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The role of education as a vertical mobility channel in the digital society engenders the need to assess schools on a “better or worse” scale, both from the perspective of parents (which school should we take our child to?) and education authorities (what measures should be taken?). It is proposed to take the resiliency indicator as a basis for assessing the status of a school, which characterises its ability to ensure the pupils’ results exceeding those expected, with regard for the challenging social context of educational activities and the troubled social structure of the learners’ body. At the same time, the school’s high resiliency ratio does not necessarily secure its high rating positions. Conversely, high rating positions do not condition high extent of the resiliency of the educational organisation. It is proposed to use, as the main indicators pointing at school resiliency, the stability of educational results of schoolchildren for at least 3 years and the ratio of the school’s absolute rating, which does not take into account the conditions of its functioning, vs. its rating with regard for deprivation. The above markers in their totality point to the quality of the school’s educational activities which allow it to achieve better results than in other schools in similar conditions. The research results show that school resiliency in the context of the digitalisation of education is determined not by specifics of its strategy, but by qualitative characteristics of its educational activity.
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INTRODUCTION

Research by scientists in recent decades shows that reforms in the education system are not very effective (Elliott, 2017). Today, the number of jobs that require high levels of general literacy and computer-aided problem-solving ability from employees has increased markedly since the mid-1990s. Moreover, the number of employees capable of performing such work at a high level has not increased (Uvarov et al., 2019, p. 24). To meet the challenges posed by the fourth industrial revolution, general education, as well as the economy, must go through a digital transformation (Frolova et al., 2020). The first industrial revolution gave rise to a mass school, the second one made it general educational, the third one led to universal secondary education, while the fourth one forms a personalised, result-oriented educational model. The improvement of the quality of school education in the era of digitalisation is becoming an urgent global problem (Gaiduk et al., 2021; Hove and Dube, 2021; Omodan and Diko, 2021; Tsakeni, 2021; Wolhuter and Jacobs, 2021).

The main thing that happens in the process of digital transformation of education is not the creation of computer classes and the Internet connection, but the formation and distribution of new models of educational organisations’ work. They are based on the synthesis of:


-New highly effective paedagogical practices, which are successfully implemented in the digital educational environment and are based on the use of digital technologies.

-Teacher’s continuous professional development.

-New digital tools, information sources and services.

-Organisational and infrastructural conditions for the implementation of the necessary changes (including support for an educational institution, its leaders and founders by parents, the formation of an appropriate mood in the team, support for teachers in mastering new roles and methods of work) (Uvarov et al., 2019; Evans-Amalu and Claravall, 2021; Kalimullina et al., 2021).



Understanding the need to support schools with poor educational results and organising systematic work with them is becoming a sustainable educational trend determined by dynamic changes in the education system at all its levels (Grunicheva et al., 2012; Tarman, 2020; Gaiduk et al., 2021).

However, this position of supporting schools with low educational results has methodological and technological flaws, since it is necessary to take into account a larger number of defining negative (educational technologies lagging behind the scientific-technological progress, social struggle at school, false literacy, maladjustment of teaching staff, emotional burnout and supercritical load of a teacher, students’ low functional literacy and motivation, etc.) and promising (priority of creative, project activities in education, remote network activities in education, the need for new technologies for managing and assessing the quality of education, the balance of education differentiation and individualisation, education pragmatisation, activity-based learning, the creation of educational robot programmes and the convergence of virtual and everyday reality in education, etc.) factors of the education system (Evans et al., 2017; Nazarenko-Matveeva, 2021; Öztürk, 2021; Shatunova et al., 2021).

These factors lead to new trends in the development of primary general, basic general, and secondary general education: an increase in the demand for improving the quality of education, the requirement to change the content of education in the face of increasing uncertainty and the rate of change and digitalisation of the socio-economic environment (Sari et al., 2019), the requirement to change the organisation of education, the individualisation of educational trajectories, and increasing the importance of social effects of education for an individual (Volkova et al., 2020; Otts et al., 2021).

Schools will be able to achieve the goals of sustainable development of education if they learn to take into account these development factors and trends in the design and deployment of basic educational programmes and reach a level of resiliency (Raikhelgauz, 2021).

The concept of resiliency, borrowed from physics relatively recently and meaning the ability of bodies to spontaneously restore their original configuration upon termination of the external impact (Physical Encyclopaedic Dictionary)1 has become quite popular in the humanities. This popularity is accounted for by the dynamism of the present situation. The more changeable the conditions of our activity, the more attractive stability and unalterability become (Jeladze and Pata, 2018; Kopnina, 2018; Budowle et al., 2021; Movchan et al., 2021). On the other hand, the stable result of a particular activity is the main characteristic of its professional performance where the factual result is formed by the internal characteristics of activity, not by the casual external conditions of its implementation (Redjeki and Sukirman, 2021; Wiranto and Slameto, 2021).

