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Principals’ view on equity in gifted education programs

Abstract

An initiative of the Kazakhstani education system, teaching gifted children has been
a matter of national significance over the past two decades. This drive can be seen in the
establishment of specialized schools and programs for high-achieving students. The
primary goal of which is to provide gifted children with high quality educational
opportunities and ensure a results-oriented learning environment. While equality in terms
of being able to participate in the school entry exam is guaranteed, the selective nature of
the admission policies in these schools seems full of controversies and counterpoints in
terms of equity for all.

To shed light on the aforementioned indeterminacy, the present study aimed to
examine school principals’ stances on equity in currently existing gifted education
programs. Six participants, who are principals in schools for gifted children were
interviewed. They expressed their viewpoints on questions regarding the fairness of
admission policies and selection procedures within their schools. In addition to this,
principals also broached the subject of the predicaments of accepting and teaching students
from diverse backgrounds.

It is worth discussing the differences of opinions that emerged in the study findings.
Study participants agreed upon the importance of equitable access and participation in
gifted programs. Some school principals described well-laid systems to ensure equity once
students get accepted. Yet discrepancies emerged when the conversation touched upon the
selection criteria. Some principals found certain members of society deprived,
disadvantaged or disabled to compete with their peers. Other participants were doubtful

that equity was actually achievable when it comes to practice. Notwithstanding these

Vi
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attitudes, the positive practices towards equity in some schools can be considered an

exemplary model to better achieving this ideal.
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MHuenust AUPEKTOPOB HIKOJ 0 CIPABCAJIMBOCTH B IIPpOorpamMmmax oﬁyqe}mﬂ AJIs

OJapECHHBbIX aeTeit

AHHOTauA

3a mocieHue IBa JECATHIICTUSI MHUITMATHBA CUCTEMBI 00pa3oBaHus Pecryonuku
Kazaxcran mo o0y4ueHuto ojapeHHBIX JAeTei o0pena 001erocyIapCcTBeHHOE 3HaYeHUE. ITO
CTPEMJICHHE MOYKHO TIPOCIICTUTh B OTKPHITHH CIICITUAIM3UPOBAHHBIX IITKOJI U TTPOTPaMM
JUTSL YYaAIIUXCs ¢ BRICOKMMH aKaIEMUISCKUMU TI0Ka3aTelIIMU, OCHOBHOM IIEThI0 KOTOPBIX
SIBJIICTCS TIPEIOCTABIICHUE OJTAPCHHBIM JICTSM BHICOKOKAYECTBEHHBIX 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX
BO3MOXHOCTEH U 0OecIiedeHre 00yIeH s, OpUESHTHPOBAHHOTO Ha pe3yinbTar. HecMoTpst Ha
TO, YTO PABEHCTBO 00ECIICYMBACTCS MIOCPEICTBOM BO3MOXKHOCTH YUACTHS BO
BCTYNUTEIBHBIX 3K3aMeHaX, MOJIUTUKA OTOOpa B 3TH IIKOJIBI 0 CUX MOP MOJHA
MPOTUBOPEYUN C TOUKH 3PEHHUS CIIPABEITUBOCTH.

UToOBI MPOJIUTH CBET HA BBHILICYOMSIHYTYIO HEOMPEIEIIEHHOCTh, HACTOSIIIEE
uccienoBaHue ObLIO HAMIPABJICHO HA M3YYE€HHE MO3UIUHU AUPEKTOPOB MIKOJ 10 BOIIPOCAM
CIPaBeUIMBOCTHU B CYIIECTBYIOIIUX B HACTOSIIEE BpeMs 00pa30BaTeIbHbIX MPOrpaMMax
10 00Y4YEeHHIO OJJApPEHHBIX JAeTel. BblI0 OMPOIIeHO MEeCTh YYACTHUKOB, KOTOPBIE SIBJISIOTCS
JTUPEKTOPaMH IIKOJ ISl OAapeHHBIX neTeil. OHM BbICKa3ail CBOIO TOUKY 3PEHHS Ha
BOIPOCHI, KaCaIOILIUECs CIPaBeUIMBOCTH IIPABHII IIpUEMa U Mpolieyp otdopa B UX
mkosiax. B monongHeHue K 3ToMy, TUPEKTOpa TaKkKe 3aTPOHYIIU BOIIPOC O TPYAHOCTAX
npremMa 1 oOydeHUs yJaluxcsl U3 pa3HbIX CIOEB OOIIECTBA.

Baxno Obl10 00CYAUTH pa3IUYHbIE MHEHHS, KOTOPbIE BO3HUKIIU B TIpoIlecce
UCCIIeIOBAHUS. YUYAaCTHUKHU UCCIEIOBAHUS COTIACUINCH C aKTYalIbHOCTHIO TPOOIEMBI
obecrneveHus CrpaBeAJIMBOTO JAOCTYIA M YIacTUs B MPOTrpaMMax JJisl OJJaApSHHBIX JeTeH.
HekoTopsie mupekTopa Ko OMUCcAI XOPOIIO TPOAyMaHHbIE CUCTEMBbI 00eCTIeUeHUs

CIIPaBCAJIMBOCTU ITOCJIC TOTO, KaK YUCHUKU ObLIH NPHUHATHI B IIKOJIbIL. U Bce xe

viii



EQUITY IN GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS

pacxoXaeHus1 BO3HUKIIM, KOT'JIa pa3roBOp KOCHYJICS KpuTepueB oroopa. MHorue
PYKOBOJUTENN OOHAPYKHUITH, YTO HEKOTOPBIE WICHBI 00IIECTBA JIUIICHBI BO3MOKHOCTH
KOHKYPEHILIMH CO CBOMMH CBEPCTHHUKaMU. J[pyrue ydaCTHUKY COMHEBAIIUCH, YTO
CIIPaBEUIMBOCTh ICUCTBUTENIBHO JOCTHKAMA, KOTAA 110 TOXOIUT A0 MPAKTHKHU.
HecmoTps Ha Takoe OTHOIIEHHUE, TO3UTHUBHAS MPAKTHKA 00ECIICUECHUS CIIPABEINBOCTH B
HEKOTOPBIX IIKOJIAX MOKET paCCMaTPUBATHCS KaK MPUMEPHAst MOJEINb JIJIsl JOCTHKECHUS

9TOro uacaja.
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JlapbiHabl 6aj1aiapra apHAJFaH oKy 0araapiaMajiapblHAArbI JALIETTiK 00MbIHIIA
MeKTell JHPEeKTOPJIAPbIHBIH MiKipi

AnjgaTna

Kazakcranapik 011iM Oepy >KyHeCiHIH JapbIHAbl Oananapapl OKbITY OacTamachl
COHFBI OHXKbUIJIBIKTA JKaJIIBIMEMJIEKETTIK MaHbI3Fa 1e 00Jbl. byt cepriiaicTi JapbIiHabl
Oastamap/ibl )KOFaphl caraiibl OUTIMMEH KaMTaMachl3 €Ty KOHE HOTHIKEre OaFbITTaJIFaH OKY
OPTAaCBIH KATBINTACTHIPY MaKCATBIH/IA MEKTENTEPIIH alllbUTYBl MEH apHaNBI
OarmapiiamManap/IblH iICKe achIphUTYBIHAH Oalikayra O0omaapl. Anlaiaa, aTairaH MEKTETTepre
OKyFa TYCy eMTHUXaHbIHA KAaThICY/Ia TEHIIKKE KEMUIIIK O0JFaHBIMEH, MEKTETIKE
KaOBUIAaHYAAFbl IPIKTEY cascaThl 9UIETTUIIK TYPFhICHIHAH KapaMa-KalIIbUTbUTBIKKA TOJIBI
OOJIBITT KOpiHEe 1.

Xorappiga aranFaH Macesere aHbIFbIPAK TYCIHIK KaJbINTACTHIPY YILIIH OCBI 3epTTEY
MKYMBICBI MEKTEIl AUPEKTOPIAPBIHBIH Ka31pri TaHa JKY3€re achIpbUIbIN KaTKaH JAPBbIH]IbI
Oayajapra apHaJIFaH OaraapiaManiapJarbl OJUICTTUTIK OOMBIHIIA CypaKTapFa MIKipiH
Oiryre apHanabl. Ocbl MakcaTTa JapblHIbl Oajanapra apHaJlFaH MEKTENTepaAe JUPEKTOP
KbI3METIHET1 aIThl KaThICYIIbIAaH cyX0at ajbiHabl. Onap e34epi )KYMBbIC KacaluThlH
MEKTeNTepi asChIHa KOJIIaHAThIH MEKTEIKe KaOblIay casicaTbl MEH ipikTey ypaicrepi
xailnbl oinapeiMer OenicTi. COHBIMEH KaTap, AUPEKTOpIap TYPIl SIEYMETTIK TONTapAbIH
OKUIJIEpIHEeH MIBIKKAH OKYIIbLIAp/Ibl KAOBLIAAY KOHE OJIap bl OKBITY OapbICHIHIAFbI
KUBIHIIBUTBIKTAPAbI A TTHI.

3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH HOTHKECIHIE TaJKblIayFa TYPapIIbIK TYPJIi HiKipiep
aHBIKTANIBL. 3epTTeY KaThICYIIBLIAPHI JAPBIH/IBI Oananapra apHajFaH OaraapiamManapra
KaThICYy MEH KaObUIIaHyFa O/IIETTI KOJDKETIM/II KAMTaMachl3 €TYy/IiH ©3eKTUTIriMeH KeJiCTi.

Keiibip MexTen AupeKTopiapbl OKyLIblIap KaObUlJaHFAaHHAH KeHIHT1 9/IIIeTTUTIKKE
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OarbITTAJIFAH OHTAMIIBI Iapasiap/Ibl CUMATTaAbl. JlereHMeH OKyIIbIIapAas! Kaobuiaay
KpUTEepHiiNepine OaiIaHbICThI cayalaap Typ:i mikipiepre ceden 6onapl. Keitbip mexren
OacuIpuIapbl KeHOip KOFaM eKUTIepiHeH MIBIKKAH OKYIIBUIAP/IbI ©3/CPIHIH
KaTapJiacTapbIMEH CalbICKa TYCyre KayKapchl3, MYMKIHJII IIEKTEYII1 JIeN TaHbICa, KeJIecl
Oipeynepi ic Ky3iHae SAUICTTUTIKKE KOJI JKETKi3yre 001aThIHbIHA KYMOHMEH Kapasbl.
OcpIHgail mikipaepre KapamactaH, KeHoip MEeKTenTeperi 9IIETTUIKTI KaMTaMachl3 eTyre
OarbITTAIFaH TOXKIpUOETEp1 )KOFaphIla aTaFaH MaKcaTKa KeTY/IH Y3/IK YIrici peTinae

KapacTbIpblia ajnajbl.
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Principals’ view on equity in gifted education programs
Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Background of the study

The current demand for high quality education across the globe has increasingly
generated public interest in gifted education programs. Well-thought out plans on gifted
education as a whole aim to ensure the academic provisions and conditions that meet the
education needs of highly capable students to become exceptional human capital and have a
creative capacity. However, the level of endorsements in gifted education is heavily dependent
on the cultures and contexts in which they exist. While some countries are based on the
overarching philosophy of egalitarianism and try to refrain from divisions based on learners’
abilities, others are actively involved in promoting giftedness that requires special
consideration in terms of curriculum and instruction (Heuser, Wang, & Shahid, 2017).

The Kazakhstani Government has made much effort on enhancing the standards of
teaching and serving of gifted children. Although some schools for gifted children continued
their work from the Soviet Union Period (for example, the Republican specialized physical
and mathematics boarding schools named after O. Zhautykov, since 1970), the increased
emphasis on gifted education started with the independence of the Republic of Kazakhstan.
There have been significant structural changes in the system of gifted education programs, the
outcomes of which can be seen in the works of recently founded schools. In 1992, the first
Kazakh-Turkish Lyceums (in 2016, renamed as Bilim Innovation Lyceums) began their work
through a competitive selection of students through individual subject as well as 1Q level
tests. Much emphasis is put on math and science using four languages of instruction: Kazakh,

Russian, Turkish and English (Yakavets, 2014).
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Four years later, the law on “the state support and development of schools for gifted
children” came into force, and the conditions for improving gifted education were set by
President Nazarbayev (MOES, 1996). According to this law, there should be a system of
specialized schools, the main aims of which are to improve each individual’s potential and
create specific nurturing environments for developing creative personalities by taking into
account their individual abilities. These are the schools with more advanced educational
programs and in-depth instruction in certain educational fields such as of science, culture,
art, sport or military arts.

In 1998, the Ministry of Education opened a new Republican Research and Practical
Centre called “Daryn”, which served to promote and implement the policy on teaching gifted
children across the country. Currently, the Daryn network consists of 115 educational
organisations, including 26 Bilim Innovation Lyceums. The admission policies of these
schools are based on performance-based tests and interviews (Yakavets, 2014).

A new decade came with its educational advances and innovative ways of teaching that
required reconsideration of the Kazakhstani gifted education system with respect to the ever-
increasing world standards. Due to this, the special law of the Republic of Kazakhstan on the
opening of Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools was established on January 19, 2011. As stated in
President N.Nazarbayev’s address on “Kazakhstan’s way — 2050: common aims, common
interests, common future” (Nazarbayev, 2014) , high quality education, which combines the
best of national and international practices is considered to be one of the key catalysts for a
21% century country’s successful development. As a result of these governmental goals, 20
highly selective schools opened in each city center with a focus on natural and mathematical
sciences. Unlike the existing programs of secondary education, the innovative and trilingual

education policies of these schools give students an opportunity of acquiring knowledge in
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various subjects at a higher level (NIS, 2011).

