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OueHka MHHOBALMOHHOIO NOTeHUMana MOCKOBCKUX LLUKO:
OrpaHNUYeHnsa N pecypcCbl pa3BUTUA

AKMyaibHOCMb OLEHKM WHHOBALMOHHOIO MOTEeHLMana POCCUMUACKMX LUKOA CBfi3aHa C HOBbIMU
BbiI30BaMM, CTOSALMMMU Mepes LWKOJbHbIM O6pPa3oBaHUEM CETroAHsA. YCUNeHWe TeHAEeHLMN
uMdpoBU3aLMKM, MEPEXOA HA ANCTAaHLUNOHHOE 0byUeHMe, a TakKe COXPaHAOLWAAca HeObX0ANMOCTb
BbIIBNIEHWUA W MNOAAEp>XKaHWs TaNaHTAMBOM MOJOAEXWN BbI3BaJIO HEOOXOAMMOCTb U3yYeHus
OrpaHVMYEeHNA N PecypCcoB MHHOBALMOHHOIO Pa3BUTUSA LLKOJbHOTO 06pa3oBaHus.

MemoObI uccnedosaHus. B aHKeTHOM onpoce NPUHAAM yyYacTue yunTens MockoBckmx wkon (N=325)
n poautenbckas obuwectBeHHOCTb (N=790), YTO MO3BO/NIMNO MPEACTaBUTb KOMIMAEKCHYH) OLLEHKY
WHHOBALIMOHHOIO MOTeHLMana CTONMUHbIX LWKOA. B uenax Bepudukaumm nOAYyYEHHbIX AaHHbIX,
pe3y/nbTaTbl UCCNeAOBaHNA MNOAKPENAeHbl Matepuanamm Gokyc-rpynn.

B pe3ynemame npoBeAEHHOrO UCCNEA0BaHUA YCTAHOB/IEHO, YTO OTCYTCTBME HayuYHOW NMpopaboTkm
BHeAPAEMbIX MHHOBaUWW (47,2%), 4TO OnpeAennno HeOBXOAMMOCTb CO3J4aHUS «HAYYHbIX CETEN»
(78,3%). Ans 57,2% yuntenen yyactme B peanv3aumy MHHOBALMIM pacCMaTPUBAETCA Kak MeXaHW3M
WX JIMYHOCTHOTO U NPOPECCUOHaNbHOTO pPa3BUTMA, KOTOPbIM BMecTe C TeM COMpOBOXAaeTcs
ycuneHmem otyeTHocTn (53,8%), cywectBeHHbIM yBennuyeHneMm Harpy3sku (54,6%). 49,2% yuutenen
BUAAT NPSAMYIO 3aBUCMMOCTb MeXJAy Pa3BUTUEM PbIHOYHbIX OTHOLWEHUN B chepe obpa3oBaHUA U
pa3BUTMEM MHHOBALMOHHOIO MOTEHLMana MOCKOBCKMX LLKOJ, YTO pacCMaTpUBAETCA yunmTenamu B
NO3UTUBHOM KArOYe. B cBOO ouepesb, pOANTENN MOCKOBCKUX LUKOJIbHUKOB HEOAHO3HAaYHO OLIeHNBatOT
WHHOBALMOHHOW MOTEHLMan LWKOAbHOTO obpa3oBaHusA: 64,2% — BblpaXatoT HaCTOPOXKEHHOE
OTHOWeEHNe K WHHoBauuaMm, 41,1% — cuuTatoT, 4YTO BHeAPEHME WHHOBALUWN yBeNMYMBAET
3arpy>eHHOCTb yyawmxca. Mo mHeHuto 60,1% poautenen, WKONbHbIE MHHOBALMK He GOPMUPYHOT
CTpeMEeHNe K TBOPUECTBY 1 3HaHUAM. PelleHreM BO3HUKLLMX ANCPYHKLUIA, MO MHEHWUIO poauTenen,
MOXET CTaTb paclumMpeHns Gopm yyactus obLLECTBEHHOCTN B OMpeAeseHNN CTpaTermyeckmnx Toyek
pOCTa B paMKax MHHOBALIMOHHOTO NOTeHLMana obpasoBatesibHbIX yupexaeHnin (52,7%), npumeHeHne
MexaHM3Ma CoLManbHOro napTHepcTaa (46,6%).