Resiliency in paedagogical studies was initially considered as an individual positive quality – an object of targetted development, and was interpreted as a pupil’s meta-competence characterising his ability to achieve high educational results despite external limiting circumstances. The first scientific research on the study of individual resiliency dates back to the second half of the 20th century. Research shows that resiliency is an acquired quality, not an innate characteristic (Luthar et al., 2000). It correlates with the individual characteristics of a person, providing him with flexibility and stability in situations of risk, stress, and crisis, contributing to the rapid normalisation of his state and ensuring further effective development (Masten et al., 1990; Grotberg, 2003; Suntana and Tresnawaty, 2021). The major research in this area was carried out in the context of searching for resiliency mechanisms (Rutter, 1990; Cove et al., 2005; Masten and Obradovic, 2006). An important factor in increasing individual resiliency is the support of a teacher in the development of abilities and the motivation of a student (Zhou and Urhahne, 2013; Kent Kükürtcü et al., 2021; Marais, 2021).

A number of studies focussed on the teacher’s resiliency treated it as the ability to cope with extreme professional situations (Doney, 2013) or the ability to efficiently cope with daily challenges of teaching (Gu and Day, 2013; Gu and Li, 2013; Panova et al., 2021). Empirical research has made it possible to determine the professional, motivational, social, and emotional aspects of teachers’ resiliency (Mansfield et al., 2012, 2014).

Internal (personal) resources influencing the teachers’ resiliency include motivation (Kitching et al., 2009), self-efficacy (Howard and Johnson, 2004; Le Cornu, 2009), personal moral purpose (Day, 2014), a feeling of vocation (Hong, 2012), social, and emotional competence (Ee and Chang, 2010).

School resiliency is viewed as the ability to be efficient while functioning in unfavourable conditions (within a complex social context, with pupils representing a difficult-to-handle learners’ body), became a subject of discourse quite recently (Pinskaya et al., 2018; Subedi and Subedi, 2020), although “organisational resiliency” and its different aspects had been studied by scholars from different countries for a long time. The covered aspects comprised general issues of organisational sustainability (Seville et al., 2006); system performance and stability (Dalziell and McManus, 2004); the sustainability of enterprises (Sheffi, 2005, 2007), etc. In the aggregate, these and similar studies do not subdue the relevance of studying the educational organisations’ resiliency. Considering the specific features of education – according to a fair remark of Drucker (1990), voicing that the product of education is represented not by goods or services, but by a changed personality – it is fair that the content and mechanisms ensuring school resiliency should have a different basis in comparison with the organisations in the production sphere or service sector. In a digital society, this problem has become even more acute than it was before the emergence and total introduction of information technology and gadgets (Hoffmann, 2017; Aznar-Díaz et al., 2019; Balganova, 2021; Hoe et al., 2021; Medvedeva and Mitina, 2021; Romanova and Frolkina, 2021).

Researchers of the phenomenon of school resiliency recognise the following factors as those that ensure high results in educational activities: a high level of teachers’ qualifications (Derbishir and Pinskaya, 2016), active interaction between the school and students’ parents, the use of effective teaching methods, including digital ones (Liu et al., 2019), a favourable school climate, high expectations regarding schoolchildren’s achievements on the part of the school (Tarman and Kilinc, 2022), parents and students themselves (Pinskaya et al., 2018; Chung, 2020), high level of parents’ education, family income (Pinskaya et al., 2012; Cantu et al., 2021), motivation of school administrators, teachers and students (Kuznetsov et al., 2018; Baharuddin and Dalle, 2019) and some others.

Thus, considering the “springtime” of resiliency as a concept that emerged from the jurisdiction of natural sciences, and the peculiarities of education as an organisational activity, one can point to an urgent need to clarify the meaning of resiliency for describing educational phenomena. In particular, the following issues require clarification:


1.What is the specific meaning of “resiliency” for schools?

2.How can school resiliency be defined in the context of digitalisation?

3.Why does a resilient school achieve good results?



By answering the proposed questions, the paedagogues will be able not only to treat school resiliency as a specific integrative indicator of efficiency of an educational organisation, but also to find optimal ways to increase the efficiency of its activities in the digital society on this basis.



METHODOLOGY, METHODS, AND RESEARCH DESIGN


Methodology

The consideration of school functioning in its relationship with external conditions influencing the productivity of educational work taken in general suggests using the concept of the unity of politics and nature (Latour, 2004, 2005) as a theoretical basis of the present research. It makes it possible to view the problem of school resiliency not from the position of opposing schools, teachers, and pupils to the negative environment and to each other, but from the point of view of their unity as equal actors of the paedagogical process created on a basis of a variety of current and prospective activities. The methodological potential of the said concept is complemented by the synergistic approach (Fuller, 1979; Haken, 1982) in postulating the educational system openness as the main condition for its development, as well as focussing on self-organisation of the educational influence in the structure of a personality through a complex system of interaction with the world bordering on chaos and maintained by positive nature of feedback. In combination with the activity approach (Davydov, 1996; Dewey, 2007), the outlined grounds make it possible to present the educational activity of a resilient school functioning in unfavourable conditions as a specifically structured non-equilibrium process of pupils’ interaction with various manifestations of the macrocosm, resulting in steady changes in their personality. The character of these changes, as shown further, conditions the nature of school resiliency.