Overall, being enrolled in specialized education programs for gifted children has plenty
of benefits compared with studying in traditional schools. First, more accelerated programs
can meet their educational needs and foster learners’ academic interests by setting challenging
tasks. Secondly, these programs can provide a professional pathway to their future careers. It
may also affect learners’ post-secondary education, since they are privileged to participate in
various regional and international intellectual competitions where the winners may be given
special scholarships to leading international universities. Aside from this, to implement high
standards in the curricula, schools for gifted children recruit the most qualified staff and equip
classrooms to stay up to date with latest technological tools.

1.2 Statement of the problem

All these favorable learning conditions in a stimulating creative environment made
student selection processes very competitive. According to OECD (2015), in spite of the
difficulties in the data analyses of the schools for gifted children, the outright growth in the
overall number of applicants as well as accepted students to specialized educational
organizations has steadily increased in Kazakhstan. For instance, there were 15 schools for
gifted children by the end of the 90s, and now there are 131 schools functioning in various
regions of Kazakhstan. The same upward trend can be observed at Nazarbayev Intellectual
Schools where the number of students competing for one place has dramatically increased since
the schools’ establishment. To illustrate, in 2011 this indicator accounted for 2.1 people,
whereas, in 2014, it more than doubled to 5.8. This year, in 2018, the figure has shown 7.2
people applying per available seat (NIS, 2018). These figures undoubtedly demonstrate the
increase in the quantity of students interested in these programs.

Although currently acting gifted education policies stress the equality norms in school
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admission criteria, issues of equity and access to these programs are still considered to be an
area of much uncertainty. However, as part and parcel of inclusive education, ensuring equity
in all forms of education is accentuated in the documents of international importance such as
“The Universal Declaration of Human Rights Act” (1948), “The International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Right” (1966), and the UNESCO Sustainable Development
Goals (2017). The OECD (2012) review also indicates that equity in educational contexts can
resolve social and economic inequalities neglecting to give students an opportunity to take full
benefit of learning regardless their origins and backgrounds.

As pointed out by Grantham (2012), educational equity is an indispensable factor in
forging gifted education programs forward. The neglect of equity of access may trigger issues
of underrepresentation, whilst carelessness of equitable participation and proper service delivery
may cause “disparities of available educational opportunities for identified gifted students based
on race/ethnicity, economic disadvantage, or geography/locale” (Kettler, Russell, & Puryear,
2015, p. 100).

The OECD Review on Kazakhstani schools (2015) also raised the question of
accessibility of gifted education programs to disadvantaged students since they have less
opportunity to afford appropriate sources to prepare for entrance examinations. Although
underrepresentation of learners outside the dominant culture in programs for the gifted is a
worldwide phenomenon (Callahan, 2005), there is a lack of investigation on the understanding
of equity in gifted education programs in the Kazakhstani context. The potential problems may
reside in identification procedures and resourcing, and the factors may be tightly linked with
economic constraints on the difference in the quality of teaching between urban and rural

schools, access to proper exam preparation materials, or on stereotypes about the “elite schools™.
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1.3 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The current study aims to delve into the concerns of equity in gifted education
programs. In particular, the study attempts to reveal principals’ attitudes regarding equitable
access to gifted education. By employing a qualitative research design, this study aimed at
investigating the following research questions:

Overarching question: What are principals’ views on equity and access to gifted
education programs?

Sub-questions:

Do the school enrollment policies consider equity issues?

What are some possible barriers to ensuring equitable access?

What do principals think could be done to overcome potential problems in admission?
1.4 Significance of the study

The findings of the study will be of benefit to the Kazakhstani gifted education system
in several ways. For educators, critical analysis of existing school policies will help to deepen
understanding of potential obstacles and challenges that students might be facing while
applying to these schools. For the school principals, this study may encourage them to
reconsider their policies in terms of access and opportunities. A more equal representation of
diverse learners in gifted programs might be possible only after implementing certain policy
changes. Thus, the policy suggestions proposed in the study may be found to be of value to
policy makers in tackling the issues of inequity and access to gifted programs.
1.5 Outline of the Study

This chapter gave a brief introduction, and indicated the research purpose and
questions, which will be discussed in the remaining chapters. Chapter 2 provides a review of

the relevant literature on the main concepts and theories related to the research topic and
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juxtaposes various interpretations of equity in regards to their contexts. An overview of the
methodology and employed research design can be found in the following chapter. This
chapter also details the choice of the study location and its participants. Chapter 4 includes
findings from the conducted research, the analysis of which is presented and scrutinized in
Chapter 5. By referring back to the research aims and summing up the obtained data, Chapter

6 draws a conclusion and proposes relevant recommendations for future investigation.
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Chapter 2: Literature review
2.1 Introduction

As this study aims to delve into the concerns of equity in gifted education programs, it
is essential to understand various interpretations of giftedness and theories around educational
equity in gifted education programs worldwide. Due to the complexity of the issue, equity is
considered from various angles and the interplay of equity with different concepts, such as
equality, quality, access and opportunities are discussed. Furthermore, the main barriers
causing inequity and their potential solutions are considered.

2.2 Theoretical framework

Since the primary aim of this research addresses the issues pertaining to equitable
access to educational opportunities, it is tightly linked with the theory of social justice.
However, there are many interpretations when exploring the nature of the concept of social
justice. According to Rizvi (1998), this may be explained by “its embedment within discourses
that are historically constituted and that are sites of conflicting and divergent political
endeavors” (p. 47).

According to Bell (2007), the aim of social justice is “full and equal participation of all
groups in an equitable society where all members are physically and psychologically safe and
secure” (p. 1). In turn, the model of social justice presented by Fraser (1997), apart from
redistribution/recognition issues, calls to look at tensions in equality as sameness/difference,
as well as being concerned with policymaking procedures and behaviours of individuals,
whereas social justice education demands consideration of equity, activism and social literacy
of the involved communities (Ayers, M. Quinn, & David Stovall, 2009).

Yet the common point, which can be discerned from many of other scholarly

perspectives on social justice, is found in its correspondence to fair relations between people
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and societies. That is to say, predisposition of a society to this theory can be seen in implicit
and explicit ways of distributing resources among its individuals. This perfectly matches the
overarching questions of this study and makes this theory essential for this research.

2.3 Conceptual framework

2.3.1 Definition of giftedness

Experts in the field of gifted education do not agree on what it means to be gifted
(Ambrose et al., 2010; Subotnik et al., 2011). Generally, gifted students can be characterized
as “children or youth who give evidence of high achievement capability in areas such as
intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific academic fields, and who
need services and activities not ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully develop
those capabilities”, which was initially mentioned in Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students
Education Act (1988), then later used in The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2001).

However, the more recent research on gifted education conducted by Heuser, Wang &
Shahid (2017) identified diverse trends and tendencies in existing interpretations of the notion
of giftedness across the globe. According to their data analysis, there are four major
dimensions in terms giftedness which have been highlighted globally.

The first and foremost direction by its popularity pertains to the vision that sees
giftedness in possessing all-rounded outstanding abilities. In other words, a gifted person
should demonstrate exceptional achievements in both academic and non-academic fields
(Resch, 2014). This incorporation of the concept of talent and giftedness is used in most of
developed counties, including The United Kingdom, Austria, Germany, and Switzerland.

A second perception of giftedness considers a person’s natural aptitudes as a matter of
primary concern. This ideal can be observed in Beijing, Hong Kong, and Taiwan where a

strong reliance on the criterion-based assessment outcomes serves as an indicator of
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giftedness. This slightly aligns with the definition of National Association of Gifted Children
(NAGC, 2010) that describes gifted individuals as “those who demonstrate outstanding levels
of aptitude (e.g., exceptional ability to reason and learn) or competence (e.g., documented
performance or achievement in top 10% or less) in one or more domains.”

By contrast, a third dimension, which is widespread in its use in countries such as
Finland, Germany, and the Netherlands, considers the importance of environmental factors
while developing a gifted personality rather than born prepositions. This supports the
Netherland’s stance that believes in the giftedness of every child that should be appropriately
nurtured (De Boer & et al., 2013).

The last and rarely used approach belongs to the Maori in New Zealand, where
giftedness is understood as one of the reflections of collectivism meaning that individual
expression of intellectual ability is not valued by their community (McCann, 2005).

Although the Kazakhstani law on education emphasizes the importance of improving
and maintaining giftedness, the Kazakhstani understanding of giftedness has yet to be fully
defined in one overarching agreed upon definition. Each school sets their goals and visions of
gifted education based on their needs and directions. For instance, at NIS schools these
children are considered as successful candidates who have shown significant aptitudes in a
variety of subjects and are considered to be gifted and talented, high achieving and well-
motivated to succeed. This emphasis on intellectual curiosity, rich imagination, an ability to
solve problems and the ability to think creatively can be most closely aligned to the first model
of gifted education discussed above.

2.3.2 Definition of equity and equality

Although the terms ‘equity’ and ‘equality’ are inherently linked with each other,

there are substantive discrepancies in the meanings of these concepts. Discussions on
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understanding the difference between these two terms were reflected on Sen’s (1982) work,
where he posed the question “Equality yes, but of what?” to identify where frames of
“equality” end and fair “inequality” emerges.

Equality is typically defined as treating everyone the same and giving everyone access
to the same opportunities. These principles are reflected in the Equal Educational
Opportunities Act (1974), Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 1990) and the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990). The focus is to protection individuals from any
form of segregation by tackling barriers to students' equal participation. The issue of equality
of educational opportunities irrespective of a person’s religious beliefs, cultural background,
and linguistic peculiarities is also highlighted in the Kazakhstani Law of Education and in the
enrollment policy in schools for gifted students.

By contrast, the term ‘equity’, which basically means ‘fairness’ is not given the same
emphasis in educational contexts. According to Nichols (1987), this notion was firstly
mentioned in the works of Aristotle as a term that means rejecting the law to take actions
against cases which are not indicated in ‘universal rules”. Meanwhile, Benadusi (2006)
indicated that ‘equity’ as a separate concept appeared in the late 90s and in the beginning of
the 21% century only.

In a contemporary educational context, equity is basically dependent on two aspects.
As reported by OECD (2008), it is comprised of fairness and inclusion. While fairness deals
with affordability of educational opportunities with no personal and social barriers, inclusion
advocates for provision of basic learning conditions and educational needs for all students.

In the Kazakhstani context, the notion of equity is often times implied through the
concept of equality. According to the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan (1995),

“citizens of the Republic regardless of their nationality, religion, membership in public



EQUITY IN GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS 11

associations, national origin, social or property status, occupation, or place of residence shall
have equal rights and responsibilities”. However, the neglect of equity in the state policies
may limit the access to some spheres of human life, including access to gifted education
programs.

2.4 Equity in Gifted Education Programs

Over the past several decades, policies promoting selective schools and using special
educational programs for gifted children have remained an area of much controversy.
Scholarly directives and perspectives in the literature advocate either for excellence or for
equity in gifted education policies. On one hand educators recognize gifted students’ learning
needs to be different from those of other children: by equating gifted with special needs
children they hold the idea that without special education services, gifted students would waste
their school days in learning environments that do not meet their needs (Gwiazda, 1983). In
contrast, such programs are also seen by some as explicit and implicit reflections of elitism,
which is exclusive and accompanied with the underrepresentation issues. As a result, this
dilemma has triggered policymakers and researchers’ concern on how to best determine equity

in gifted education programs.

Analyzing the literature on educational equity, Gillborn & Youdell (2000) highlighted
four pervasive perspectives on equity. Equity and access are definitely are most essential
topics in gifted education polices n (Dai, 2013; Esquierdo & Arreguin-Anderson, 2012; Jolly
& Kettler, 2008). The need for all children to have access to quality education, regardless of
background has become increasingly prominent in national and international policy agendas
(OECD, 2007; UNESCO, 2017). A second vision highlighted by Gillborn and Youdell (2000)

is equality of circumstances, which is becoming prevalent due to the existence of private
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schools. As the authors point out, low socio-economic backgrounds and lack of student loans
have created many barriers in educational opportunities. The next perspective on this issue is
related to equity of participation which deals with “structures and policies that define everyday
life in schools” (Valli, Cooper, & Frankes, 1997). Furthermore, it considers potential gender
and racial barriers in the implementation of the formal and hidden curriculum within the
schools. The final understanding of equity refers to the outcomes of educational provisions.
To increase schools’ predisposition to equitable outcomes among diverse societal groups, it is
necessary to resolve the disparities in academic achievements, reasons leading to school drop-
out and how to further increase education enrolments in certain more exclusive programs.

A similar classification can be found in DeVillar’s (1986) description of key
components of equitable education, which refers to access to specialized learning
opportunities, fair participation in those learning situations, and benefit received from those
learning situations. In the same vein, Sapon-Shevin (2003) revealed the constituent parts of
equity in gifted education and suggested a more concise way to stipulate the essential parts of
equity, which are “equality of access, equality of services, and equality of outcomes” (p. 132).
Thus, this study mostly utilizes the terms mentioned in the latter literature.

How different individuals and policymakers perceive these equity categories and bring
them to practice is a continuing matter of concern. There has been ambiguity between studies
aimed to investigate the complex interplay of equity policies and quality of practice (Ball
&Cohen, 1999; Cohen & Hill, 2001).Berne and Stiefel (1984), later Maitzegui-Onate and
Santibanez-Gruber (2008), posit three ways of measuring the interrelation between equity and
quality in education, which are horizontal equity, vertical equity and equal opportunities.

