1991. 176 p. (in Russian).
10. Kraig G., Bokum D. Psihologiya razvitiya [Psychology of development]. Saint Petersburg, Piter Publ., 2008.
939 p. (in Russian).
11. Baeva I.A. Bezopasnost’ obrazovatel’noi sredy, psihologicheskaya kul’tura i psihicheskoe zdorov’e shkol’nikov
[Safety of educational environment, psychological culture and mental health of schoolchildren]. Saint Petersburg,
Rech’ Publ., 2002. 236 p. (in Russian).
12. Volkova M.A. Normalizaciya uchebnoi nagruzki shkol’nikov na osnove sistemy zadach reproduktivnogo i
produktivnogo haraktera razlichnogo tipa. Dis. kand. ped. nauk [Normalization of the educational load of
schoolchildren on the basis of the system of reproductive and productive tasks of various types. Dis. cand. of ped.
sci.]. Chelyabinsk, 2001. 184 p. (in Russian)
13. Tarabakina L.V. Emocional’noe zdorov’e podrostka: riski i vozmozhnosti [Emotional health teen: risks and
opportunities.]. Moscow, MPGU Publ., 2017. 194 p. (in Russian).
14. Kuchma V.R. Gigiena detei i podrostkov [Hygiene of children and adolescents.]. Moscow, GEOTAR Publ., 2013.
528 p. (in Russian).
15. Korytova G.S., Cherkasova O.A. Analiz podhodov k issledovaniyu problemy pedagogicheskogo vzaimodeistviya
prepodavatelya s uchashchimisya [The analysis of approaches to research of pedagogical interaction problems
between teacher and students]. Vestnik Voronezhskogo instituta MVD Rossii – The bulletin of Voronezh Institute of
the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Russia, 2011, no. 2, pp. 193–197. (in Russian).
16. Korytov I.V., Korytova G.S. Differenciaciya i individual’nyj podhod v obuchenii vysshej matematike studentov
tekhnicheskogo vuza [Differentiation and individual approach in teaching higher mathematics to students of
technical university] Vestnik Tomskogo gosudarstvennogo pedagogicheskogo universiteta – Tomsk State
Pedagogical University Bulletin, 2016, no. 4 (169), pp. 33–41. (in Russian).
17. Bezrukih M.M. Pedagogicheskaya fiziologiya [Pedagogical physiology]. Moscow, Forum Publ., 2013. 491 p. (in
Russian).
18. Korsunskaya M.I., Grombah S. M. Gigiena detej shkol’nogo vozrasta [Hygiene of school-age children]. Moscow,
Biomedgiz Publ., 1967. 177 p. (in Russian).
19. Ippolitov F.V. K probleme uchebnoi peregruzki shkol’nikov [To the problem of teaching overload of schoolchildren].
Voprosy psihologii – Voprosy psyhologii, 1980, no. 2, pp. 160–166. (in Russian).
20. Karakashadze G.A., Namazova-Baranova L.S., Zaharova I.N. Sindrom vysokih uchebnyh nagruzok u detei
shkol’nogo i podrostkovogo vozrasta [Syndrome high teaching loads among school children and adolescents].
Pediatricheskaya farmakologiya – Pediatric Pharmacology, 2017, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 7–23. (in Russian).
21. Torybaeva Zh.Z. O pedagogicheskih tehnologiyah formirovaniya zdorovogo obraza zhizni shkol’nikov [On
pedagogical technologies of formation of healthy lifestyle of students]. Pedagogika – Pedagogy, 2012, no. 5,
pp. 119–121. (in Russian).
22. Korytova G.S. Emocional’noe vygoranie kak proyavlenie zashitnogo povedeniya v professional’noi deyatel’nosti
[Emotional burnout as a manifestation of protective behavior in professional activity]. Fundamental’nye
issledovaniya – Fundamental research, 2005, no. 4, pp. 29–32. (in Russian).
23. Osobennosti sostoyaniya zdorov’ya sovremennyh shkol’nikov [Features of the state of health of modern
schoolchildren]. Oficial’nye dokumenty v obrazovanii. Materialy Nauchnogo centra zdorov’ya detei RAMN, 2008.
no. 29, pp. 17–20.
— 86 —

