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A comparative analysis of the dynamics of health state of students of comprehensive school classes in urban and ru-

ral schools and class with the sports ones is held. It is shown that the incidence of students sport class is somewhat 

lower, which is probably explained by the higher  level of  their physical activity. There is the studying of the changes in 

the level of physical development of pupils during training at school. It is established that the level of physical develop-

ment of graduates of sport class is higher than of graduates of comprehensive school classes 
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3 73,3 26,7 3,3 58,2 41,8 10,2 70,6 29,4 – 
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8 26,7 66,7 6,6 35,4 48,1 16,5 35,3 58,8 5,9 
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In the work the interrelation of results of the centralized testing and success of studying of students in the university 

is analysed. By the means of the methods of the applied statistics the rating of students by results of examinations is 

constructed. Training courses are sorted by extent of their influence on a rating. Classification of students by uniform 

value of a rating is carried out. The interrelation of the offered algorithm of ranging with an average grade and progress 

median is investigated 
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