In search for resilient schools, the authors relied primarily on dialectical treatment of the qualitative difference between the whole and the totality of its constituent parts. This was expressed in understanding of a school as an educational integral entity, a collective body (Latour, 2004, 2005) that has its own qualitative distinctness and is characterised by a stable interrelation of elements and their bonds with the environment, the established principles and mechanisms of their maintenance and renewal. Accordingly, school resiliency is manifested in the stability of achieved educational results available for statistical analysis. In addition, if a resilient school exists, then it should be distinguished by the presence of a special educational strategy aimed either at minimising the negative influence of several actors in education or at supporting the schoolchildren’s individual abilities that may become a basis for their positive personal development.



Methods and Research Design

The concretised treatment of resiliency through stability of results served as a ground for the first stage of this research – identifying the schools with stable performance results. At that stage, the selection comprised 12 schools within one municipal district, which ensures principal equality of conditions for educational organisations’ work in a strategic context and at the same time does not eliminate their differences in a tactical context which outlines the actual “unfavourable conditions” that are to be the overcome successfully by resilient schools. The inclusion of educational institutions of different municipal districts and, moreover, of different regions and countries into the aggregate selection would have required the analysis of additional variables connected with the specific features of educational systems in a broader context. In describing schools, we changed their official names for more general ones: “High school,” “(Ordinary) School,” and “Village school,” assigning numbers to them in random order.

During the second step, we identified a list of “unfavourable conditions” complicating the work of the schools on the basis of the educational resiliency research results. The compilation of this list did not cause any difficulties, considering the factual absence of significant disagreements on the outlined issue. However, the extent of influence of each of these conditions on the efficiency of the school’s educational activity still remained an open issue. To clarify it, the authors questioned 27 school directors in Russia (21 schools from six settlements in three regions) and Kazakhstan (six schools from three cities). The questioning was made using Google resources based on random selection. Its results made it possible to find a relevance ratio for each condition of those adversely affecting the results of the school’s educational activity.

The next issue to be considered (on the third stage of the research) was the extent of pronouncement of particular conditions impairing the efficiency of educational work in each particular school. To find an answer to this query, the authors used the expert assessment method. The all-round questioning of directors of a number of municipal-district educational institutions (21 schools) made it possible to assess the deprivation ratio (extent of severity of unfavourable conditions) for each school from the selected group.

Based on the derived aggregate information, the authors identified the schools showing the results above the level assumed by the conditions of work.

The last and fourth stage of the research involved a detailed analysis of these schools with a view to outlining the features that allow obtaining results above the assumed ones. For this purpose, the authors developed survey sheets for teachers, pupils, and parents of the above 12 schools. A total of 3,656 respondents were interviewed, including: schoolchildren (year streams 5–11) – 1,765; teachers – 234; parents – 1,657.




RESULTS AND NEW QUERIES


In Search of a Resilient School

Recognising the school’s ability to achieve stable performance results to be one of the principal manifestations of its resiliency characterising the educational organisation, the authors used the results that affected the school rating in the municipal education system most of all. These comprise the results of the Unified State Examination in the Russian language, mathematics, and a selected subject, on the one hand, and the share of graduates who scored 80 points or more according to the results of the final examinations (high achievers), on the other hand (Pinskaya et al., 2018). Consequently, from the standpoint of statistics, school resiliency is conditioned, in the first place, by the standard deviation of the cited educational results, as based on the selection. The authors selected a period of 3 years as the reporting depth. The analysis results are given in Table 1.


TABLE 1. Schools’ position in terms of academic performance and stability of results.

[image: Table 1]
The results obtained during the first stage of the study made it possible to identify the leaders from among the involved educational organisations, based on the stability of results. At the same time, the same study raised new questions. The schools showing the performance results being far from the best proved to be most stable. Are these schools resilient? To resolve this ambiguity, it is necessary to come to a position in respect of the following main problems.


Can School Resiliency Be Negative?

If resiliency is understood as close as possible to its initial meaning, then a school showing consistently low educational results is, undoubtedly, actively influenced by the management structures. For instance, in the United States, there is a system of School Improvement Grants (SIG)2; in case of failure the school faces a situation of dissolution, replacement of director or replacement of up to 50% of the teaching staff. In Great Britain, low-performing schools are a subject of pivotal impact: the school’s name, teaching staff, and directors are changed. In some cases, a partnership between low-performing and efficient schools is practiced, with the exchange of experience and best teaching methods, etc (Creemers et al., 2010; Hallinger and Heck, 2011). Similar measures are used in all countries with well-developed educational systems3.

“Punitive” measures are not supported by the professional community. However, going back to the original physical analogy of resiliency, an elastic object cannot be bent, but can be broken. It is the staff and the moral and psychological climate in a school with persistently low academic results that represent the resilient core which in this case is replaced or/and broken. If we recognise the existence of negative school resiliency then the respective identification of the school makes emergency measures the only efficient tool.

A more profound meaning of negative school resiliency is rooted in the reasons and mechanisms for ensuring the sustainability of educational progress. They also should be the same if the school resiliency phenomenon has the same nature regardless of specifics of the school’s sustained results. This means that the study of negative resiliency is a significant help in moving toward efficient school and its scientific justification (Fernández-Sogorb et al., 2020).