E.L. Arshinskaya, G.S. Korytova, A.I. Korytova. Prognostic Parameters and Risks of Study Overload...
24. Yakimanskaya I. S. Lichnostno-orientirovannaya shkola: usloviya ee organizacii i funkcionirovaniya [Personalityoriented school: conditions of its organization and functioning]. Saint Petersburg, Nestor-Istoriya Publ., 2013.
129 p. (in Russian).
25. Eremina Y.A., Korytova G.S. Socializaciya detej rannego vozrasta s ogranichennymi vozmozhnostyami zdorov’ya
v usloviyah inklyuzivnoj gruppy [Disabled children’s socialization within inclusive groups]. Vestnik Tomskogo
Gosudarstvennogo Pedagogicheskogo Universiteta – Tomsk State Pedagogical University Bulletin, 2014, no. 1
(142), pp. 79–85. (in Russian).
26. Ushakov D.N. Tolkovyi slovar’ russkogo yazyka [Explanatory dictionary of the Russian language]. Moscow, Al’taPrint Publ., 2008. 510 p. (in Russian).
27. Gel’fman E.G., Holodnaya M.A., Demidova L.N. Psihologicheskie osnovy konstruirovaniya uchebnoi Informatsii
[Psychological fundamentals of design training Information]. Psihologicheskii zhurnal – Psychological Journal,
1993, vol. 14, no. 6, pp. 35–45. (in Russian).
28. Pahal’yan V.E. Psihoprofilaktika v prakticheskoi psihologii obrazovaniya [Psychoprophylaxis in applied
psychology education]. Moscow, Per Se Publ., 2003. 208 p. (in Russian).
29. Arshinskaya E.L., Korytova G.S. Vzaimodeistvie psihologa i pedagogov shkoly po resheniyu osnovnyh zadach
psihoprofilaktiki [Teacher-psychologist cooperation as a means to solve major problems of psychoprophylaxis].
Psihologo-pedagogicheskii poisk – Psychological and pedagogical search academic journal, 2014, no. 4 (32),
pp. 109–116. (in Russian).
30. Nebylicyn V.D., Teplov B.M. Izuchenie osnovnyh svojstv nervnoj sistemy i ih znachenie dlya psihologii
individual’nyh razlichij [Study of the basic properties of the nervous system and their value for the psychology of
individual differences]. Voprosy psihologii – Voprosy psyhologii, 1963, no. pp. 38–47. (in Russian).
31. Il’in E.P. Psihologiya individual’nyh razlichij [Psychology of individual differences]. Saint Petersburg, Piter Publ.,
2011. 701 p. (in Russian).
32. Prihozhan A.M. Psihologiya trevozhnosti: doshkol’nyj i shkol’nyj vozrast [Psychology of anxiety: preschool and
school age]. Saint Petersburg, Piter Publ., 2007. 192 p. (in Russian).
33. Markova A.K. Formirovanie motivacii ucheniya v shkol’nom vozraste Formation of motivation of teaching at
school age]. Moscow, Prosveshchenie Publ., 1983. 96 p. (in Russian).
34. Korytova G.S., Korytova A.I. Vnedrenie professional’nogo standarta “Pedagog-psiholog” v obrazovatel’nyh
uchrezhdeniyah: strukturno-soderzhatel’nyi analiz [Implementation of professional standard “Teacherpsychologist” in educational institutions: structural and informative analysis]. Nauchno-pedagogicheskoe
obozrenie – Pedagogical review. 2018, no. 4 (22), pp. 123–132. (in Russian). DOI: 10.23951/2307-6127-2018-4123-132.

Elena L. Arshinskaya, Irkutsk State University (ul. Karla Marksa, 1, Irkutsk, Russian Federation,
664003).
E-mail: larshinskaya@yandex.ru
Galina S. Korytova, Tomsk State Pedagogical University (ul. Kievskaya, 60, Tomsk, Russian
Federation, 634061).
E-mail: gkorytova@yandex.ru
Alena I. Korytova, Tomsk State Pedagogical University (ul. Kievskaya, 60, Tomsk, Russian
Federation, 634061).
E-mail: alyona-korytowa@yandex.ru

— 87 —