The core idea of horizontal equity is giving equal shares and expenditures to those who

are equal. As indicated by Maitzegui-Onate and Santibanez-Gruber (2008), horizontal equity
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assumes everyone to be equal and give all opportunity to start from the same point. Although
it aims to reach equality in all of its terms, this concept does not take into account treatment of
students with special educational needs. However, as Brown (2006) claims, horizontal equity
can be viewed as the onset that may contribute to vertical equity. That is to say, ensuring
horizontal equity standards is also necessary for vertical equity.

According to Berne and Stiefel (1984), vertical equity is regarded as the “appropriately
unequal treatment of the unequal”. By way of explanation, it allows the system to pay more
attention and needed support to some learners in order to bridge the gap between different
levels. Yet it has to be noted that this approach is highly dependent on values set by current
policies. That is to say, some may consider the fact of having disability as a concern for
special treatment, while characteristics of race, religion, sex, gender may be neglected (Hess &
Kelly2005). Therefore, it should be clearly defined whose or which problems in the
distribution of the resources will be underpinned.

A third term “equal opportunity” refers to the distribution of resources in order that all
learners from rural regions have are provided with the same opportunities. The process of
resource allocations should not depend on the demographic factors such as race, gender,
geographical location or socioeconomic status, but on the various needs of learners. As argued
by Johns, Morphet, and Alexander (1983), this does not mean using the same educational
program for every person nor allocating the same amount of financial resources. It just means
giving the same access to acquire quality education that meets individuals’ needs.

Another way of conceptualizing equity was proposed by Brandsma (2002), which
discussed the meritocratic, egalitarian, and “equal opportunities” perspectives (as cited in
Ozdemir, 2015).

The first aspect belongs to meritocracy, “where ability and effort count for more than



EQUITY IN GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS 14

privilege and inherited status” (Hurn 1993, p.45). Upholders of this idea see fairness in merit-
based distribution of opportunities and believe that it lessens the impact of barriers caused by
one’s social and economic background, since people’s success is fully dependent on their
intrinsic motivation and personal characteristics (McNamee & Miller, 2004). However, Hill
(2003) argues that governments’ inclination to meritocracy explains existing inequality
problems as “natural” and even deteriorates the relationship between societal groups.
Analyzing the responses of their small-scale qualitative research, Kennedy and Power (2014)
came to conclusion that individuals holding key positions in Irish educational organizations, as
well as state policies, were also the strong proponents of meritocratic ideology that implicitly
empowers the continuation of privileges of those who are already privileged.

In terms of the premise of egalitarianism in educational settings, Brandsma (2002)
writes of the need to allot more funding for disadvantaged children to achieve equality of
outcomes. Brighouse (2003) also admits that inequalities rooting from family circumstances
should not interfere quality of education. While examining one of New York’s schools for
gifted children, Mazie (2009) also found that there is still a need for directing elite schools’
programs away from meritocratic principles to a more democratic commitment to resolve
issues of underrepresentation.

A recent UNESCO report (2017) established five overarching principals of measuring
equity in educational policies, which can be reviewed in Table 1 below:

Table 1

Educational equity concepts and related equity norms

Univariate (based on the Bivariate/multivariate (based on the
distribution of an educational variable) joint distribution of an educational variable
and one or more characteristics)

Minimum standards Impartiality
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Binary educational variable (e.g.
completed primary education) is positive for
everyone

Education does not depend on
background characteristics

Equality of condition
Educational variable is the same for
everyone

Meritocracy
Education is positively related to
ability but not related to other characteristics

Redistribution
Education is positively related to
disadvantage

Author: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2018)

It has to be noted that implementation of pure equity standards seems challenging to be

achieved in today’s market-economy conditions, since it demands more financial investments

(Levinson &Wood, 2011). It is also contingent on the quality of a wide spectrum of other

variables like teachers’ qualification, as well as differentiation in educational programs. Even

in case of available financial and human resources, achieving equity goals will be strongly

influenced by priorities set by national and international policymakers. On the other hand,

there may be non-alignments between intention and practice, which may also negatively result

in the gap between intention and outcome (Sayed & Jansen, 2001).

2.5 Exploring barriers to equity in gifted education

Gifted education policies, even the ones that received much governmental attention are

confronting the obstacles of inequitable access and difficulties with student retention in gifted

programs (Ford, Grantham, Whiting, 2008; Wright, Ford, and Young 2009).

According to Levin (2003), assumptions why some individuals or groups are more

successful than others is heavily dependent on how much of the responsibility for success is

placed on the individual learner. However, when some consider that innate differences in

capacity are the key factor in participation and in outcomes, it is very challenging or even

impossible to overcome them. Others might claim that discrepancies in the results are the

outcomes of inadequate provision or societal barriers for certain minorities. Many
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sociodemographic attributes may exacerbate disparities in access to quality education. These
may be apparent in cultures and languages, religions and beliefs, mental and physical health,
parents’ education and family income.

It is also noteworthy to mention that these discrepancies in social and economic
circumstances generally do not operate separately, and the amalgam of several dimensions can
widen existing gaps even further (Morley & Lussier, 2009; UNESCO, 2008). For instance, the
coexistence of poor academic achievement and low socioeconomic conditions among some
ethnic minorities is considered a ubiquitous issue in the South African context. In the South
Africa, the problem of increasing the number of students from diverse linguistic backgrounds
is often times combined with inappropriate class sizes and scarcity of learning materials (Van
der Westhuizen & Maree, 2006). Therefore, since 1994 and up to now, the South African
gifted education policies have seen very little recognition and are viewed as “not
encouraging”, “dismal” and “the plight of the gifted learner seldom mentioned” (Kokot,
1998). In addition to this, to avoid the educational elitism, there is an increasing tendency of
shifting from specialised schools for gifted children to more inclusive school models (Oswald
& Villiers, 2013).

In many highly developed countries, such as the UK, Finland, Canada and the USA,
ethnicity and low socioeconomic status appear to be two of the main risk factors for
underachievement in schools and underrepresentation in gifted education programs.

In the US context, the main concerns of educational equity in gifted education
opportunities are primarily around the discrepancies in the ratio of white and black students. In
a 1998 article, the author scrutinized the demographic features in the national gifted education
program. He came to the conclusion that Black, Hispanic, and Native American students were

always underrepresented in gifted education, and during particular eras their participation and
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enrollment were even lower (Ford, 1998). It is worth highlighting that there was a strong
legislative support and much effort has been put forth from the government. For example, in
1988, the U.S. Congress passed a law that was targeted to help students from disadvantaged
backgrounds. According to this law, around half of the scholarships for gifted education were
to be distributed to students from lower socio-economic backgrounds. Furthermore, the
National Association for Gifted Children (1997) put into educators’ agenda the importance of
using several placement tests in identification, assessment policies and procedures dealing
with giftedness. Despite these governmental initiatives, a decade later, in 2016, the same
tendency was observed in the summary report of the U.S. Department of Education Office of
Civil Rights (OCR). In the interim, Ford (1995, 1998) in his analysis of GATE (Gifted and
Talented Education) programs, also calls to reconsider influential factors such as the
application of standardized tests in students selection procedures and teachers’ lack of ability
in recognizing gifted children and their learning styles.

In a survey Pffeiffer (2016) investigated 64 gifted education experts who revealed that
after the problems of misunderstanding of giftedness, student selection procedures and the
validity of instruments used were the most pressing questions in the field of gifted education.
Indeed, relying on these tests is inappropriate for multiple reasons such as bias in the test, poor
instruction and low level of preparedness that leads to poor results. This approach also
neglects the strengths of culturally and linguistically diverse students and their socio-economic
backgrounds. What is more, academic achievement, if taken as a reflection of students’ higher
abilities, does not consider the reality that not all gifted students are motivated to learn and
show success in education because of inadequate educational policies, stereotypes, and
negative peer pressure (Ford, 1996).

Another set of issues in gifted education can be related to the combination of low
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socio-economic conditions and poor educational quality in rural schools. Thompson (2010)
emphasizes that underrepresentation of rural children in gifted education programs is
problematic not due to the lack of gifted and talented pupils in remote areas but because of the
unavailability of special support programs for highly able students in remote areas. According
to Puryear and Kettler (2017), rural students’ abilities to compete with their urban counterparts
may be constrained due to the limited subject choice and the shortage of school resources in
rural settings. Even withstanding the fact of generally smaller class sizes in rural areas, this
cannot guarantee teachers’ competence to identify and work with gifted students (OECD,
2019).

Co-occurrence of giftedness and special educational needs also can pose a barrier to
the enrolment in the gifted education programs. Montgomery’s (2013) scrutiny of the
literature reported that it was only in 1970s when the very first attempts to address the needs
of gifted children with disabilities were made. However, there is still lack of knowledge on
understanding these students’ learning peculiarities. According to Omdal (2015), a teacher
who is working with twice exceptional students should also have a deep awareness on
education for gifted and special needs students. The research of Reis (2014) also claims that
the teachers’ perceptions on dual-exceptional students are directly linked with their awareness
of the intersection between giftedness and disabilities. Aside from difficulties in identification
and teaching procedures, Montgomery (2013) also comments that there should be effort made
to overcome attitudinal barriers and dispel doubts and fear associated with including students
with any mental or physical disorders in gifted education programs.

2.6 Achieving educational equity
Implementation of any educational program is dependent not only on the policies they

involve but also on the interplay between program developers and on contexts where they are
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enacted (Chen, 1998; Greenberg et al., 2006). Each country may be at a different stage of
policy enactment and depending on its development trajectory certain equity items might be
more important than any others. Nonetheless, recommendations for equity in gifted education
programs primarily focus on equity of access and students’ identification procedures.

When analyzing current US gifted education programs and observing ubiquitous
underrepresentation issues, Dai (2013) gives some recommendations on achieving a fairer way
of distributing educational opportunities. Firstly, he calls not to reward “giftedness” but
excellence. In this opinion if a child has high 1Q score but is not motivated to study there is no
need to offer extra services. Instead, another student with lower 1Q but higher authentic
examination results deserves gifted education services, if he motivated. In other words, when
changing identification tools there should be equal consideration of one’s potential excellence
along with demonstrated excellence. Nevertheless, Dai (2013) highlights the importance of
early childhood intervention rather than just changing identification criteria to solve the
problem underrepresentation of minority and disadvantaged students.

Concerns of appropriate identification instruments is also a matter of urgency for China
and other developing countries. It is essential to set research-based standards of gifted
education to ensure equity in student selection procedures to uncover real gifted children
(Almas & Johnsen, 2012). Secondly, the school curriculum should meet the needs of diverse
students and offer proper opportunities based on their field of interest. Most importantly,
educational quality in the specialized schools for gifted children, and mainstream schools
should be improved simultaneously and be given equal attention (Fu, 2017).

Nevertheless, ensuring equity of access as indicated by Merry and Arum (2018) can be
applied to any schools no matter their context. They highlighted three main prerequisites

schools should make sure to enhance the relationship between fairness and entry exam
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policies. First, schools have to identify their underlying intentions in selection procedures.
Although it may not be explicitly seen, implicitly schools may support strong social justice
values or focus on high academic scores or aim to maintain other pedagogical goals set by
school curricula. Secondly, entry exam criteria should align with the educational opportunities
that students will be later exposed to. Ideally, educational assessment should take into account
several factors in order to ensure reliability and validity of the procedures. For example, it may
employ subject tests, a candidate portfolio, and letters of reference. Thirdly, assessment results
should be systematically analyzed and monitored. This accountability helps to reveal possible
factors leading to social exclusion. Thus, policy changes are only made possible after
investigating the structural and cultural setting as well as identifying and understanding
priorities set among those involved (Ringeisen et al., 2003).

Achieving equity in gifted education programs is undoubtedly an expensive and a
multi-dimensional goal. While structural inequities in societies may need a variety of
solutions, the field of education demands specific approaches. Maintaining the balance
between equal access and quality of educational opportunities demands more financial and
human resources and lies on the crossroads of the economic and political conditions of a
country.

Equitable resourcing should also consider the issues of low-income families.
Traditional identification tools or standardised tests are not fully applicable for gifted students
from rural and economically disadvantaged students (Aamidor, 2007). As it was already
mentioned, these students may experience shortage of learning materials due to the scarcity of
funding and distance from special educational centres (Castellano, 2011). In addition to these
hurdles of access to quality education, barriers to participation can be caused by application

fees in the admission process that are impossible for children from families at the lower end of
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the socioeconomic range. An example of the recognition of these issues for promising students
from low-income families can be seen in the work of John Hopkins Center for Talented
Youth, which provides a wide range of support and special scholarships for bright but
disadvantaged students.

The scope of obstacles to equitable access cannot be determined only by the
aforementioned problem of the “capacity” but it is also tightly linked with the “will” of
stakeholders. As reported by Levin (2003), if “capacity” refers to people’s awareness of what
to do and knowing their potential to do something, “will” speaks to their inclination for
promoting equity. These two are intertwined when implementing social policies, since a
system aimed to support those in need will ensure efficiency of allocated funds. Moreover,
Wright, Ford, and Young (2017) claimed that the potential barriers of minority students
remain pervasive mostly owing to either people’s ignorance or indifference towards their

situation. These all indicate how one’s personal inclination of equity issues are important.

Achieving educational equity in schools is strongly linked with the school principals’
inclination towards equity. This is assumed not because of the power and authority they
possess but because of their role as a central source of leadership of change. Principals’ can
influence their schools in a variety of ways: guiding the use of educational programs,
monitoring assessment procedures and developing fair evaluation criteria, and striving to

develop equity-friendly school environments (Ross & Berger, 2009).