As to positive resiliency, this is true for a school that functions in unfavourable conditions and, at the same time, achieves higher results than those assumingly expected to be the best in these conditions. To clarify the above, this should not necessarily be a result from among the top of the best achievements (in the first third of the list). It should be just higher than expected. And the more striking this difference is, the more resilient the school turns out to be. This way the problem of correlation of the extent of school deprivation with unfavourable conditions is actualised.



How Can One Assess the Extent of Deprivation of Educational Process at School?

Obviously, if the conditions in which the school functions change, then its results will also change, including those deemed by the authors as criterial. The nature of these conditions is described in multiple publications, more often devoted to efficiency of education in general than to the problems of resiliency. The most discussed are the below groups of such conditions:


1.School’s attitude to the formation of a social structure of the learners’ body.

2.Features of the parent community.

3.Location of the school.



The questioning of school directors, intended to assess the influence of each group of conditions on efficiency of the school’s educational process, showed the expediency of excluding the factors connected with location of the educational organisation from the analysis. The factors relevant for this group were as follows:


3.1.Location in the area of high-density multi-storey housing development of the 1960s.

3.2.Location in a new modern-layout neighbourhood unit.

3.3.Location in the historical part of the city or in the built-up area of the 1940s and 1950s.

3.4.Countryside location.

3.5.Location in an area of private housing development erected prior to the 1980s.



The standard deviation in assessing the impact of different options of school location on the educational results showed the distribution within the range of 2.8–3.2 points against the 5-point assessment scale. At the same time, the assessment value varied, in some cases from definitely negative (−5) to absolutely positive (+5). Obviously, school location in terms of its influence on educational outcomes is a variable dependent on a multitude of other conditions that are specific for a particular territory. For instance, “the historical part of the city” or “the housing area of the 1940s, 1950s” can mean the area of elite housing in one case, and dilapidated, uncomfortable housing in another case. Accordingly, in the first case this will involve families with high incomes and high educational aspirations; in the second case – on the contrary, families with low incomes and life aspirations.

School location is an indirect indicator pointing to more significant conditions for its functioning. For instance, the statistical analysis of questioning results involving school directors showed a negative correlation between the location of a school in rural areas and its ability to enlist the most promising pupils irrespective of its location, which is obvious. It also demonstrated a positive correlation between the location of a school in the historical part of the city, or a rural area, or a private development zone built before the 1980s, on the one hand, and a low proportion of parents with higher education, on the other hand, etc. In any case, location has no substantive influence on the educational process.

The questioning made it possible to form a list of principal conditions negatively affecting the efficiency of school education; subsequently, the assessment of this influence by school directors (the third stage of the study) made it possible to rank them according to the extent of significance.

The dependence of deprivation of the educational process on various conditions makes it possible to assess the state of every school separately according to a particular criterion. For this purpose, all directors of the municipal district schools (21) were asked to evaluate the state of educational institutions selected for the study (including own school if it was part of the selection) according to all of the above criteria. Further, calculations were made on the basis of the obtained results, to be illustrated with the example of High school No. 1, with regard for the factor “The school enrols, among the others, troubled pupils abandoned by other schools.”

The experts estimated the extent of absolute negative impact of this factor on the efficiency of education as 3.8 points out of 5 possible (the extent of deprivation as per the first condition in the list D1 = 3.8). Relative to the high school, the impact of this factor was estimated as 1 point out of 5 possible, or 20%, which equals 0.76 in absolute amount (the extent of deprivation under the first condition in the list relative to the first educational organisation in the list V1.1 = 0.76). The total value for all 7 factors that reduce the efficiency of educational training was 2.5 points out of 16.9 possible, which proportionally amounts to 0.15, allowing us to derive the deprivation ratio as follows:

[image: image]

Where: KDn – deprivation ratio of the n-th school.

[image: image] – The sum of deprivation ratios of the n-th school for all seven conditions impairing the efficiency of education.

[image: image] – Maximum possible cumulative value of deprivation ratios (its value is 16.9 for the given research).

The deprivation ratio for “High school No. 1” is:

[image: image]

The deprivation ratios for all schools that formed the selected material for the study were calculated in a similar way.



How Can School Resiliency Be Determined?

The obtained information makes it possible to assess the degree of school resiliency, i.e., to what extent the results obtained by it are above the level specified by the educational activity conditions (Table 2). For this purpose, it is necessary to multiply the schoolchildren’s average end-of-course assessment results by the deprivation ratio and thus to obtain the education efficiency ratio with regard for the influence of negative conditions (Table 2, column 7).


TABLE 2. Correlation of deprivation ratios, results of educational work at schools and their stability.

[image: Table 2]
The data presented in the table show that the rating situation has changed significantly. The schools that used to be outsiders rose to a higher level, and vice versa, the leaders gave up their positions.

For a school to be classified as resilient, it should demonstrate the results above those expected under the conditions of deprivation. That is, the rating position with regard for the deprivation ratio should be higher than the initial (absolute) rating that does not take into account the educational organisation’s conditions of work. Therefore, the resiliency factor can be calculated as a ratio of the school’s absolute rating to its rating with regard for deprivation:

[image: image]

Where: KRn is the resiliency ratio of the n-th school.