KnroueBble cnoBa: MHHOBALMOHHbBIN NOTEHLMaN, LWKOAA, UHHOBALMOHHOE pa3BuTHne, obpa3oBaHue,
poauTesbckas ObLLeCTBEHHOCTb
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Assessment of the innovative potential of Moscow
schools: limitations and development resources

The relevance of assessing the innovative potential of Russian schools is related to the new challenges
facing school education today. Increasing trends in digitalization, the transition to distance learning,
as well as the continuing need to identify and support talented young people have led to the need
to study the limitations and resources of innovative development of school education.

Method of research. Moscow school teachers (N=325) and the parent community (N=790) took part in
the questionnaire survey, which allowed us to present a comprehensive assessment of the innovative
potential of the capital's schools. In order to verify the data obtained, the results of the study are
supported by materials from focus groups.

As a result of the research, it was found that the lack of scientific study of the implemented innovations
(47.2%), which determined the need to create "scientific networks" (78.3%). For 57.2% of teachers,
participation in the implementation of innovations is considered as a mechanism for their personal
and professional development, which is accompanied by increased accountability (53.8%), a significant
increase in workload (54.6%). 49.2% of teachers see a direct relationship between the development
of market relations in the field of education and the development of innovative potential of Moscow
schools, which is viewed by teachers in a positive way. In turn, parents of Moscow school children have
an ambiguous assessment of the innovative potential of school education: 64.2% — Express a wary
attitude to innovation, 41.1% — believe that the introduction of innovations increases the workload
of students. According to 60.1% of parents, school innovations do not form the desire for creativity
and knowledge. The solution to these dysfunctions, according to parents, can be the expansion of
forms of public participation in determining strategic growth points within the innovative potential
of educational institutions (52.7%), the use of a social partnership mechanism (46.6%).
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Introduction

ecently, school education has become one of the priority interests of state

development, which is the leading institution of sociocultural and intellectual

development of any society [1]. New civilizational challenges provoke "educational
boom", a wave of profound reforms in education systems of many countries [2]. European
countries highly appreciate educational innovations. Innovations are seen as the factor of
the pedagogical system modernization [3].

Various studies made the conclusion about the need to orient educational systems
on public participation in the management of innovative changes [4]. This means that the
modern educational policy of the leading countries is aimed at the delegation of some
powers of the parental community in the process of making management decisions [5;
6]. At the same time, "collegial forms of school management with the participation of the
public allow to overcome the alienation of school from society" [7].

This setting is traced in the studies that justify the need for a more active role of key
participants in the decision-making process [8]. It is concluded that feedback is important
not only for trivial issues, but also for the development of the educational system as a whole,
including the content and the trend of innovative educational projects [9]. This approach is
designed to improve the quality of educational services, and, accordingly, the performance
of schoolchildren [10].

Literature Review

The analysis of the educational systems of developed countries has revealed the
dependence of the school community quality on innovative approaches to educational
technologies [11]. The results of the study illustrate the students' perception of cooperation
"interactivity" as an innovative approach to teaching and learning [12].

In developed countries, educational innovations are considered as the resource for the
socio-economic development of the state. In the opinion of European experts, genuine
reforms and innovations can be implemented only if the philosophy of teaching changes and
the educational paradigm is revised [13]. Innovations should not be superficial, but rather
involve more fundamental foundations and learning principles [14]. It is necessary to move
away from rigid curricula to the training program, which contains the answers to questions
that concern modern students. Studying the world around through the question "why?" is
an opportunity to involve students in their own innovative work pattern development [15].