2.7 Conclusion

This review of the literature was presented in order to develop a deeper understanding

of main concept as well justify the theoretical framework best suited to this research. The
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literature supports the importance of considering social justice and egalitarianism in
educational access. Analysis of perceptions of giftedness and equity as equality demonstrate
how these issues have influenced, or not, current global tendencies in the policies of gifted
education programs. ldentifying pervasive barriers to equitable access and participation in
gifted education programs adds to the understanding of the significance of the context,

funding, and leadership issues.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter was devoted to the analysis of the literature on the notion of
equity and its connection with various educational categories. The review of the literature also
revealed the existence of explicit as well as implicit impediments to ensure equity in gifted
education policies around the world. To scrutinize the Kazakhstani vision of a more equitable
model of gifted education programs, the research questions were developed and this chapter
presents the methodology carried out to investigate this topic. Precisely, the following chapter
presents the information on the research design employed in this study. First, the research
paradigm relevant to this study was identified. After this, a research site and participant
sampling as well as data collection instruments, procedures, and data analysis methods were
chosen.
3.2 Research paradigm

For any researcher, it is crucially important to reveal the underlying paradigm of the
intended investigation, as the identification of a comprehensive belief system and framework
will help to guide the research and practice in the field (Willis, 2007). Apart from determining
philosophical path of the work, it will have an impact on the decision to be done for the
research purposes including the choice of methodology and methods. Since this study is
aiming to explore the views of principals on existing different school policies and practices,
the combination of the Critical and Interpretative theories are found relevant for this research.

The evident promises of the Critical theory can be revealed from the educational
problems that are raised in this research. It is known that the Critical paradigm considers social
justice issues and “seeks to address the political, social and economic issues, which lead to

social oppression, conflict, struggle, and power structures at whatever levels these might
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occur” (Kivunja & Kuyini, 2017, p.35). In the case of this research, it will attempt to identify
inequitable access of opportunities as presented in various gifted education policies, which
will explain a lower representation of students with diverse backgrounds. It is also assumed
that the potential barriers to equity might be caused by existing unjust policies, which are the
core issues considered in a Critical paradigm.

There is also room for the application of Interpretative paradigm theories. As stated by
Guba and Lincoln (1989), the central endeavor of the Interpretivist paradigm is to understand
the subjective world of human experience. This study is aiming to discuss the views from
different principals’ perspectives, thus, the data will be dependent on the contexts they relate
to and their own subjectivities.

All in all, although the ontological assumptions and values of this research are
inherently linked with Critical paradigms, the nature of the knowledge and proposed
methodological implications found relevant to the humanistic interpretive theories.

3.3 Research Design and Rationale

Choosing the Interpretivist paradigm aligns with qualitative research design that is
used in this study. One of the key characteristics of the qualitative research discussed by
Mason (2002) was the exploration of a central phenomenon and the way it is explained,
understood, experienced, produced or constituted. Its flexibility and sensitivity to various
social contexts were also highlighted. In addition to this, it gives the possibility to take into
account the complexity of an issue with regards to underlying circumstances. These features of
the qualitative study perfectly match with the proposed research questions.

What is essential, the qualitative methods are applied when there is a need for the in-

depth understanding of the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human
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problem (Cresswell, 2012). It will help one to see a detailed picture about the what, why and
how the study participants think about equity issues and their feelings about existing policies
in gifted education programs. This way the participants are provided the opportunity to
describe the ideas and perspectives around this issue in depth.

This study had the characteristics of both narrative and phenomenological theory
research. Creswell (2012) claims that “narrative study reports the stories of experiences of a
single individual or several individuals, whereas a phenomenological study describes the
common meaning for several individuals of their lived experiences of a concept or a
phenomenon” (p. 76). By means of the narrative form of the research, study participants can
share their reflections on implementing gifted education programs within their schools, while
the phenomenogical nature of the study allows to explore principals’ attitudes towards the
phenomena of equity in gifted education policies.

3.4 Research Sites

The study employed six face-to-face interviews with the school principals. As Shuy
(2003) stated, compared to telephone or e-mail interviews, conducting face-to-face interviews
makes possible to obtain more “thoughtful” responses When there is a lack of non-verbal and
visual interaction this makes interviewing process unnatural, thus, it may have an impact on
the quality of participants’ answers.

The selection of these schools was based on convenience sampling. For a researcher,
this sampling means the accessibility of the study participants in terms of their geographical
locations (Dornyei, 2007). When considering study participants’ and the researchers’ work
schedule, it was decided to conduct the study in the schools of two city centers: Karaganda is
the city where the researcher lives and works in, while Nur-Sultan is the capital city, which is

only two hours away so easy to travel to. It also has to be mentioned that the type of the
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schools was purposefully selected, since this research considers the views of the principals
working in the selective schools with no application fees. Thus, the study was conducted in the
secondary schools for gifted children that accept students on a competitive basis and teach
them from grades 7 to 12. The number of the students in these schools varies from 300 to 700.
3.5 Sampling procedures and study participants

The study participants were chosen based on non-probability purposeful sampling
criteria. This purposive sampling is used to access “knowledgeable people”, i.e. those who
have in-depth knowledge, maybe by the virtue of their professional role, power, and access to
networks, expertise or experience (Ball, 2012). In other words, this sampling involved
determining ahead of time which criteria were required of participants and then choosing
individuals who possessed the criteria or could provide the type of information necessary for
the research purposes (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). That is why, the researcher selected the
school principals as the most influential in their schools’ admissions process and as the school
representatives who have a deep awareness of the school policies within their systems. More
specifically, the researcher tried to manage the participation of the school representatives
working with different gifted education programs and selection criteria. This was aimed to see
the discrepancies in gifted education delivery within one region.

As mentioned above, the researcher incorporated narrative and phenomenological
inquiry elements in this research. Therefore, it was decided to keep the scale of the research
relatively small, by selecting only six school principals.

The table 1 below illustrates the demographic characteristics of the study participants.
Each principal is represented by a number in order to assure confidentiality. It should be noted
that most of principals (Principals 1, 2, 3, 6) had initially worked as Vice-principals in other

schools prior to the schools for gifted children being established. Principal 4 has become a
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principal after several years of work as a Vice-principal in another school. The school of the

principal 5 was relatively new, and the principal has considerable experience teaching in local

universities. For the researcher, this heterogeneous diversity of backgrounds promised the

diversity of views which are revealed in the study findings.

Table 2

Characteristics of participants

Name of the Years in school Years of experience as a school
Principal administration principal

Principal 1 15 7

Principal 2 18 6

Principal 3 14 6

Principal 4 8 2

Principal 5 14 2

Principal 6 6 3

Source: created by the author

3.6 Data Collection Instruments

Qualitative interviewing was found as the most relevant research instrument to apply to

this study, since “it is a flexible and powerful tool to capture the voices and the ways people

make meaning of their experience” (Rabionet, 2011, p. 563). This type of interview also

allows the researcher to expand interviewee’s answers by asking follow-up questions, at the

same time keeping the control of the sequence of the questions related to the study.

Overall, there were ten questions developed by the researcher to get detailed answers

on the principals’ perspectives on the school policies and equity issues. Before conducting the

interviews, the questions were examined in a pilot interview by a school Vice-Principal whom

the researcher personally knew well. According to Kvale (2007), using the pilot tests helps to

reveal potential limitations and shortcomings of the developed interview questions and to

make necessary changes before implementing the investigation. Hence, questions had minor
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changes in terms of their sequence, and the final version was translated from English into
Russian and Kazakh languages. Respondents chose which language they preferred to be
interviewed in. The first two questions asked about the principals’ work experience in their
educational organizations, general information about the school as well as the admission
criteria. The remaining questions were about their personal views on equity and the school
admission policies. The conversations concluded with the principals’ suggestions and
recommendations on gifted education policies

3.7 Data Collection Procedures

Before starting this research, it was necessary to first get ethical approval from
the Nazarbayev University Graduate School of Education Ethical Review Board. After
receiving the University approval, school principals were contacted by phone to invite
them to participate in this research. The researcher briefly explained introduced herself
and provided information about the purpose of the study. Once their permissions were
received, the time and venue of meeting was negotiated.

The interviews were conducted in the schools where principals worked. If we
take into account their busy work schedule, this decision was convenient for the
principals in terms of time which meant they did not have to leave their work places.
Prior to the interview, the potential participants received via e-mail a project
information sheet, which included the purpose and some possible benefits to the school
as well as the information about the interview.

A day before the meeting, participants were reminded about the expected
interview and time. One interview was rescheduled 3 times due to that principal’s
other urgent issues. On the interviewing day, the researcher distributed the consent

form to read and sign, if the participants agreed. Prior to signing each participant was
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reminded that all information would be kept confidential and they could withdraw at
any stage of the research. The permission for recording the audio was asked and the
researcher took additional notes when it was deemed necessary. The interviews took
around 20-30 minutes. All in all, two months, precisely February and March, were
devoted for data collection purposes.

3.8 Data Analysis Methods

Data analysis procedures comprised several steps. In the beginning, the collected
interviews were fully transcribed which were recorded with the researcher’s mobile phone. It
is essential to note that all the personal information was replaced with pseudonyms and the
school names were given unique identifying letters. The audio materials were kept in a
password-protected computer folder

In the next part of the study, the researcher compiled the information into certain
groups, which are known as themes or codes (Creswell, 2012). To categorize the research
findings, certain phrases and key words in each sentence were highlighted with different
colors which helped to identify main themes in participants’ responses.

Finally, the content analysis of each interview was conducted. This process involves
systematic consideration and thorough evaluation of obtained data (Mayring, 2004).
According to Louis Cohen and Morrison (2007), apart from coding and categorizing (use of
words and certain phrases) of collected data, which are mentioned above, this procedure
includes a comparison between revealed themes, then it identifies similar and contrasting
points. Thus, nine subtopics emerged in the analysis of six interviews, which were grouped
into three main themes: understanding of equity and school admission policies, potential
barriers to ensuring equity in gifted education programs, and recommendations on achieving

educational equity.
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3.9 Ethical Concerns and Risks of Research

The research participants were informed about the anonymity of the provided
information before the interview. The school names and the identities of the principals were
given special codes and pseudonyms which were only known to the researcher. The
interviewees were assured that only the researcher and her Master’s thesis supervisor would
have an access to the research data. The data was kept on the researcher’s own personal
computer in a password protected file.. All the notes, audio files and interview transcripts
related to the participants, consent forms, information on the study participants will be in a
locked file for two years post study and to be used for research purpose such as conference
presentations and journal publications.

Considering the research purpose, this was a very low risk study for the participants.
Their possible worries in terms of may have related their role as the school principals, and a
worry that honest answers may put their job positions at risk. To avoid this, the confidentiality
principles were rigorously explained. Another point to consider was connected with the
interview questions that the participants might not be willing to talk about. Reminding
participants about their right to withdrawal from the research or skipping particular questions
helped to ease the participants’ potential worries
3.10 Conclusion

This chapter provided detailed information on the development of research
methodology and paradigms that shaped the framework of this study. Using qualitative
research design was found relevant since it allows to explore participants’ deeper
understanding of the notion of equity and other concepts related to the research questions of

this study. Semi-structured interviews, as a research instrument, ensure flexibility in asking
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clarifications and additional follow-up questions depending on respondents’ answers. In
addition, this chapter elaborates on the purposeful selection of research sites and participants
Finally, it presents the sequence of data collection procedures and establishes methods of
research findings analysis and consideration of ethical concerns. The following chapters will

present the data collected with the implementation of this methodology and discuss the results.
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Chapter 4: Findings
4.1 Introduction

The following chapter presents the findings of this research after conducting six
qualitative interviews, the purpose of which was to reveal principals’ views on equity in gifted
education programs. This was accomplished by utilizing a semi-structured interview that
allowed the researcher to ask follow-up questions when some clarifications or additional
information were needed to enrich the discussion. The gathered data were fully transcribed,
coded, and sorted into particular categories. The analysis of this grouping helped to determine
the underlying themes that matched the overarching questions of this research: equity in
selection process, equity in participation and service delivery, and ways of elucidating the
inequity issues.

Thus, this chapter is composed of three themed sections: the first part begins by
elaborating on the principals’ perceptions of equity and its reflection on the school admissions
criteria in the gifted education programs. The second section deals with the potential
impediments of ensuring equity. The barriers are considered with regards to the stage students
might be at: before admission and while studying in a school for gifted children. The third
part, tying up the principals’ initiatives and their plans, draws upon principals’ suggestions to
eliminate potential problems.

4.2 Equity and school admission policies

The first set of questions were dedicated to principals’ understanding of the notion of
equity in school admission policies. Since there is no exact alternative for the word of equity
in either the Kazakh or Russian languages, the translation of the word fairness was regarded as
a very close concept to equity by the meaning it implies. Principals also expressed their

viewpoints on the attainability of equity and equality within their systems.
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4.2.1 Understanding of educational equity

It has to be noted that fairness of gifted education programs was understood not as a
key component of equity but as ensuring academic honesty and transparency to the test
administration procedures, whereas the notion of equity was implied in principals’
interpretation of the concept of equality. In other words, most respondents perceived equity as
equality of participation that students are given in the schools for gifted children. For example,
Principal 6 asserted: “Equity means giving equal opportunity. Our tests are equal, of the same
content for every student who wants fo get admitted to our school.”