PAn is the absolute rating of the nth school which does not take into account its conditions of functioning.

PDn is the rating of the nth school with regard for deprivation.

The indicated ratio for resilient schools must be higher than one. As can be seen, the number of such schools is five. Moreover, we see that three of them, designated in this study as Schools No. 2, 3, 8, are leaders, with regard for the stability of the achieved results (Figure 1).


[image: image]

FIGURE 1. Schools’ resiliency ratios.





The Resilient School: General and Special Aspects


General Aspects

Defining the school resiliency ratio as its ability to overcome the impact of negative conditions makes it possible to use statistical methods in order to identify some general features of the educational process connected with resiliency.

The below correlations presented in Figure 2 proved to be most obvious (H0 = 5%).


[image: image]

FIGURE 2. General school-specific characteristics influencing resiliency.


The analysis of the identified connection points, in the first place, to the dependence of school resiliency on the extent of development of partner relations between the teachers, pupils, and parents, although such relations are most likely to be a general condition for the efficiency of education. The only thing that raises some questions and requires clarification is the orientation of pupils toward continuing their education at a professional college or vocational school, supported by their parents. The significance of this dependence is confirmed by the statistically valuable negative correlation between the resiliency ratio and the pupils’ striving to get higher education.

The problem is that some researchers treat continued education in the higher education system (academic trajectory duration) as one of the main factors of school resiliency (Pinskaya et al., 2018). At the same time, continuing education in the system of secondary vocational education may not decrease, but, on the contrary, increase this trajectory if the pupils continue education, further at higher educational establishments.

In addition, the equally positive assessment by the pupils and the parents of extended daycare groups at school, aimed mainly at preparing homework, is noteworthy. This feature should be classified as specifically resilient, since the extended daycare group compensates for the negative influence of improper living conditions of families burdened with social problems.

It is of interest that neither feature is supported by the teachers. This is explained by the fact that the share of graduates who entered higher educational institutions is deemed to be a significant, although not the main, criterion of efficiency of a teacher’s work and the school’s efforts in general. It might be noted that the work in the extended daycare group is practically not paid for, although it presents a significant burden for the teacher.



Special Features of a Resilient School

In order to identify the specific features of a resilient school distinguishing it from other (non-resilient) educational organisations, let us compare “(Ordinary) School 2” as having the highest resiliency ratio and “High school 2” – an educational organisation with top ratings and the lowest resiliency ratio (Figure 1). The authors assumed that this difference should be most pronounced in the said educational organisations. The teachers’ questioning showed the following results.

In both cases4, the dominant mood is “buoyant, cheerful” – a “working” spirit with which teachers come to work. In total, both of these answer options, being the most positive, account for 94.1 and 93.9%, respectively. However, the working spirit in the resilient school is of more practical character (“this is my profession”) – 70.6 vs. 57.6%; while in the high school “elated” and “cheerful” mood is predominant – 36.4 vs. 23.5%.

Teachers at resilient schools are less likely to spend their leisure time with colleagues on weekends. Whereas 9.1% of the high school teachers answered this question unequivocally in the affirmative (“Yes, we like to spend leisure together”), no one chose this option at the ordinary school. The softer option “Yes, and quite often” was chosen by 2.9% of the ordinary school teachers and by 15.2% of the high school paedagogues. The option “It happens, but very seldom” won a majority of votes in both cases, however, with a pronounced preponderance of the ordinary school staff – 64.7 vs. 45.5%. The percentage of ordinary school teachers who deem it inconceivable to meet on weekends was 32.4%, and the respective number in the high school was 30.3%.

As to the joint celebration of anniversaries, the situation changes significantly. The predominant majority of teachers from both organisations noted that they “would be pleased to celebrate a jubilee with the colleagues” or were “generally not against it.” In total, the said answer scored 73.5% of the resilient-school teacher votes and 72.7% – in the high school. However, in this case, the ordinary school teachers were a little more cautious – the option “in general” got some more votes – 38.2 vs. 33.3%. Some of the resilient school teachers (5.9%) noted that the idea of joint celebration of a jubilee was most probably “not to their liking”. No such answer options were registered among the high school teachers.

In case of problems with former pupils, teachers prefer to apply to the administration for help (44.1% in the resilient school, 48.5% in the high school). Also, the share of teachers who seek advice from the head of the methodological association or from colleague teachers proved to be not in favour of the ordinary school (8.8 vs. 12.1% and 20.6 vs. 21.2%, respectively). However, the share of self-dependent teachers (“I will not turn to anyone for assistance – these problems are entirely mine”) is higher in the resilient school – 26.5 vs. 18.2%.

As concerns, the use of digital resources, the teachers of the resilient school and of the high school in fact voiced the same position. The share of teachers having a “personal professional website (web page, e-portfolio, and professional blog)” is 73.5 and 75.8%, respectively. More significant differences are observed in the use of digital educational resources (DER). The percentage of ordinary school teachers using DER in the class is 97.1%; and those using it in extracurricular activities – 38.2%, whereas the corresponding figures in the high school were 90.9 and 63.6%. Possibly, the said differences are explained by the disadvantaged financial situation of resilient school pupils, which impedes their access to digital technologies outside of school.