Recently, much attention has been paid to the nature and the scope of the labor market
needs and the production relation impact on the content of school education [16]. The
innovative potential of school education should be formed taking into account the social
demand of the society and labor market needs.

In developing countries, innovations are regarded as the factor of children performance
improvement and the development of the necessary competencies. Schools must develop,
introduce innovations to ensure their effectiveness [17]. The role of a teacher, his training
activity of younger generation, and the personal and professional characteristics of the
educational corps are of particular importance. In developing countries, the effectiveness
of innovation is largely determined by the level of innovation support from the leadership
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of educational institutions, by situational factors, such as team cohesion and organizational
culture [18].

In modern conditions, educational reforms are oriented to the current and future
needsofsociety, an effective use of resources [19]. Atthe sametime, developing countries
are characterized by fragmentation in the process of innovation introduction, focusing
on certain aspects of the educational process. In developed countries, the problems
of innovation in education are considered from two perspectives: the increase of
teaching technology innovative component and the establishment of the feedback from
educational service consumers on the issues of education system innovative potential
management. The strengthening of social development pace guides developed countries
to develop an innovative model of school education that would harmoniously combine
three leading components of innovative development: innovations in educational
programs, innovations in technologies and learning conditions.

The state policy of education development in Russia is consonant with global
trends. Innovations in education are defined as a key factor in its quality, accessibility
improvement, and, the socio-economic development of the state in general. However,
the implementation of the state program for the development of education in Russia is
reduced to the introduction of a multitude of disparate innovations that are mutually
uncoordinated in their social and psychological consequences [20]. The awareness of the
need to innovate the educational process, taking into account the needs of the modern
labor market, encounters the lack of adequate methods to identify the educational
order of business structures. In Russia, the process of innovation introduction is more
typical for higher education, which is considered a key element in the preparation of a
competitive personality.

Materials and Methods

1 Objective of study

The purpose of the study is to assess the innovative potential of the capital's schools,
including the analysis of resources and limitations of innovative development of school
education in modern conditions. In the course of the research, the authors used theoretical
research methods-analysis, synthesis, generalization of scientific sources on the research
problem; as well as empirical methods — a questionnaire survey of Moscow school teachers
(N=325) and the parent community (N=790). The research hypothesis is based on the
assumption that the low level of innovative potential of school education is associated with
insufficient innovative activity of teachers.

Taking into account the specifics of the educational system in Moscow, the researchers
took 15 educational complexes randomly at the first stage of their work. There were 67
schools providing the training according to the basic general education program. They
include 2 lyceums, 10 gymnasiums, 27 schools with the in-depth study of subjects
(humanitarian, technical and language profiles) and 28 general schools. We consulted
with the heads of educational complexes in order to select the models that illustrate a
better understanding of the limitations concerning the formation and resources of school
education innovative potential. 35 educational institutions were suitable for us in general,
of which 18 agreed to participate in the study. They included 4 gymnasiums, 6 schools with
the in-depth study of the profile and 8 general schools. All teachers of selected schools
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were invited to give interviews. 325 teachers accepted the invitation. The characteristics
of the interviewed teachers are presented in Table 1.

Table 1
The characteristics of teachers who participated in the study
Gymnasium teachers 73
The teachers from the schools with in-depth study of subjects 108
Secondary school teachers 144
Men 39
Women 286

Thus, mostly women teachers were interviewed (88%). The average age of the
respondents in the sample was 44.87 years with the range of 32-62 years. The sample
subjects were well educated: 3.5% had a bachelor's degree, 57.9% had a master's degree,
and 21.6% had academic degrees. 5.7% had the work experience of up to 5 years, 18.9%
- 6-10 years of work experience, 29.9% - 11-15 years, and 45.5% - over 16 years of work
experience. Of these, 44.3% worked in general education schools, 33.2% worked in the
schools with the in-depth study of subjects, and 22.5% of teachers teach in gymnasiums.