Only minority of principals demonstrated broad awareness of the connections as well
as major distinctions between the notions of equity and equality. To illustrate, Principal 1 gave
an example of people who are the same age but of different heights:

... At first glance, they may seem equal. In fact, they are not. If one needs a little help,
the other ones may require more support. Equality implies giving equal opportunities. All
children - from villages or cities, Kazakh or Russian, no matter which nationality they belong
to or their socio-economic status should be provided equal education and given a chance to
study in the schools of their oblast.

In turn, Principal 5 expressed another perception of equality and giftedness:

All schools should be the same, this is my opinion, it may be wrong. All children are
gifted. The approach should be the same for all no matter if they are mainstream or
specialized schools. Studying at specialized schools is a choice of each. Then the difference
will be only in the title. In fact, the content is the same. We are working on content. There
should be equality.

That is to say, Principal 5 was concerned about ensuring equity for all children and was
against any forms of educational elitism. Equity, in his opinion, is achieving equality for all
rather than excellence of some, as the majority principals think. This shows how principals’

understanding of giftedness shapes their way of interpreting equity in gifted education.

4.2.2 School admission procedures
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As heads of their educational organizations, principals provided detailed information
on the student selection procedures and entry exam subjects. This revealed some similarities as
well as discrepancies in the approach in which exams are held. Overall, all six schools accept
students based on the test results of applicants’ logical thinking and linguistic skills. However,
according to Principal 2, student selection procedures are not properly organized:

Not only in our region only but in the whole Republic, there is no clear system of
conducting entry exams for specialized schools. | cannot say there is the high level of
organization of admission procedure, because it changes every year.

The main disparities were linked with testing applicants’ English language skills. One
year students have the English language exams, another year they may not have this subject in
the list of exams at all. Another area of uncertainty pertained to the level of difficulty of the
questions, which is also not standardized from year to year. According to four principals, these
are all dependent on the regional educational department. On the one hand, these frequent
systematic shifts have triggered principals’ uncertainty and doubts about the validity on how
the tests are being conducted. On the other hand, lack of their decision-making authority may
have caused principals’ indifferent attitude towards the enrolment procedures, which can be
seen in the words of Principal 4:

The regional center is organized this way... There were five subjects in the first year,
next year it was changed, heads wanted so... to ensure transparency... It is good for us. They
decide who to accept, and we educate those admitted children. It is good for us.

Therefore, principals feel the necessity for a more scientific approach while also
determining the exam type. They feel there should be a distinct understanding on the types of
questions: how many there should be at the low, middle or higher levels.

In the meantime, representatives from the schools, which are granted more autonomous

status in their policy decisions demonstrated more concise knowledge about their admission

policies and were able to arrange conditions and rules based upon their needs. Although there
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is no perfect mechanism of identifying gifted children, the ideal assessment Principal 3 sees
would be evaluating higher order thinking questions. In turn, Principal 6 believes in the
effectiveness of additional tasks on creative thinking or presentation skills, the neglecting of
which may result in schools losing outstanding talents.

4.3 Equity in selection procedures

The majority of principals were of the opinion that programs as well as selection
procedures are fair enough. To be precise, Principal 3 declares that “It is fair, it just selects
gifted children”. He also gave an example of the selection criteria for figure-skating, ballet and
art schools where nobody thinks it is not fair if a candidate doesn’t possess certain skills.
Nevertheless, he also stated his position that any kind of filters would be certainly unfair:

... We work in a bit different field, but the principles are the same... Our school was
opened not to satisfy the needs of all, even its name “specialized” says so. In this sense, life
may be not fair. Different people have different abilities.

Principal 2 was fluctuating between fair and unfair in his opinion during the interview.
Initially he said “Children are fairly accepted depending on their preparation and motivation.
An unprepared child will not pass it”. He was confident that the percentage taken from the
entrance exam results is an indicator of their effort. Later, when some controversial questions
about vulnerable groups of our society were asked, he added that it may be unfair to rural
students because they cannot attend special preparation courses or there is no opportunity in
their location to prepare for them.

4.4 Exploring barriers to equity in gifted education
The second part of the interview aimed to identify principals’ views on the potential

barriers that may prevent full access and participation of all members of society in gifted

education programs. Apart from various positive practices, there was still an abundance of
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challenges facing these schools in different areas. Especially in this part of the interview, most
of the principals showed strong enthusiasm to discuss their school’s problems and needs as
well as their hopes for the future. Research results were organized in the following way:
before enrolment and while studying in schools for gifted children.

4.4.1 Equity of access

Potential obstacles in admission procedures identified during the interviews were
mostly similar with the problems of underrepresentation. After revealing the most common
topical areas, | decided to group these issues into two sub-sections: rural students and students
from low-socio economic status families.

Rural students

According to principals, difficulties in passing language exams, specifically in English,
were barriers among applicants from rural areas. Since all the schools for gifted children are
exposed to trilingual education system, knowledge of English, Russian, and Kazakh is
considered to be essential in their future studies. Most principals admitted that poor English
language ability is definitely one of the critical factors lowering the representation of students
from remote regions and villages. Principal A showed a great interest in this and shared how
he was able to make a difference and persuade other principals not to test learners’ English
language abilities:

... We expect applicants from rural areas. They don’t know English well. If we have
100 schools, only few of them may teach English properly. Some can go to language courses.
And only thanks to this, these children may successfully pass the exam. Therefore, | was
against this. If the skills of their native languages are good enough, teaching any other foreign
languages will be easy for us...If I am not mistaken, it was a year ago... And other principals,
governing bodies also agreed, a unanimous decision has been adopted in this respect.

By contrast, Principal 3 dismissed the idea of language barriers being problematic,

putting forward the fact that it can be compensated by a high level of knowledge of
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mathematics in the overall score: “And quite often we come across cases when a child has a
low English score, but he/she enters our school”. He also added that under conditions of high
competition compared to other schools they can afford this enforce language filter.

Another potential barrier mentioned by Principal 6 is related to test administration
procedures. A city, where the exams are usually conducted, may be located so far from
villages that not every rural child will have the opportunity to travel there to take the test.

Low socio-economic-status

Almost all respondents admitted the significance of deliberate preparation for the
exams, which is offered through a number of special private courses. Principal 6 sees families
with low-income as disadvantaged in this situation:

What we noticed is that students who are admitted are mostly from families who
are able to allocate extra money for preparation. Since our tests are standardized, there
are some educational centers that prepare grade 6 students on a paid basis. Families
with low income cannot afford this amount of money.

By supporting this claim, other participants also disclosed the situation that
disadvantaged rural children cannot compete with their urban counterparts due to the lack of
preparation resources, extra courses, books, and other needed educational materials. Principal
1 also indicated that it does not mean they are not smart, but because of the aforementioned
problems, gifted and talented students from rural area and poorer backgrounds may miss
opportunities and be left behind.

4.4.2 Equity of participation and service delivery

Maintaining equitable conditions for education after being enrolled in the schools for
gifted children was more deliberately planned and given better attention. The schools employ

various educational programs to improve learners’ academic skills and use differentiation

strategies to ensure equity in the learning process. Moreover, schools regularly conduct
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intellectual and sport competitions and offer a variety of extracurricular courses and activities
to promote creativity and other skills, so students have the opportunity to fulfill their potential.
Yet there are some hurdles that need to be considered.

First of all, principals were in doubt whether they are able to teach students with
special needs because there was no situation of admitting students with disabilities. There was
only single case of a student with additional educational needs being admitted to a school for
the gifted. Principal 4 discussed admitting a student with a speech disorder. Some meetings
were held with the teachers of this child in order to discuss ways of supporting that student. In
his opinion, there should not be an emphasis on the student’s problems, but on what he can do
well; his strengths, motivation, and skills.

In addition to this, most study participants were concerned about school conditions,
which do not meet the needs of students with special needs such as physical disabilities. There
is a lack of special equipment including indoor and outdoor facilities. Wheeled mobility within
the school buildings seems also challenging due to the lack of elevators and ramps. In spite of
these, Principal 1 was hopeful these problems would be resolved very soon and pointed out
that these struggles in the school infrastructure does not mean that he is against promoting
inclusive education. Principal 5 expressed the similar opinion:

But if only technical aspects are taken into account, for example, ramps... In this

regard, our school may not be ready at the moment. However, the school

infrastructure will be developed over time. For instance, now we have a project,
armchairs for the disabled... While watching the news, I frequently hear complaints
about including children with Down syndrome in ordinary classrooms.. In my opinion,
it is normal. To accept these children, you should have psychological and pedagogical
knowledge.

Only two school principals were confident that the school building fully meets the

needs of everyone, even for those who may have special needs such as cerebral palsy, and any

additional physical or emotional challenges. In spite of this, they have no practice of
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admitting and teaching twice-exceptional students. To illustrate, Principal 3 claimed :
We have not worked with such children yet. There were no such cases. But as a school,
we are ready to teach such children if they come to us. Technically, we are ready. As for
the rest of the children, we are trying to provide any possible support. We have a
sufficiently large number of mechanisms for this. This includes psychological support,
that is, there are psychological questionnaires, individual lessons, some elective courses
and, clubs of interest.
4.5 Achieving equity in gifted education
The final part of the interview questions dealt with the ways of resolving potential
problems. Principals reflected on some experiences they had and put forward what they
thought were feasible key solutions.
4.5.1 Maintaining education equity
Discrepancies emerged when principals expressed their personal opinions on the
achievability of equity in gifted education. Half of the respondents had quite optimistic
attitudes towards equity, and despite challenges, they expressed their beliefs in its attainability,
whilst the other two principals expressed quite skeptical views.
Principal 6 asserted that in their educational context, equality is more attainable than
equity:
Admission policy of our school does not prohibit... does not cut the opportunities of
students who come from rural areas. Any student from the whole country can be
admitted to our school if only they pass the test requirements... In terms of equality it
is fair, but in terms of equity it is not. Some amendments can be done in the process of
admission.
That is to say, enrollment policies ensure students’ enrollment regardless their
backgrounds: wherever students come from - they all will be given the same exam questions
and if accepted, are offered equal educational provisions. Principal 3, who is also working in

the same network of schools, held the identical vision. However, in his opinion, equity is

much more attainable once students are already accepted to the school. However, achieving
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equitable access before enrollment is less likely to happen. What is more, in this principal’s
view, the issues of underrepresentation are not matters of this school’s concern: “I think that
this is a school for gifted children, and it is not a task of the school to solve any social issues.
For this, I think there should be other schools.” He also added that their teaching capacities
are limited, although the competition among candidates for available seat is usually very high..
In other words, the physical capacity of the facility means they are not able to give opportunity
to all students.

Conversely, ensuring equity does not necessarily imply that it is viable only in ideal
educational contexts. Principal 5 highlighted the importance of equity to all educational
organizations no matter if they are either for gifted children or ordinary schools:

Even with three shifts, schools can and have to provide equitable access and
participation. People may refer to lack of resources and equipment, but if they had
strong desire, they could afford it. Well, we have such a mentality. People like to
complain.

As mentioned by several principals, this is more dependent on the priorities that
schools set to maintain. For instance, Principal M put much emphasis on the importance of
fairness in gifted education programs:

What was the main purpose of opening regional specialized schools in general? The

name says that it is for a region. Not only the children from cities but also children

from each district and village should have the same opportunity to study here.

Therefore, I believe that rural children’s enrollment proportions should be higher than
they are now.

By claiming so, he sees his school’s mission in selecting children from the whole
region and developing their intellectual skills. In the same vein, Principal D claimed that they
want to discover a students’ potential in spite of challenges, and their students’ well-being and

provision of equity are their utmost goals.

4.5.2 Policy recommendations
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According to principals’ claims, there is no fee for students to pay to study in schools
for gifted children. Student dormitories and food are fully provided at no cost. Principal 1
mentioned the financial support they give to help students from low SES families to buy
school stationaries, bags, and other school supplies. He also pointed out the role of charity
clubs within their schools. He was in the process of completing a memorandum with local
orphanages to teach their children within the framework of this agreement. Principal 2
supported the idea of giving special seats for children from orphanages, but this idea was still
under discussion. He shared some initiatives and his dreams: he had already visited some
orphanages and observed six students. Unfortunately, only one student seems ready to study at
the school for gifted children, and he expressed his full support for that student. In turn,
Principal 4 is already practicing such an initiative:

Every year we take two to three students from orphanages. We do not consider their

entrance exam results because we know that they will not be able to pass it. They are

just suggested by their administrators and we teach them. Some of them have already
graduated from our school, and one student is currently studying in the US. We
provide all conditions. Parents of our students periodically take them to their homes so
as not feel lonely. In this environment, they acquire Kazakhs’ way of upbringing their
children, and they positively change a lot even in two years.

In turn, Principal 6 said that equity being placed “on a higher level of a ladder”
requires even more investments in this field. On the one hand, it would solve the problems of
rural children if enough trainers prepared and the exams were conducted in different regions.
On the other hand, this would prolong the selection procedures. Summing up, he concluded
that the schools will gradually come to equity, but it demands more financial as well as human
resources. If there are no constraints in terms of money, then equity could be more easily
achieved.

A well-developed school infrastructure system and up-to-date facilities would be

another outcome of allocating more money to schools for gifted children. Principal 1
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expressed his plans regarding this concern: “Generally speaking, | would like to better the
school conditions, from the toilets to the entrance, exits, to meet the needs of workers, and
students with special needs. It is my aim. | believe that it will be implemented”.