The differences between the paedagogues in terms of methodological aspects of teaching are notable. Both in the ordinary and high school, teachers prefer to formulate the purpose of a lesson through “Creating conditions for…” Meanwhile, this form is adhered to by 55.9% of teachers in the resilient school and by 66.7% in the high school. At the same time, in the ordinary school, a significantly higher percentage of teachers (32.4 vs. 21.2%) view the target of a lesson through the pupil’s actions: “The learner justifies (reveals, explains…)”. “To explain…” is the way practiced by 8.8 and 6.1%, respectively; “to provide…” is the manner preferred by 2.9 and 9.1% of the school paedagogues and the high school teachers.

When asking the next question “What should a teacher do for the pupils’ most complete assimilation of course themes?”, the authors relied on Bloom’s taxonomy in its basic version (Bloom, 1956). Russian teachers practically do not know and never use this taxonomy in their work; they did not study it at the university. Considering that Bloom’s taxonomy has proved its efficiency in structuring of training sessions by teachers in many countries, its use (conscious or unconscious) by the paedagogues of the analysed schools was considered by the authors of this article as a significant factor of usefulness of the teachers’ work. For due assessment, the teachers were offered 12 items for consideration, that are presented in Table 3 together with the questioning results.


TABLE 3. Importance of learning objectives, as viewed by the teachers.
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Comparing the six learning objectives, most important for the respondents, with Bloom’s taxonomy, one can see more exact match with it among the high school teachers – five out of six. The resilient school teachers demonstrated four out of six. In both cases, “Evaluation” is missing in the list, while “Conceptualisation” is present either way. It is necessary to note that “Conceptualisation” originates from the concept of “Sense” which means, among other things, “a reasonable ground, intention, purpose” (Small Academic Dictionary/Compiled by A.P. Evgenieva, 1957–1984; Moscow: Russian Language Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences)5. In this sense, it is simultaneously close to both “comprehension” and “evaluation.” However, something else is more important. The resilient school teachers point to the need to provide for “Perception” of material by their pupils. Considering the troubled social structure of the learners’ body of resilient schools, the said difference is very important: the efficiency of educational interaction depends on how the pupils will be able to perceive its content.

The resilient and high school teachers are distinguished by their treatment of the ideal teacher. The teachers “who, knowing the pupils well, provide for their individually oriented education” are deemed good specialists by the staff of ordinary and high schools to the respective extent of 70.6 vs. 78.8%; meanwhile the teachers “who, observing the pupils’ work, give them an opportunity to complete assignments as they deem proper” are considered good specialists by 29.4 vs. 21.2%, respectively. At the same time, ordinary school teachers are more focussed on control, believing that “If one does not control pupils they will idle away”. This is the position fully favoured by 20.6% of them against 15.2% of the high school teachers, being generally accepted by 61.8% of the resilient school teachers and 63.6% of the high school teachers.

The resilient school teachers are more subject-oriented, considering that “The formation of metasubject competencies provides for better assimilation of subject-specific knowledge” (64.7 vs. 54.5%). The high school teachers tend to believe that “Correct assimilation of a subject means purposeful formation of metasubject competences” (45.5 vs. 35.3%).

Most of the teachers, answering the question “Does your school have common requirements for procedure sheets (synopses) of lessons?” i.e., common requirements for their structuring, replied in the affirmative – 58.8 and 54.5%. “There are certain requirements, but only few people meet them”, noted 5.9% of the resilient school teachers and 6.1% of the high school paedagogues. The option “There are some general recommendations, but they are not obligatory” was chosen by 8.8 and 9.1% of the teachers, respectively. The option “We periodically discuss these issues, but everyone chooses independently which option to use” was selected by 26.5% of the ordinary school teachers and 21.2% of the high school teachers. The option “No procedure sheets of lessons are needed at all” was chosen by 9.1% of the high school teachers. No one among the ordinary school teachers chose this option.

Teachers from the resilient school are generally more likely to attend their peers’ class than the teachers from high school. Whereas the frequency of “once a week” visits is slightly less than in the high school (8.8 vs. 9.1%), the “once a month” visits more than compensate for this lag – 50 vs. 39.4%. The figures for “once every 6 months” are 32.4 and 36.4%, the option “even less often” – 8.8 and 15.2% of the teachers, respectively.

A similar situation is observed with regard to school administration inspecting school classes. The supervisors attend classes and events held by the teachers: “once a week” – 2.9% of the resilient school paedagogues and 3.0% of the high school paedagogues, “once a month” – 50 and 45.5%, “once in half-year” – 41.2 and 42.4%, “even less frequently” – 5.9 and 3%. Nobody chose the option “was not attended” in the resilient school, although the figure in the high school amounted to 6.1%.

In the situation when a teacher is “approached by a pupil with a request to help with the educational material,” 26.5% of the resilient school teachers and 21.2% of the high school teachers find time to help him. The answer option “I try to help right away if I have time” was given by respectively, 64.7 and 66.7%; “I explain how the pupil can cope with the material on his/her own” – 8.8 and 12.1%. The options “Most often I have no time for it…” and “No time at all for additional classes” in both cases did not get a single affirmative answer.