In order to achieve the goal of the study, the parents of schoolchildren were identified as
the second group of respondents. In order to preserve the research purity, the educational
institutions chosen earlier for teachers became the basis for study subject selection.
Parents were sent 2,500 questionnaires, while only 790 people took part in the survey. The
characteristics of the interviewed parents are presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Composition of parents who took part in the study
The parents of children attending gymnasiums 123
The parents of children studying at school with the in-depth study of subjects 309
The parents of children attending secondary school 358
Men 147
Women 643
Higher education 698

Thus, they interviewed mostly female parents (81.4%). The average age of the sample
respondents was 40.15 years with the range of 26-46 years. 88.4% of sample parents have
higher education: 9.2% have advanced degrees. 22.1% of parents estimate their income as
a low one, 65.8% of parents have an average income, and 12.1% have high income.

2 Approach

A weakly structured interview was conducted with the teachers, which took 15-20
minutes. All interviewers had adequate training on the topic of the study. The questionnaire
was divided into 4 units: the assessment of innovation implementation conditions; the
involvement of teachers in innovation; the evaluation of education management body
actions on school education innovative potential development; The participation of teachers
in the management education innovation issues. Each included 5 - 10 questions. The part of
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the questions regarding the prospective resources for school education innovative potential
development had open answers.

The questionnaire was conducted with the parents of schoolchildren. The questionnaire
was divided into 2 large units: the assessment of ongoing educational innovations and
the participation of parents in innovation management. Each unit included no more than
15 questions. A number of questions about the barriers to school education innovative
potential and in respect of public participation practice evaluation increase in management
had open answers.

Results and discussion

The analysis of results shows that the innovative potential of school education is
characterized by the lack of resource support, a low level of innovation experience continuity.
The given problem causes the absence of actions in the majority of general educational
institutions directed on development and the introduction of innovations.

Despite the fact that recently there have been increased attempts to update educational
programs and teaching technologies in the capital schools, 47.2% of respondents note the
lack of scientific study for the innovations being introduced. The obtained data confirm the
conclusions about the need to reinforce innovative projects with the work of the relevant
"scientific networks" [21].

In earlier studies of the innovative potential of schools, they revealed the need to revise
the time and resource provision of innovative processes [12]. The analysis of Russian school
teacher opinion allows us to supplement this conclusion with the following conclusion: it is
necessary to move away from the fragmented introduction of innovations towards the creation
of a resource base for teacher innovative activity support. In particular, according to 78.3% of
respondents, the management of school education innovative development requires the state
to create a scientific, organizational, resource and personnel base for innovation support.

The results of the research showed a rather low overall level of innovative activity
among teachers. The level of a teacher innovative activity largely depends on an educational
institution status. So the proportion of teachers, who carry out their professional activities
in gymnasiums or under supplementary education programs, has initially high expectations
for innovation. For 57.2% of the surveyed teachers, the participation in the implementation
of innovations is seen as the factor of their personal and professional quality improvement.
In its turn, the teachers employed in ordinary general education institutions and schools
with the in-depth study of the training course subjects are mostly not oriented and are
not motivated to innovation implementation. 67.4% of teachers answered in the negative
to the following question: "Does your institution encourage the activity of teachers in
the development and the implementation of innovations?" For most teachers, personal
satisfaction from their activities is the decisive factor for the initiative manifestation.