It was not only once put forth by principals that they were distributing special grants
for certain societal groups. Primarily, students from rural schools could be considered for the
extra scholarships. Principal 1 said that since this year they are going to consider these grants,
while principals of other two schools claimed that this approach has already achieved positive
results. For Principal 4, there is no problem with underrepresentation of rural children since
parents are well aware of this aid and if interested can apply.

4.6 Conclusion

Chapter 4 presented the research findings of six semi-structured interviews that aimed
to explore principals’ opinions on equity and its relation to gifted education programs.
Thematic categorization of research data revealed three major areas: First, principals shared
their understanding of equity and fairness in schools for gifted children. Their evaluation of
their policies was quite positive. Nevertheless, principals had some doubts about the
accessibility of gifted education programs for rural children. Moreover, most participants were
not satisfied with school infrastructure, which does not meet current standards for inclusive
schools thus prohibiting the acceptance of students with physical disabilities. Finally,
principals’ suggestions on ensuring more equitable access to gifted education programs was

discussed.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
5.1 Introduction

This section attempts to crystallize the insights drawn from research findings with
respect to scholarly literature on equity in gifted education programs. Analysis of the
relationship between principals’ perceptions and literature is presented in alliance with the
sequence of the research questions. This chapter will focus on the principals’ attitudes towards
educational equity in school policies. Next, potential barriers to equity in gifted education
programs will be proposed, and future implications will be reviewed.

5.2 Equity and school admission policies

The multifaceted perception of equity makes its interpretation dependent on the context
where it is enacted. Widely accepted components of equity declared by OECD (2006) suggest
viewing this notion as an incorporation of fairness and inclusion. Since this study examined
equity in the Kazakhstani gifted education programs, which already present themselves to be
not inclusive but selective and specialized in essence, principals’ understanding of giftedness
and fairness in school policies was a question to be scrutinized.

In the literature review, it was assumed that the Kazakhstani model of giftedness aligns
with the vision that aligns both academic and non-academic achievements. But principals’
interpretation of giftedness predominantly reckoned their inclination to a second model of
giftedness, which basically refers to students’ assessment results as an outcome of their natural
aptitudes. This may stem from schools’ admission and assessment criteria, which are solely
based on standardized test scores. Meanwhile, one principal, although she was recently
assigned as a principal of a selective school, showed a strong advocacy for the Finnish Model
of education that strives for equality of all schools and children and rejects any forms of

special education for gifted learners. This clearly demonstrates the discrepancy in principals’
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attitudes towards giftedness and gaps between their intentions and schools’ practices as
discussed by Jansen (2001).

Principals’ understanding of fairness drew ambiguous comments. Although the first
research question was developed to reveal fairness in gifted education programs, some
participants tended to perceive fairness as academic integrity only in their selection of student,
and explained how they ensure honesty while conducting exams. This is evidence that fairness
as a vital component of equity is given less attention in the Kazakhstani educational system.

Nevertheless, their opinion on their personal evaluation of gifted education policies
could indicate two prevailing themes among principals’ perspectives, which were also listed in
Brandsma’s (2002) classification. One part of participants sees their school admission policies
as a just indicator of children’s abilities: the more children prepare, the more chances to be
accepted. They believe that students’ dedication and learning effort usually pay off and it is
less likely that families’ background may somehow affect their children’s exam results. This
outlook is similar to the Irish study outcomes carried out by Kennedy and Power (2014) which
indicates the prevalence of meritocratic views among the people of power. As stated by Hill
(2003), this perspective often occurs when policymakers ignore social inequalities and try to
explain any problems as a natural process, which does not suit the reality, in fact. In the
Kazakhstani context, increasing gaps between rural and urban students’ academic
achievements are not outcomes of one admission examination but is an indicator of
differences in the number and quality of learning opportunities. It would be fair to hold this
view if these children are exposed to the same quality of education before coming to these
admission tests.

Another half of the research respondents tended to support the idea of educational

egalitarianism and admitted the existence of implicit barriers that prevent equitable allotment
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of educational opportunities among all society members. They did not neglect the fact that it
has become very common that children from more advantaged families have more chances to
prepare in special training centers and, as a result, can successfully pass entrance exams.

Research findings can also reveal how the emphasis on equality of access in the given
educational organizations outweighs equity principles. The majority of principals confirmed
that only equality seems able to thrive in today’s economic conditions. However, ensuring
equity at the admission stage would be challenging due to financial constraints, which was
also stated by Levinson and Wood (2011). Thus, supporters of this perspective may become
strong defenders of ‘horizontal equity’, which sees everyone as equal and, consequently, treat
people equally with no consideration of their disadvantaged backgrounds that may affect their
current learning achievements and subsequent possibilities to enter a school for the gifted.

Notwithstanding this scarcity of resources and “capacity” barriers, a few respondents
connected the occurrence of this tendency to attitudinal barriers proposed by Levin (2003). In
fact, not all participants seem to actually care much about accessibility of gifted education to
all members of society. This indifference or ignorance may have a link with their professional
backgrounds. For instance, Principal B, who had worked only in the schools for gifted
children since the Soviet Union period, was not interested in achieving equitable access at all
and denied the existence of any barriers except one’s intellectual abilities. In contrast,
principals with the experience of being a school principal in the mainstream schools and in
different regions of a country demonstrated more awareness about the quality of rural
education and the problems connected with it that may explain their underrepresentation in
gifted education programs.

The latter group believes believe that if it is a principal’s “will” to promote equity in

their schools, there will be a way to maintain educational equity even at the initial stages of
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school enrollment procedures. Both these contradicting views make it possible to conclude
that there is still tension between horizontal and vertical equity in access to current gifted
educational programs.

In turn, equity of participation and equity of outcomes (Gillborn & Youdell (2000)
were the areas of utmost importance for all respondents. Principals were confident that school
policies and practices can fully guarantee equitable service delivery and ensure fair
distribution of opportunities. They were convinced that differentiation strategies and
techniques used by their teachers meet learners’ individual needs, the results of which can be
seen in students’ successful enrolment in further education.

This contrast of attitudes between equity of access and participation may stem from the
degree of principals’ influence on decision-making procedures. Principals felt more
responsibility in establishing an equitable environment and service deliveries in their own
schools, while equity in enrolment procedures involves interests of other regional authorities.
As mentioned by one of the respondents, principals, already being heads of their schools, have
district offices, whose priorities they must take into account while conducting admission
exams to their schools. This top-down approach may limit the principals’ impact on ensuring
equitable access to schools for gifted children. Consequently, as in the case of principal 1,
principals purely follow these set guidelines and are basically in role of a “manager” who is
responsible for organization and technical arrangements only. Meanwhile, another participant
evaluated the approach they use as a collegial form of leadership, where everyone has a voice
to express schools’ needs. Yet a higher body sets the final decision, so while they can partially
contribute to the development of new initiatives, they do not have total authority to make
major changes. These claims can again demonstrate how principals’ leadership skills

influence the schools’ view towards principles of equity.
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5.3 Exploring barriers to equity in gifted education

A second question of this research aimed to understand principals’ point of view on
the possible barriers hampering equity of access and participation in gifted education
programs. In the previous chapter, these obstacles were divided into two categories with
relevance to the stage in which they emerge: before and after students’ enrolment. Although
they were presented separately, on the basis of the principals’ perceptions and as outlined in
the UNESCO report (2008) it is reasonable to conclude that contemporary difficulties of the
Kazakhstani gifted education programs may be attributed to the co-occurrence of these
identified hurdles.

The first and foremost part of the findings has an implication on the combination of
underrepresentation of rural children coming from a lower economic background and
language barriers as many of the schools for the gifted in Kazakhstan expect a strong level of
English. A pattern similar to Puryear and Kettler’s (2017) opinion was expressed by the
majority of principals that juxtaposed school conditions in rural and urban settings and
accentuated sharp discrepancies in the quality of education caused by lack of access to
learning opportunities which continue to disadvantage rural children. In this research
participants discussed that low enrolment rates from rural locations do not indicate the absence
of gifted students in rural schools, but rather tell more about the lack of appropriate support for
gifted children who reside in rural areas. The research by Thompson(2015) also concurred
with this. In addition,, acceptance to schools for gifted children may seem unattainable if the
entrance exam requires taking foreign language proficiency tests. According to principals,
these problems tend to appear only when passing exams, whereas one’s socio-economic status

has no impact on students’ further learning in their schools. Once students are accepted, they
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have full access to learning materials and student dormitories. Additional financial support for
children from low-income families can be also considered if required.

The only area of questioning that most participants struggled to answer was related to
including children with special educational needs as such students who are considered twice
exceptional by the fact while gifted in one area, they have an identified disability. It was also a
common assertion that principals had no experience of testing and admitting students with
identified disabilities. Yet one principal offered the opinion that it is highly likely that even if
special needs students are accepted, they will ultimately drop out after some time, as keeping
up to the demands of the educational program will be difficult to maintain. Moreover, he
thinks that school hours from 8am to 5pm are difficult even for students without health
problems. This may be an attempt to mask his attitudinal barriers as stated by Montgomery
(2013). Negative attitudes come before identification issues in its importance. Although the
remaining part of the respondents claim they welcome inclusive education, they stated that
their building does not meet the standards for special educational needs schools. These explicit
and implicit factors can be a reason for continuing resistance to ensuring equity of service
delivery for twice-exceptional students.

5.4 Achieving equity

Compared to the United States or Finland education policies, which are striving to
increase the excellence of all students, contemporary Kazakhstani gifted education has put a
lot of effort on developing individuals’ intellectual capacities yet without much focus on
equity of opportunities. Nevertheless, principals’ positive initiatives on ensuring equity of
conditions in some aspects demonstrate they are trying to achieve this ideal at least within

their school level.
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According to the participants of this study, equity in admission polices is often times
overlooked due to the use of standardized tests used to identify students’ giftedness. As
mentioned by Merry and Arum (2018), a reliance on solely one type of assessment neglects
equity norms, whilst utilizing multiple authentic ways of identification instruments allows one
to evaluate a wider range of children’s abilities. In spite of this, some of the participants
asserted that even if they want to change assessment instruments, there is a lack of research-
based evidence of the validity of their ideas. More importantly, they refer to the lack of
consideration in evaluating one’s creativity or outstanding presentation skills. These
comments were in line with Pffeiffer’s (2016) research findings where gifted education
experts also pointed out the challenges in evaluating validity and credibility of students

selection procedures when determining acceptance into a program for gifted education.

5.5 Conclusion

This chapter presented the intersection between the scholarly literature and the findings
of this research. Three main themes appeared from the previous chapter were discussed in
relevance to already existing perspectives. In most cases, participants’ opinions and the
literature conveyed similar ideas on the equity issues in contemporary existing gifted
education policies. The striking differences were related to principals’ perceptions of equity,
which were tightly linked not with fairness but solely based on equality in gifted education
policies. Respondents also admitted that current education polices mostly focus on ensuring
equity of participation but not equitable access to gifted education. In spite of challenges in
today’s gifted education programs, the majority of principals had positive opinions about the

possibility of ensuring more equitable practices in the future.
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Conclusion
6.1 Introduction

By summarizing the key findings, this chapter attempts to answer the research
questions of this study, which sought to identify concerns of equity in gifted education
programs from the school principals’ perspective. It will also consider potential limitations
that should be considered when interpreting the study results. Additionally, the areas for
further scholarly investigations and some recommendations regarding gifted education
policies will be proposed.

6.2 Do the school enroliment policies consider equity issues?

Although principals seem to advocate for social justice principles, in practice, there is
much more focus on equality than equity issues. This disparity is especially seen in school
admission policies, which may derive from the lack of precise understanding of the notion of
equity among school principals. Equity, for the majority of participants, is perceived the same
as equality norms with no consideration of students’ diverse backgrounds, whereas fairness is
understood as transparency and obeying academic honesty rules only.

6.3 What are some possible barriers to ensuring equitable access?

It was admitted by all participants that rural students may be disadvantaged in the
selection of gifted students since they are not able to compete with their urban counterparts
due to the lack of or low quality of preparation that they are offered in their schools.
Furthermore, it is also becoming more common to learn that students cannot afford additional
learning courses to prepare for admission exams, which shows the impact of one’s socio-

economic conditions on ensuring access to gifted education. Testing applicants’ English
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language skills may even worsen the situation of rural students due to aforementioned
problems. While some principals mentioned about scholarships and future initiatives to
support rural children, others supported a meritocratic perspective and were less interested in
solving the inequity of access to gifted education. However, equity becomes all principals’
goal when it concerns equity of participation, where they feel more decision-making power
and responsibility lying with them. Nevertheless, the problem of teaching students with special
educational needs in gifted education programs remains topical due to the current policies in
Kazakhstan on inclusive education. For the majority of schools for gifted children, this field is
challenging due to improper school facilities and the lack of experience of teaching twice-
exceptional students.

6.4 What do principals think could be done to overcome potential problems?

Principals were also asked on the ways of maintaining equity in the current
Kazakhstani context. The majority claimed that inequity issues in today’s economic conditions
is unavoidable due to financial constraints. It was stressed that allocating more investments
could solve a wide range of problems. First, reconstructed school buildings and improved
school infrastructure would solve the problems of underrepresentation of students with special
educational needs in gifted education programs. Secondly, expenditures made for conducting
entry exams not only in city centers but also in different regions and villages could help to
identify the more gifted students around the country. Thirdly, offering special scholarships for
rural children would add to addressing inequity issues. However, only a minority think that the
way of achieving equity is connected with the validity and reliability of the entry tests used to
identify gifted children.