A proposed option: every day after school pupils ask to explain the material they don’t understand. They apply to the teachers: 8.8% in the resilient school and 3% in the high school (as confirmed by the paedagogues being applied to); the same request taking place two or three times a week – 35.3 and 45.5%, respectively; once a week – 26.5 and 15.2%; Two or three times a month – 17.6% at the ordinary school and 15.2% at the high school; once a month or less frequently – 11.8 and 21.2%.

When asked about the need for extended daycare groups at school, 26.5% of the resilient school teachers and 45.5% of the high school teachers answered in the affirmative without hesitation (“Yes, this will significantly improve the results”). “I doubt it, but why not?” – 38.2 and 24.2%; 26.5 and 24.2% found it difficult to answer.

The parents of the resilient school pupils are less responsive to the teachers’ requests for help in educating and upbringing the children. Such requests from the teachers are always responded to in the correlation 29.4 vs. 42.4% (the ordinary against the high school). The answer “in most cases they help if one asks them” was provided by 55.9 vs. 39.4% of the teachers in respect of the parents of the said schools’ pupils, respectively, as above.

The school teachers believe that the pupils like their subject: 20.6 and 30.3% (respectively, as above); the teachers believe that pupils basically like it – 70.6 and 54.5%.

In the resilient school, the teachers tend to believe in pupils’ motivation (Zhou and Urhahne, 2013). Answering the question “What would the pupils do if they were offered to get a certificate without studying at school?”, 20.6% answered unequivocally that “They would refuse, since they know that studying guarantees their future”; this answer scored 15.2% at the high school. The option “Most of the pupils would refuse, but some of them would agree” was chosen by 50 vs. 21.2% (the ordinary against the high school). Some respondents found it difficult to answer (“this cannot be true”) – 26.5 and 57.6%, respectively.

Comparing the questioning results, the authors do not find any statistically significant differences in the work of the school with a high resiliency ratio and the high school.

The results of questioning the ordinary and high school pupils are absolutely similar. Since the survey sheets for the teachers and the pupils contained mutually consistent questions, the authors had an opportunity to compare the answers not only of different pupils, but also of pupils vs. teachers.

Unlike their teachers, the pupils from the school with high resiliency ratio come to school in a more elevated mood (27.4%). The high school pupils, on the contrary, are not so enthusiastic (24.1%). In both cases, some negative attitudes are observed: “More often, I am not in high spirits, but this does not matter” (15.4 and 14.4%) and “I am coming to school in depressed mood” (6.7 and 6.4%). The teachers, as mentioned above, did not give such answers. In case of problems, the ordinary school children rely on the relatives’ help to a greater extent than the high school pupils (25.3 vs. 18.7%). The schoolchildren, as expected, communicate with each other on weekends more often than the teachers (23.6% ordinary school vs. 16.1% high school); the answer “quite often” was given by 22.3 and 19.7%. Those willing to celebrate their birthday with their classmates “with pleasure” account for 37.3 and 32.8%; the answer “principally I do not mind” was given by 38.7 and 41.8%, respectively. The same statistically insignificant differences are observed for all other items.

The parent questioning also revealed no significant differences. The differences in choice of methods for motivating their children to study well constitute no more than 0.4 points out of 10 possible. In both cases, material incentives proved to be the least significant method (4.5 and 4.1 points); the most significant instrument, that appeared to be absolutely identical in terms of value, was demonstrating pride in the child’s achievements and emphasising their importance (8.2 points). The parents are unanimous about the purport of learning, both at the ordinary and the high school. The answers to the questions “Why do you need to learn? What future benefits are conditioned by your child’s present academic progress?”, being rated according to a 10-point scale, revealed the following opinions: material well-being 7.1 (Ordinary school), 7.6 (High school); an opportunity to be happy 6.2 (Ordinary school), 6.8 (High school); an opportunity to engage in mental work in the future 7.1 (Ordinary school), 7.4 (High school); an opportunity to achieve high standing in the society, to become a respected person 7.5 (Ordinary school), 7.7 (High school); an opportunity to do something worthy in life, to be of tangible benefit to people 7.6 (Ordinary school), 7.8 (High school).

The parents’ reactions to the child’s difficulties in doing homework are also similar: we try to help the child or sort it out together 7.7 (Ordinary school), 7.4 (High school); we try to find someone who will help 4.9 (Ordinary school), 4.6 (High school); we release him from household chores, for him to study more profoundly 5.5 (Ordinary school), 5.4 (High school); we explain that he must figure it out himself – this is his job 4.6 (Ordinary school), 4.7 (High school); we try to talk to the teacher so that he/she can help 3.9 (Ordinary school), 3.4 (High school); if the child is not able to cope with the assignment that’s not a big deal, we just have to put up with it 2.5 (Ordinary school), 2.3 (High school).

The only statistically significant differences between the parents of the ordinary- and high-school pupils deal with the prospects for continuing education. Whereas 68.8% of the parents of ordinary-school pupils believe it possible for their child to enter a higher educational institution, the respective figure relating to the parents of high school pupils is 81.7%. Accordingly, 30.5 and 18.3% of the parents view the child’s educational prospects as connected with a professional college or a vocational school.