According to the research results, the pedagogical approaches to teaching become the
main field of innovation application. The potential of an interactive and a project approach
to children teaching is assessed highly enough by teachers. However, the lack of innovation
scientific study provokes the emergence of a significant number of errors, which significantly
reduce the value of innovation in the eyes of teachers and students. Anna P., 48 years old:
"Unsuccessful experience does not allow to talk about the innovation of school education
in a positive way."
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The obtained data illustrate the lack of "innovation" value recognition for the qualitative
growth of children education by most teachers of Moscow schools. Researchers believe that
this situation is associated with two important factors. On the one hand, school education
is characterized by conservatism, the preservation of strong fundamental foundations. On
the other hand, the activity of school teachers is strongly influenced by public opinion, in
which negative characteristics often prevail. Under these conditions, the price of an error is
very high for a teacher, and the introduction of innovation is seen as a risk, an unnecessary
challenge to the fundamentals. A separate barrier is the lack of the necessary temporary,
resource, organizational and other support for innovative activities.

The situation is aggravated by increased reporting on the innovations being
implemented and by a general increase of teacher workload. This is indicated by 53.8%
and 54.6% of teachers, respectively.

In the opinion of teachers, the orientation of educational management structures to the
achievement of innovation process formal indicators does not provide a significant impact on
the growth of education qualitative characteristics and also negatively affects the content of
educational programs. The standardization of educational results adopted in Russian schools
nowadays does not allow to develop the creative and intellectual abilities of children fully.
According to the opinion of teachers the solution of the situation can be the integration of
additional education and general education programs for schoolchildren. 44.8% of teachers
consider additional education is very demanded today, as it allows to form the propensities, the
abilities and the interests of personal, social and professional self-determination of children.
At the same time, a significant proportion of teachers (66.1%) draw attention to the fact that
some innovative programs for gifted children, as well as supplementary education programs
are not able to cover the entire contingent of students. This is a very important problem,
which is related with the mechanism of social inequality reproduction.

Almosthalf of theteachersinterviewed (49.2%)in Moscow schools note thatthe emergence
of market relations in the educational sector left a significant imprint on the development of
school education innovative potential. In these conditions, the state gave schools the right to
solve their own financial problems by paid service provision, the list of which is determined by
each educational institution on its own. For the most part, the pedagogical community tends
to view this circumstance in a positive way, as one of the global trends in the development
of school education. However, 68.4% of respondents believe that a number of schools are
characterized by a "dependent attitude". This attitude, worked out by the principle of full
state funding inherited from Soviet socialism, does not allow us to use the entire resource
potential of school. Although the state has provided schools with new opportunities in the
field of financial security, the management of educational complexes is not ready to fully
support the set course for the most part. 68.3% of teachers support this point of view.

We believe that the resulting discrepancy is caused by the exclusion of a number
of key provisions from the focus of education authorities. In particular, schooling in
Russia, having begun the transition to market relations, does not have either its own
economic concept of development or the mechanisms for market relations management
in education, and the investment and motivational mechanisms for school financial
autonomy provision are absent. In the opinion of 67.2% of teachers, the market of
educational services in Russia has not been developed yet, which determines the
presence of many "unoccupied niches". Many teachers see this as an opportunity to
increase the competitive advantages of an educational institution, and the replication
of a positive innovative experience of schools.
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According to the results of the study, 65.2% of teachers believe that the pedagogical
corps has a key role in decision making on the issues of innovation in education. At the same
time, management is viewed by teachers as the activity that is not originally a teacher's
responsibility, but they are ready to assume such obligations in order to reduce the negative
consequences of educational sector reforming.

The analysis of Russian school teacher opinion allows us to supplement other studies
on this issue [8; 12] with the following conclusion: the increase of public participation in
management requires the creation of organizational confidence among all participants.
This idea correlates with studies of the relationship between the professional community,
bureaucratic structures and organizational trust [22]. However, the authors of the article,
in view of the high vigilance of Russians to any innovations of government structures, are
invited to consider organizational trust through the prism of educational work, a transparent
feedback and the participation of teachers in government commissions on education
innovation issues.

Theresults of the second part of the study show that the parents of Russian schoolchildren
have an ambivalent position on the development of school innovative potential.

Most parents recognize the need to modernize the existing education system, to
increase its innovative capacity. However, parents' expectations remain very traditional,
they concentrate on a university education obtaining.