6.5 Recommendations on achieving equity

Taking into account the specificity of the Kazakhstani gifted education programs and
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the results of this study, it is possible to give some recommendations on resolving the inequity
issues. The core factor of the existence of underrepresentation issues cannot be attributed to
the place where children live or born in but because of the differences in the quality of
education students from diverse groups receive before applying to these programs. In the long
run, there should be more focus on narrowing the achievement gap between rural and urban
schools so that any student can feel confident to compete under the same conditions and be
selected based on the same criteria.

Another vital factor causing inequity is linked with the approaches to how gifted
students are identified. There is a mismatch between the goals of opening specialized schools
for gifted children and the way potential students are selected. Although these schools aim to
identify and teach children of their whole region, in reality, there is a little enrollment of
students from diverse backgrounds. Using formal assessment tools such as standardized tests
in student selection procedures may be convenient in terms of organization but cannot fully
reflect students’ real knowledge and does not take into account children’s multiple
intelligences and skills. Along with the subject tests, there can be other items utilized that
consider several domains such as student portfolios, learning habits and recommendation
letters. This allow not only to identify students with natural aptitudes but also to consider the
ones who have strong enthusiasm and potential to study in more academically challenging
environments.

Ultimately, to guarantee the accessibility of gifted education from vulnerable members
of our society, it is advised to have special consideration for some category of students which
may have disability or behavioral conditions and distribute at least 10% of scholarship
provisions among them.

6.6 Study limitations and future study implication
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Although the findings answered the research questions, some limitations in scope of
this research must also be considered. The first limitation derives from the convenience
sampling in locating the research sites. The study involved respondents from two regions and
six participants only. Therefore, the findings cannot fully reflect the perspectives of all
principals of schools for gifted children in Kazakhstan, and this fact lessens the degree of
generalizability of this research. Hence, replicating this study in other regions of our country
to hear more perspectives and compare different regions might produce other thoughts on this
ISSue.

Furthermore, the process of interviewing might have some limitations in terms of
honesty in the answers of the participants. As Cresswell (2012) mentions, interviewees might
provide “indirect”, biased, or limited information. Principals might also give socially desirable
answers to present themselves from a more positive perspective. This means that credibility of
the research findings is directly dependent on the participants’ loyalty and genuine interest in
the topic.

Another limitation is the fact that this research only scrutinized principals’ views on
this topic. To view equity from other angles, it is suggested to study other stakeholders’
opinions too. For instance, the potential participants for future research may be parents,
teachers as well as students who are already enrolled or hoping to study in the schools for the
gifted. Therefore, it is not possible to make an assumption on equity in gifted education
programs relying on principals’ perceptions only. However, this study has provided an initial
discussion on this issue that should be used to help move the discussion on this topic forward.

Moreover, as the research findings revealed, there is little awareness about twice-
exceptional students who are characterized as gifted children and formally diagnosed with one

or more disabilities. The lack of knowledge on understanding these students’ peculiarities can
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be considered one of the reasons for difficulties in accepting this category of students to gifted
education programs. Therefore, examining principals’ perceptions of inclusive education and
special education is also advised.

Lastly, it is recommended to study equity of outcomes in gifted education programs
because this study was mostly focused on investigating equity of access and participation.
Although it revealed underrepresentation issues at a school level, the correlation between the
accessibility of gifted education programs and students’ future education choices as well as
equity issues in applying for higher educational organizations are areas that are yet to be

scrutinized.
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Appendices

Appendix A.

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
PROJECT TITLE: PRINCIPALS’ PERSPECTIVES ON EQUITABLE ACCESS
TO GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Time of interview:
Date:

Interviewer:
Interviewee:

Dear Participant,

My name is Galiya Daulet. | am a master degree student at Nazarbayev University. Thank
you for taking time to participate in this interview. The purpose is to get your perceptions
of equitable access to gifted education programs. If it is possible the interviews will be
audio recorded with your permission. No one will use your name in reports, so your
privacy will be protected. The results of the study will be used for scholarly purposes only.
Interview will last approximately 20 minutes. Please feel free to ask if you need any
clarifications for the interview questions.

[Please read and sign the consent form] [Turn on the tape recorder]
Interview questions
1. What is your working experience as a school principal at schools for gifted
children?

What are the main aspects of school admission policies of your school?

3. Does your school admission policy consider the equity as well as equality of
opportunities?

4. How do you understand these concepts?

Does your school enrollment policy address the admission of students of diverse

societal backgrounds (children from rural areas, orphanages, national minorities,

low-income families or with physical/mental disabilities)?

Are there any other potential barriers to ensuring equitable access?

7. How does your school consider and address diverse needs of learners once they are
admitted to your school? (teaching & learning, extra-curricular, school counselling
services, etc)

8. Are there any other potential barriers to ensuring equitable participation?

9. What do you think could be done to prevent/overcome these problems?

10. In your opinion, should our Kazakhstani schools for gifted children consider only
equality issues, is there room for equity? Why?

N

o

o

[Thank the participant for their cooperation and participation in this interview]
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CYXBAT XATTAMACBI

7KOBA TAKBIPbBIBbI: JAPBIH/IbI BAJTAJIAP/IBI OKBITY
BAFJAPJIAMAJIAPBIHA SIJIETTI KOJKETIMILIIK BOUBIHIIIA
MEKTEII JUPEKTOPJIAPBIHBIH ITIKIPJIEPI

Cyx0ar yaKpITHI:

Kyni:

CayanHamara KaTbICYIIBI:
Cayannama >Kyprizyurici:
KypmerTi KaTbICyIibl,

Menin ateim Fanus [layner . Men Hazap6aeB YHuBepcUTETIHIH MarucTpaHTHIMBIH. OChI
cyx0aTKa KaTbICy YIIiH YaKbIT OeJreHiHi3re paxmeT.MeHiH 3epTTey KYMBICBIMHBIH
Makcathl - JapbIHbI Oananapra O6u1iM Oepy OaraapiaManapblHbIH KOJDKETIMILTITIHE
OaiiIaHBICTBI MEKTEN TUPEKTOPJIAPBIHBIH MiKipiH O011y. Erep mymkin 6osca, Ciznix
PYKcaThIHBI30€H OyJ1 cyx0at Tacmara xa3butaibl. Ci3/1iH eCIMiHI3 elTKaHIali ecernTe
KOJIIaHbUIMalIbl, COHJBIKTaH OepUIreH aKknapaTThlH KYMHsUIBUIBIFbI KOPFasia/ibl.
3epTTeyaiH HOTHKENIepi FRIIBIMU MaKcaT YIIiH FaHa naigananpiiaapl. Cyx06ar nmaMaMeH
20 muHyTKa co3buiasl. CayanHama cypaKTapblHa KaThICTHI KaHIal f1a 0ip TyCiHIKTeMemnep
KaKeT OOJIFaH yKaF1ai1a anTybIHbI3/Ibl OTIHEMIH.

[Kemicim ¢opmachiH OKbIT, KOJI KOWBIHBI3] [ Tacmanbl KOCHIHBI3 ]

Cayannama cypaxkrapbl
1. Jlapeia bl O6ananapra apHaJIFaH MEKTENTep/Ie AUPEKTOP PETIHIIE KYMBIC TOKIPHOCHI30eH
OeJricceHi3?
2. Ci3aiH MeKTeOIHI3re KaObUIIaHy TaJanTapblH/Ia KapaCcThIPhIIATBIH HETI3T aclieKTiiep
KaHgaun?
3. Ci3niH MekTeOiHI3re KaOblIaHy cascaThblH1a MYMKIHIIUTIKTEPIiH TEHIINIMEH KaTtap
OIETTUIIrIHE Ha3ap ayAapbliaabl Ma?
4. byn yreIMIapabl Kajai Tycineci3?
5.Ci3aiH MekTeOiHI3re KaOblay cascaTbl KOFAMHBIH OPTYPJIl OKUIIEPIHEH IIBIKKAH
OKYIIBbLIAP/IbIH KaObLUTJaHybIHA OaFbITTaNFaH 0a? (aybULIBIK MEKEHHEH KEeJreH, KeTiM, ap
TYPAL YIT OKULAEP1, SJICyMETTIK JKaFIaibl TOMEH Oananap, MyMKIHAIr MEeKTeyi
Oananapra Konjaay, 1.0.) EMTuxannan OypbIH anslH-ana Kojjaay Kepcerineai me?
6. Ci3iH MeKTeOIHI3/Ie 9LIETTI KOKETIMILTIK OOUbIHINIA Oacka KaHaal keaepriiep
001ybl MYMKIH?
7.2Korapeiia allTbUTFaH YMITKEpIIep MEKTENKe KaObIIAaHFaH JKaFAaliia Kanaai Koaaay
Kepcere anacbeizgap?
8. Kannaii kenepruiepre yusipaybl MyMKiH?
9. aTanFaH MacesepAiH Kalail allJibiH alyFa Hemece mienryre 6osapl?
10. Jlapbiael 6ananapra OKUTBIH MEKTenTep/e 0i1iM Oepy MyMKIHIILTIKTEpAiH
ONIUIETTIriHE TeHJIIriHe OaFbITTalIFaH AyphIC ma?
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Principals’ perspectives on equitable access to gifted education programs

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to participate in a research study on investigating
principal’s view on equity and access to gifted education. You will be asked to participate in
the interview. The interview will be also audio-taped which be heard by the researcher only. If
you feel uncomfortable, you may ask that it be turned off at any time. Audio files and
interview transcripts will be password protected for at least two years and will be used for
study purposes only.

TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 20 minutes.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are minimal risks to the participants associated with this
study. It is possible to skip a particular question or stop the interview at any stage of the
research. The benefits which may reasonably be expected to result from this study is that as a
participant you will have an opportunity to share your own vision of equity which may
contribute to changes in the admission policies of the schools for gifted children. Your
decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect you negatively in our
employment.

PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS: If you have read this form and have decided to participate in
this project, please understand your participation is voluntary and you have the right to
withdraw your consent or discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. The alternative is not to participate.
You have the right to refuse to answer particular questions. The results of this research study
may be presented at scientific or professional meetings or published in scientific journals.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any guestions, concerns or complaints about this research, its
procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student work
Independent Contact: If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if
you have any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights as a
participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee to at
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Please sign this consent from if you agree to participate in this study.

| have carefully read the information provided;
» | have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the study;


mailto:gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
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» | understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential information
will be seen only by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone else;
* | understand that 1 am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a

reason;
»  With full knowledge of all foregoing, | agree, of my own free will, to participate in this
study.
Signature: Date:

The extra copy of this signed and dated consent form is for you to keep.

According to the law of the Republic of Kazakhstan an individual under the age of 18 is
considered a child. Any participant falling into that category should be given the
Parental Consent Form and have it signed by at least one of his/her parent(s) or
guardian(s).
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O®OPMA HHOOPMALIMOHHOI'O COI'JIACUA

MHeHuUst TMPEKTOPOB MIKOJI O CIIPABEAJIMBOM JIOCTYIIE K MPOTpaMMaM 00yUYeHUsT OJapEHHBIX
nereu

OIIUCAHME: Bbl npuriamessl IpUHATH y4aCTHE B UCCIEOBAHUM, TOCBSIIIEHHOM
M3YYEHUIO B3IVISAA0B IUPEKTOPOB IIKOJ HA CIIPABEMIMBOCTD U JOCTYI K IIPOrpaMMaM
o0Oy4eHHs 0JJapeHHBIX JieTeid. Bam Oyaer mpeutoskeHo MPUHATH y9acTHe B cOOeCeI0BaHHH.
HHTepBbIo OyeT TakKe 3aliCaHo Ha ayino0, KOTOPOe OyIeT YCIBIIIAaHO TOJIbKO
nccnenosareneM. [Ipu HenoBkoCcTH, Bel MOkeTe NONPOCUTH OTKIOYUTH 3aIIHCHIBAOIIEE
YCTPOICTBO B JI1000€ Bpems. Aynnodailsibl U CBS3aHHBIE C HUIMHU TPAHCKPUITHI Oy1yT
3alUIICHBI TApOJIEM HE MEHEE BYX JIET U OYyAyT UCIOIb30BATHCS TOJIBKO ISl yUEOHBIX
LEEH.

BPEMS YUHACTUS: Bame yaactue notpedyet okosio 20 MUHYT.
PUCKHN U ITPEUMYUIECTBA:

B03MOKHOCTB pUCKa, CBSI3aHHBIE C 3TUM HCCIIEJOBAaHUEM MUHUMAaIILHBI. BBl MOXkeTe
MPOIYCTHTB OTIPE/ICIICHHBIN BOTIPOC WM MPUOCTAHOBUTH HHTEPBBIO HA JIIOOOM 3Tare
uccieoBaHus. B kauecTBe 0)KUIAEMBIX TPEUMYIIIECTB B PE3YJIbTATe MCCIICIOBAHUS MOYKHO
paccMaTpuBaTh BO3MOXKHOCTB TIOJICITUTHCSI CBOMM BUICHUEM CIIPABETMBOCTH B KAYEeCTBE
YYaCTHHKA, YTO MOXKET CIIOCOOCTBOBATh N3MEHEHHSIM B TIPAaBUIIAX MTPHEMa B IIKOJIbBI IS
OJIapEHHBIX JICTEH.

Bare pemenue o coriacuu 1u00 0TKa3e B y9aCTHH HUKaKUM 00pa3oM HE MOBJIMSIET Ha Bally
pabory.