CONCLUSION


So, Do Resilient Schools Really Exist?

Summarising the results of the questioning of teachers, schoolchildren, and their parents, the authors wish to emphasise that the businesslike attitude to work and to colleagues is slightly more expressed in the teachers and pupils of the school characterised by a high extent of resiliency, i.e., experiencing a permanent negative impact of a significant number of education actors. Trust-based and friendly relations are less pronounced among the ordinary school teachers than in the high school which functions in much more favourable conditions. However, the trust relations among the schoolchildren, on the contrary, are better developed in both cases, which, given the age-specific characteristics, is quite understandable.

The ordinary school is a bit more democratic, more pupil-oriented (including in the structuring of lessons), which does not preclude its’ controlling pupils to a greater extent. The pupils’ positions are consistent with those of the teachers. The position voicing that the teachers “must provide” is slightly less expressed with the ordinary school children than with the high school pupils (64 vs. 67.6%), and the view that the teachers “should provide an opportunity” is more specific of the former (36 vs. 32.4%); the need for external control is accepted unequivocally in the respective proportion 27.4 vs. 14.4% and is accepted in general in the proportion 34.3 vs. 47.8%.

The parents of both educational organisations are practically unanimous in assessing the ways of motivating the academic progress of children, its notional component and ways to help the children in case of learning difficulties.

The ordinary school teachers are more independent in the solution of emerging problems, are less focussed on the administration and less orientated at their colleagues, although they attend the peers’ classes more often than the high school teachers. The school having the attributes of resiliency is slightly more responsive to pupils’ requests for help in coping with the material, which accounts for the pupils’ higher activity in this area.

In general, everything seems to be alike. The outlined differences are not statistically significant. The probability of zero hypothesis (H0 = 5%) exceeds the permissible value in all cases, which serves as a basis for assessing the quantitative differences as having a random character and not suggesting any fundamental difference between the educational organisations.

Summarising the above, do resilient schools exist? If this is true, they should differ, as suggested in the preamble of the research, in the educational strategy aimed either at minimising the negative impact of some education actors or supporting the schoolchildren’s individual abilities?

There is not a single factor out of the entire list of conditions (that negatively affect the educational process (Table 4) and that provide for the assessment of an educational organisation under the “resiliency” scale) that can be directly influenced by educational tools. A school can only change its mission and refuse, for instance, to accept disadvantaged pupils “pushed out” from other educational organisations, or to work with orphanage learners. But this will tacitly lead to a decreased deprivation ratio, impaired resiliency ratio and, accordingly, to a deflation of the overall efficiency of the educational organisation. In addition, using such methods to improve education performance is incorrect in relation to other schools that take on the burden of working with disadvantaged children to the detriment of their rating position.


TABLE 4. Conditions negatively affecting school performance.

[image: Table 4]
On the other hand, a school can take special actions to minimise the educational impact of the negative conditions (Table 5).


TABLE 5. Ways to minimise the factors negatively affecting the efficiency of education.

[image: Table 5]
The questioning results show that the school having the attributes of resiliency practices all of the methods for the minimisation of conditions that negatively affect the efficiency of education, almost to the same extent as the high school. Formulated differently, the research did not reveal any features of educational strategy that, with regard for the conditions of its functioning, would allow the school to achieve the result exceeding expectations.

However, the research confirms the presence of certain result as such, manifested through its stability, despite the high extent of deprivation by negative conditions. The (ordinary) school is indeed characterised by a high extent of resiliency. This means that school resiliency is defined not through the difference in educational strategies, but through higher academic performance, which is a consequence of the differing qualitative content of quantitative indicators.

Thus, the obtained results give rise to the following answers to the posed research questions.


1.School resiliency characterises a school in terms of its ability to ensure the pupils’ results exceeding those expected, with regard for the challenging social context of educational activities and the troubled social structure of the learners’ body. At the same time, the school’s high resiliency ratio does not necessarily secure its high rating positions. Conversely, high rating positions do not condition the high extent of resiliency of the educational organisation.

2.The key indicators testifying to a school’s resiliency are the stability of educational results of schoolchildren for at least 3 years and the ratio of the school’s absolute rating, which does not take into account the conditions of its functioning, vs. its rating with regard for deprivation. The above markers in their totality point to the quality of the school’s educational activities which allows it to achieve better results than in other schools in similar conditions.

3.School resiliency is determined not by the specifics of the educational strategy of a school, but by the qualitative characteristics of its activities in the context of digitalisation of education.
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FOOTNOTES

1
https://gufo.me/dict/physics/%D0%A3%D0%9F%D0%A0%D0%A3%D0%93%D0%9E%D0%A1%D0%A2%D0%AC

2
https://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/index.html

3The detailed analysis of world practices in the sphere of working with low-performing schools is presented in Grunicheva et al. (2012).

4Hereinafter, in the course of presenting the survey results, the first data are given for the resilient school, followed by those for the high school.

5
http://rus-yaz.niv.ru/doc/small-academic-vocabulary/fc/slovar-209-37.htm#zag-65186
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