Almost 64.2% of respondents express a cautious attitude to the innovations that
are implemented in their educational institution; 41.1% believe that the introduction of
innovation increases the workload of students; and 32.5% of respondents note the increased
burden on parents due to the need to participate in school innovation projects.

Vera A., 37 years old: "They ask so much that the child is busy with his homework until
the evening. If this is an innovative approach to learning, then it is not necessary at all."

The current situation is seen by parents as the result of a low pedagogical control
in respect of innovations, which is considered one of the key functions of educational
institutions [3]. This circumstance requires the inclusion of a new key participant in the
innovation control system i.e. parents.

increasing pressures on parents from having to H

participate in school innovation projects

innovation increases the workload of students

Express a cautious attitude to the innovations that _

are implemented in their educational institution

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Diagram 1 The assessment of educational innovation implementation practice by Moscow
schoolchildren parents

In the course of the study, they noted the increase of parent expenditures on tutors in

connection with the need to "train" for Unified State Exam (USE) test passing. More than
two-thirds of the total number of interviewed parents (82.4%) spoke about this. At the
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same time, the respondents made a special emphasis on the assertion that the test system
becomes the factor of the learning process excessive standardization, the stereotype nature
and the averaging of schoolchildren knowledge. In the opinion of 79.6% of respondents,
there was the change in the course of the educational policy towards "mass" preparation of
schoolchildren, the "training" for the passage of USE tests with the introduction of the USE
into school practice. According to the parents, the testing of students' knowledge becomes
a formal, a superficial one.

In the opinion of 60.1% of parents, modern school preparation does not take into
account the individual characteristics of students, does not form the desire for creativity
and knowledge. The consequence of this provision is the decrease of pupils' interest in
learning, which is noted today by all aspects of the learning process. It is fair to say that
this opinion is less typical for parents whose children are trained in gymnasiums and the
schools with in-depth study of subjects. The high weight of the creative component in the
educational process and the individual approach to the preparation of students in these
educational institutions is supplemented by a significant number of extracurricular work
hours (visits to museums, theaters, preparation of projects, etc.). According to the parents,
this reduces the negative consequences of the learning process standardization. Despite the
increased parental burden with this approach to learning, they recognize the high efficiency
of gymnasium training for children. Traditionally, a high competition for the admission to a
gymnasium and a lyceum is the confirmation of these findings.

General educational institutions, in view of objective resource constraints and other
contingent of students, cannot cope with the manifestations of the Russian education system
destabilization so effectively. The introduction of innovations encounters the stereotype
that has formed among a significant proportion of parents (52.4%): innovations cannot
provide education quality improvement for their children. It is customary to relate this with
the distrust of Russians to any government initiatives [23].

In order to refract the current situation, the state educational policy set the course for the
inclusion of parents in school education innovative development. This trend of key participant
involvement in innovation management is characteristic of modern developed countries [8].
However, according to the results of the study, there is a consistently low participation of
parents in this process — less than one third of schoolchildren parents (Diagram 2).

the lack of information about opportunities to
participate in the management of innovative
development of school education
the lack of time in connection with working
employment

the nominal value of the management activities
undertaken by informal authorities

innovation is the prerogative of the school
management

o

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Diagram 2 The reasons of parental public low participation in school education innovative
development management
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Most often, the participation of parents in the management of an educational institution
takes the form of parents' governing councils and school boards. Such participation can be
of a formal nature. This makes the parental public the nominal participants in the processes
of education innovative development. Most parents cannot participate in the determination
of the essence and the content of educational innovations, even at the level of individual
schools. This opinion was expressed by 46.9% of parents, emphasizing the imitative nature
of their participation. The respondents believe that the leadership of schools seeks to create
the "visibility" for the consolidation of joint efforts. Those representatives of the parental
community (25.2%) who considered their participation in the management of school
education innovative development as an opportunity to adapt the educational environment
to the needs of students through innovations, noted the emergence of frustration and
disappointment feelings. The obtained results make it possible to consider the issues
of public participation increase in a new light, supplementing the performed analysis of
educational claims of parents [5; 6].