IMPABA YYACTHUMKOB: Eciu Bl npounTanu qanayo GopMy U PEIIHINA IPUHATH
y4acTHE B JaHHOM HCCIIeIOBaHUH, Bl TOHKHBI IOHUMATh, 4To Bariie yyactue sBisercs
T0OpOBOJIBHBIM M UTO ¥ Bac ecTh mpaBo 0TO3BaTh CBOE COTJIACKE WM MPEKPATUTh YUacTHE B
moboe BpeMs 6e3 mTpadHbIX CAHKIUN 1 6€3 MOTepU COLMATBHOTO MakeTa, KoTopblii Bam
MIPeIOCTaBIsUIU. B KauecTBe anbTepHATUBBI MOKHO HE Y4aCTBOBAThH B UCCIIEOBaHUH. Takxke
Brl umeeTe mpaBo He OTBeuaTh Ha Kakue-1u00 BOMPOCHL. Pe3ynbTraThl 1aHHOTO
HCCIIEIOBAHUS MOTYT OBITh MPECTABICHBI WM OMMyOIMKOBaHbI B HAYYHBIX WU
podecCHOHANBHBIX TENSX.

KOHTAKTHASA UH®OPMAILIUA:
Bonpocei: Eciiu y Bac ecth Bonpochkl, 3aMedaHus UK kajloObl [0 MOBOY TaHHOTO
HCCIIEA0BaHus, IPOLEAYPBI €TI0 IIPOBEIECHHUS, PUCKOB U IIPEUMYILECTB, Bbl MOXKeTE CBA3ATHCSA
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C UCCIIEI0OBATEIIEM, UCIIONb3Ys CIEAYIOIINE JaHHbIE:
He3aBucumble KOHTAKTBI: Eciu Bl HE y0BIETBOPEHBI IIPOBEIECHUEM TAHHOTO
MCCIIeIOBaHMs, eciii y Bac BO3HUKIIN Kakue-Tu00 mpoOIieMbl, 5Kano0bl UM BOIPOCHI, Bl
Moxete cBs3atbes ¢ Komuterom Mccnenosanwmii Beicureit Llkonsr O0pa3zoBanus HazapOaes
YHuBepcHuTeTa, OTIPABUB ITMCHMO Ha JJIEKTPOHHBIN aipec
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.

[Nosxanyiicta, moAMUIINATE TAaHHYIO GOpMY, ecii BBl coTTlacHBI y4acTBOBATh B HCCIIEIOBAHUHY.

* ] BHUMATENBHO M3YYWJI NPEICTABICHHYIO HHPOPMALIUIO;

*  MHue npenocTaBuiv NOJHYIO HH(OPMALIMIO O LEJIAX U MPOLESype UCCIeI0BaHNUS;

* S nonumaro, kak OyayT MCHOJB30BaHbl COOpPaHHbIE AAHHBIE, U YTO JOCTYI K JHOO0MH
KOHPUACHITHATHHON HH(pOpMaIu Oy1eT UMETh TOJIBKO MCCIIEI0OBATENb;

* 4 nonumar, 4yTO BIOpaBe B JIO00N MOMEHT OTKa3aTbCsid OT y4dacThs B JAHHOM
uccienoBaHuu 0e3 00bsICHEHUS IPUYNH;

* C MOJHBIM OCO3HAaHMEM BCETO BBIIIEH3IOKEHHOIO S COTJIAaCeH MPHUHSITH y4acTHE B
HCCIIEIOBAaHUH 110 COOCTBEHHOM BOJIE.

IToamnuce: Mara:
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BEPTTEY ) KXYMbICHI KEJICIMIHIH AKITAPATTBIK ®OPMACBHI

Japbiaabl 6ananapasl OKbITY OaFaapiaManapblHa OUIETTi KOJKETIMIUTIK OOUBIHIIIA MEKTETT
JMPEKTOPIIAPBIHBIH MIKipaepi

CUIIATTAMA: Ci3 MexTen OacuIbUIapbIHBIH AAPBIHABI Oanazapabl OKBITYIAFbl 9IUIETTUTIK
KOHE KOJDKETIMAUTIK Maceliesiepine OaFbITTalIFaH 3epTTey KYMBICHIHA KATBICYFa MAKBIPBIIBIIT
oteipchi3. Ockl MakcarTa Cisre cyx0aTKa KaThICy YChIHBUT . Cyx0aT Tacmara jka3buiajbl
’KOHE OHBI TEK THIHAYFa 3epTTECYIIIHIH FaHa MYMKIHIILTIr 6ap. Ayauodaiinnap xoHe cyx0at
Ka30armappl KEMIH/IE €Ki JKbIT KOJIEMIHJIE KUITTEIIHII CaKTaJIbIHAIbI )KOHE TEK 3epPTTey
MaKCaTTapbIH/1a FaHA KOJAAHBLIAIbI.

OTKI3VIETIH YAKBITBI: Ci3aid KaTblcybIHbI3 IIaMaMeH 20 MUHYT YaKbITBIHBI3/IbI
ayajpl.

3EPTTEY ’K¥MbICBIHA KATBICY IbIH KAYIIITEPI MEH
APTBIKIIBIVIBIKTAPBI:

3epTTey )KYMBIChIHA KAThICYJBIH KAayINTUIIN TOMEH AeHTeine. 3epTTeyaiH Ke3-KeIreH
Ke3eHiHIe Oenrini O61p cypakTapra xayar OepMeyiHI3re HeMece SHIIMENeCy/Il TOKTaTyFa
0oJapl. 3epTTeY )KYMBICHIHA KaTHICYBIHBI3 Ci3Te 9IUIETTUTIK OOMBIHIIA )KeKe TIKIPIHI3I1
Oepyre MyMKIHAIK Oepinm KaHa KOWMai, OKYIIbIIapabl KaObLUIIAy casCaThIHIAFbl ©3repicTepre
oCepiH THTi3yl MYMKIH. 3epTTey )KYMBIChIHA KaThICYFa KeiciM OepyiHi3 Hemece Oac
TapTybIHbI3 Ci3/11H ’KYMBICBIHBI3FA €I 9CEPIH TUTI130eH .

KATBICYUIBI K¥YKBIKTAPBI: Erep Ci3z 6epinren ¢popMaMeH TaHBICHII, 3ePTTEY
YKYMBIChIHA KAaTBICYFa IIEeNIM KaoblnaacaHsi3, Ci3/IiH KaThICYbIHBI3 ePiKTi Typ/ie eKeHiH
xabaprnaitmbr3. COHBIMEH KaTap, KajJaFaH YaKbITTa albINIYJI TeJeMeil skoHe Ci3/liH
JJIEyMETTIK KeHIJAIKTepiHi3re el KecipiH TUri30eil 3epTTey )KYMbICHIHA KAaTbICY
TypaJibl KeJiCiMiHi3ai Kepi KaliTapyFra HeMece TOKTATYFa KYKbIFBIHBI3 0ap. 3epTTey
JKYMBICBIHA MYJIJIEM KAThICIIAYbIHBI3FA /1A TOJBIK KYKbIFbIHbI3 0ap. CoHaali-ak, KaHaai
na 61p cypakTapra xayar OepmeyiHisre ge 901eH 6oJiansl. byt 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH
HOTHKeIepl akaJIeMUsUIbIK HeMece Kaci0u MaKcaTrTapa Oacrnara YChIHBLUTYbl HEMece
UIBIFAPBLTYBl MYMKIH.

BAUJAHBIC AKITAPATDI:

CypakrapbIHbI3: Erep xKypri3uiin OThIpFaH 3epTTey )KYMBICBIHBIH MPOLIECL,KayIi MEH
apTHIKIIBUTBIKTAPBI TYPaJIbl CYpaFbIHbI3 HEMECE IIaFbIMBIHBI3 00JICa, Keneci OaiiaHbIC
Kypajiapbl apKbLIbl 3ePTTEYIIIMEH Xa0apiiacybIHbI3Fa 00JIaIbl.

JEPBEC BAHJIAHBIC AKITAPATTAPBI: Erep Gepinren 3epTTey 5KyMBICHIHBIH
KYPri3ilyiMeH KaHaraTTaHOAcaHbI3 HEMece CYpaKTapblHbI3 OCH IIaFbIMIapbIHbI3 0oJIca,
Hazap6aes YuuBepcuteri XKoraps! binim 6epy MekTebiHiH 3epTTey KopceTuireH OaiaaHblc
KypajJiapbl apKbliIbl XabapiiacybIHbI3Fa 00J1a/Ibl: 3JEKTPOH/IBIK MOIITAMEH
gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz.
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3epTTey KYMBIChIHA KaTBhICyFa KeNiCIMIHI3A1 OepceHi3, OepiireH gopmMara KO KOIOBIHBI3IBI
CYpanMBbI3.

Kosr:

Men Gepinred popMaMeH MYKHST TaHBICTHIM;

MaraH 3epTTey JKYMBICHIHBIH MAaKCcaThl MEH OHBIH IPOIEAypachl >KaWbIHIA TOJBIK
aKmapar oepini;

JXKunakranran akmapar neH KyIusi MOJIIMETTepre TeK 3epTTEYIIiHIH ©3iHe KOJKEeTIMI1
’KOHE MAJIIM OO0JIATBIHBIH TOJBIK TYCIHEMIH;

MeH Ke3 KeJreH yakbITTa eIIKaH/1ail TYCIHIKTeMeci3 3epTTey )KYMBICHIHA KaThICy/1aH 0ac
TapTybIMa OOJIATHIHBIH TYCIHEMIH;

MeH Korapblja aTalblll OTKEH AaKMMapaTThl CaHaJIbl TYpHe KaObLIJam, OCHl 3epTTey
KYMBICBIHA KAaThICYFa 3 KeJIICIMIM/I1 OepeMiH.

Kyni:
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Appendix C. Sample Interview Transcript
A: Interviewer
B: Interviewee
A: Thank you very much for taking part in this interview. My research is dedicated to
investigating principals’ views on gifted education programs. Your answers will be valuable
for my study. May I record this interview with my phone?
B: Yes, of course.
A: Thank you. Can you please tell about your work experience as a school principal?
B: Well, I have been working as a Vice principals for 6 years and as a principal 3 years

A: Does your school admission policy consider the equity as well as equality of opportunities?

B: I think equality is much more in practice than equity. Because equality means giving the
same opportunity for everyone. So our tests are equal, of the same content for every student
who wants to get admitted to our school. However, equity may not be realized in some terms
because this issue is linked with the individual style of learning of students. Some gifted
students may be well-gifted in their speech and in different other skills. But our admission
policy requires students take tests. Not every gifted student can be identified effectively with
the test in terms of equity. In terms of equality yes, but in terms of equity we are not. Some
amendments can be done in the process of admission.

A: Does your school enrollment policy address the admission of students of diverse societal
backgrounds (children from rural areas, orphanages, national minorities, low-income families

or with physical/mental disabilities)?

B:Yes, I think, partially. Admission policy of our school does not prohibit does not cut the

opportunities for students who come from rural areas. Any student from the whole country can
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be admitted to our school if only they pass the test requirements. In terms of procedure it is
fair enough, equal. But if we talk about the equity I think that the process that the tests is
administered only in the city, gives some disadvantages to some students who come from rural
area. They may not even hear about the possibilities to come to our school. About national
minorities I don’t think it is a very big issue in terms of low-income families. What we noticed
is that students get admitted mostly from the families who are able to allocate extra money for
preparation because our tests are standardized and there are some educational centres that
prepare 6 grade students for money. Families with low income cannot afford and this amount
of money So 1 think they are in disadvantaged situation.

A: Are there any other potential barriers to ensuring equitable access?

B:The huge barriers is the administration procedure of the test. So I think in order to give
equitable access we could administer the test in various places not only in city but also in rural
areas. But it would cost much more financial and logistical issues, challenges. Also in order to
give opportunities for students to express their oral or presentation abilities we would need to
administer not tests but interviews, but there are barriers for that because it would also take
much more time to administer interview. And it might give some risks and threats for
corruption.

A: How does your school consider and address diverse needs of learners once they are
admitted to your school? (teaching & learning, extra-curricular, school counselling services,

etc)

B: In our school subjects are taught in groups with 10 students, So teachers can pay attention
to students’ individual needs in order to provide equity for the learning process. We call this

differentiation strategies. We offer professional development for teachers. And every teacher
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use these strategies according their professional development. Also appraisal system that is
working in our school is highly focused on developing smart goals for teachers. And these
smart goals should be related to students’ individual needs. Also extracurricular activities we
have in our school. Students higher abilities can participate in various competitions intellectual
sport competitions. In this way they can fulfill their potential. Counselling services, we have
curators also who can guide students and propose student participate in extra curricular

activities.

A: What do you think could be done to prevent/overcome these problems?

B: I think in order to give more opportunities for students from rural areas it is related to
financial aspect because when we administrated our school only. We have each year coming
once. If we take test from multiple sides it would cost much more money. So I think the only
problem is financial problems. If enough trainers prepared, and testing days are prolonged it
can be also done.

A: In your opinion, should our Kazakhstani schools for gifted children consider only equality

issues, is there room for equity? Why?

B:1 think in our school equity and equality is provided, but in different time frames. When
take their test they are treated fairly, equity is provided when they enter the school. I think
equity as well as equality should be taken into consideration. And | think gradually our school
will pay attention to equity issue more. | think equity is located on a higher level of a ladder.
Equality can be administered if compared with equity is fairly easy. If we talk about equity it
demands more human resources and financial resources. If there are no constrains in terms of

financial resources then equity is the best priority.



EQUITY IN GIFTED EDUCATION PROGRAMS

A: That is the end of this interview. Thank you for your participation.

B: You are welcome.

76