52.7% of parents note the need to expand the forms of public participation in strategic
growth points determination within the innovative potential of educational institutions, and
46.6% of respondents talk about the importance of social partnership mechanism application
in the practice of school education innovative potential development. The obtained results
can form the basis of a program development to involve parents in the solution of problems
on the development of school education innovative potential.

Conclusion

The teachers' and the parents' assessment of school education quality in Russia is at
the medium-low range. The parents also assessed the practice of USE conduct quite poorly,
which is related to the shortcomings of a formalized approach to educational outcome
evaluation. The representatives of educational institutions and the consumers of their
educational services focus on schoolchildren interest reduction in successful studies, the
increase of the burden on students and their parents. The situation in school education
does not allow to reveal the innovative potential of teachers. The main problem is the high
workload of teachers, a large number of reports and bureaucratization.

A narrow pragmatic attitude to school education peculiar to parents develops a
dual position in relation to innovative processes. On the one hand, hand, innovations
are considered by this group of the public as an opportunity to adapt the educational
environment to the needs of students. On the other hand, innovations are seen as a source
of the traditional foundation destruction concerning the functioning of school education
and a general cause of the educational process destabilization. This position of parents is
supported by a weak training and a low level of innovation in Russian education. Despite the
fact that parents are interested in school education update, innovations are perceived very
cautiously by them. This is due to a low level of trust in Russia for any reforms carried out by
the authorities. Most parents do not believe that innovation, indeed, will be able to improve
the quality education for their children. Besides, according to parents, their participation
in school education innovative development management is a formal one, which does not
allow to regulate the content of educational innovations.

The conducted research made it possible to identify other reasons for the low level
of the school education innovative potential, namely: the lack of organizational and
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human resources for the implementation of innovations in educational institutions, the
underdevelopment of the innovative educational environment. The teachers of educational
institutions noted the lack of a favorable socio-cultural and psychological-pedagogical
environment for the conduct of innovative activities. The preservation of the dependent
position of most schools, which does not allow them to use the levers, the advantages
of financial autonomy in order to increase their innovative potential deserves a separate
attention in new market conditions. A convincing illustration of this circumstance is the
quality of educational innovations and the lack of practice of best practice replication that
ensure the optimization of learning conditions and technologies.

In the course of the research, the hypothesis was confirmed that the low level of school
education innovative potential in Russia is associated with an insufficient innovative activity
of teachers. Researchers have proven the following allegations: the unpreparedness of most
teachers of Russian schools to a high rate of educational practice renewal and the lack of an
appropriate support base for educational innovations. It is necessary to form a unified base
for educational innovation support, which includes a scientific, organizational, resource
and human resource component. This will make it possible to increase the effectiveness of
teacher inclusion in innovation activities.

Based on the research materials, the authors made two important secondary
conclusions. First, a formalized quantitative approach to innovation, an excessive
standardization of educational outcomes is the factor of the educational system innovative
potential reduction. The experience of Russia illustrates that it is impossible develop fully
the creative and intellectual abilities of children in this context. According to teachers,
some innovative programs for working with gifted children are not able to cover the
entire contingent of students, which reduces the overall quality of school preparation and
also acts as the mechanism of social inequality reproduction. Secondly, the example of
Russian schools establishes the relationship between the development of school education
innovative potential and the level of educational service market development. In particular,
the underdevelopment of the mechanism for market relation management entails the
lack of investment and motivational mechanisms to increase the innovative potential of
educational systems. Recognizing the importance of teacher and parent attraction to the
solution of education issues, the authors conclude that this technology for school education
innovative potential development will be characterized by a low productivity in the absence
of a favorable innovation environment.
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