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Abstract

Physical education (PE) remains an underexplored area within inclusive education,
despite its important role in supporting the physical, social, and emotional development of
students with disabilities. In Kazakhstan, inclusive education has become a key focus of
educational reform, with increasing emphasis on equitable access to learning opportunities.
However, the successful implementation of adapted physical education (APE) depends not
only on policy frameworks but also on teachers’ beliefs, their sense of readiness, and their
capacity to enact inclusive practices. This study examines PE teachers’ beliefs about APE,
explores their perceived readiness to implement inclusive practices, and identifies the
challenges they encounter in inclusive school settings. A qualitative, phenomenological
approach was adopted to understand teachers’ lived experiences. Data was collected through
semi-structured interviews with 12 PE teachers from public and private schools and analyzed
using thematic analysis. The findings indicate that while teachers generally express positive
attitudes toward inclusive education, their readiness to implement APE varies considerably.
This variation is influenced by factors such as the quality of professional preparation, access
to resources, and levels of institutional support. Teachers reported challenges related to
adapting activities, managing diverse abilities, and the lack of specialized training in APE.
The study highlights a gap between inclusive education policy and classroom practice and
contributes context-specific insights to the limited literature on APE in Kazakhstan. The
findings have implications for strengthening teacher education, professional development,
and institutional support for inclusive physical education.

Keywords: inclusive education, adapted physical education, teacher beliefs, readiness,

Kazakhstan
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Anjgarna

Jene mbiHbIKTHIPY (1) moni epekiie 0iiM 6epy KaKeTTUTIKTepi Oap
OKYIIBLIAPIbIH (PU3UKAJIBIK, QJICYMETTIK 5KOHE IMOLMSIIBIK JAMYBIH KOJI/1ay/1a MaHbI3/AbI POl
aTKapraHbIMEH, MHKJIFO3UBTI O1TIM Oepy asiChIH/IA oIl JIe KETKUTIKTI 3epTTEIIMETeH caja
Oonein Kana Oepeni. Kazakcranaa HHKITIO3UBTI Oi1iM Oepy OitiM 6epy pedopmMachIiHBIH
HETi3T1 OarbITTapBIHBIH OIpiHE aHAJIBIT, OKY MYMKIHIIKTEpiHE T€H KODKETIMIUTIKKE epeKIle
Hazap ayaapburyaa. Anaiina o6erimaenrex aeHe mbHBIKTHIPYAb! (B TriMal sxxy3ere
achIpy TEK casicaT IeH HOPMATUBTIK KYKaTTapra FaHa eMec, COHBIMEH KaTap MyFaliMIepaiH
CeHIMJIepiHe, ONapAblH JAUbIHABIFBIH Ce31HYIHE KOHE MHKITFO3UBTI TOXIpUOenepi icke achlpy
KaOineriHe e OainaHbICThl. byl 3epTTey AeHe MIbIHBIKTRIpY MyFanimaepinid B/ Typanbt
KO3KapacTapblH KapacThIPHII, OJIapAbIH HHKITIO3UBTI TOKIpUOeNIep/i eHri3yre JaibIHIbIK
JCHTeiiH 3epTTEei/l1 ’KOHE WHKITIO3UBTI MEKTEI JKaF1albIH/1a K€3/1€CeTiH KUBIH IBIKTap b
aHbIKTail1bl. MyFanimaepaiH ToXipuOeciH TepeH TYCIHY YLIIH canablK, (heHOMEHOIOTHSUTBIK
TOCLT KONMAAHBULIBL. [lepekTep MeMIIeKeTTIK JKOHE JKeKeMEHIIIK MeKTenTepaeH 12 aexne
IIBIHBIKTBIPY MYFaJTiMiMEH JKYPri3iIreH KapThUlail KYphUIbIMIAIFaH cyx0aTTap apKbLIbI
YKUHAIIBIM, TAKBIPBINTHIK TAIay 9ICIMEH OHEN 1. 3epTTey HOTHKENepl MyFaliMIepaiH
JKAJITIBI aliFaH/a MHKJIFO3UBTI O11iM Oepyre oH Ke3Kapac OUIIipeTiHIH KOpCEeTKEHIMEH,
onapzabiH bJILLI-HbI )xy3ere acblpyFa JailbIHIBIFBI OPTYPIJIi ACHI€H/Ie €KeHIH aHbIKTaibl. by
albIPMAaIIBbUIBIKTap KOC10M JAaspIIbIK camachl, pecypcrapra KODKETIMILTIK jKoHe
WHCTUTYLHMOHAIIBIK KOJI/Iay JIEHT el CUAKTHI (hakTopiapra OaimaHbIlcThl. MyFamiMep ic-
opekeTTepai OeitiMaey, OKYIIbIIapAbIH SPTY Pl Kabinerrepin 6ackapy »xkoHe B/ GoiibiHIa
apHalbl NalBIHIBIKTHIH KETICTICYIIUTITT CUSIKThI KMBIHABIKTAP/IbI aTall oTTi. 3epTTey
MHKJIIO3UBTI O11iM Oepy casicaTbl MEH CHIHBIITAFbI TOXKIPHOE apachIHAAFbl allIIaKTIKTHI
kepcerimn, Kasakcranmarsl OeifiMIelreH AeHe MIBIHBIKTHIPY CalachIHAAFbl IEKTEYI1 FHUTBIMU

onebueTke MaHbI3/bI Yilec KocaIbl. AJIBIHFaH HOTIDKENIEp MyFaliMIep/l faspiay, Kociou



viil
JaMy KOHE WHKIIFO3UBTI JICHE MIBIHBIKTHIPY/IbI HHCTUTYIHOHAIIBIK KOJIAAYAbl KYIICHTY
Ka)KETTIT1H KepceTe/Ii.

Tyiiin co30ep: UHKIIO3UBTI O151iM Oepy, OeHiM/IEeNTeH JeHE MIBIHBIKTHIPY,

MyFalliMIEpAiH CeHIMIEPi, TalbIHABIK, Ka3akcTan



X
AHHOTALUA
Odusnueckas kynbTypa (OK) ocraéres HemocTaTOUHO MCCIIEIOBAHHON 00J1aCThIO B
paMKax MHKJIFO3UBHOTO 00Opa30BaHMsI, HECMOTPS Ha €€ BAXKHYIO POJIb B TTOICPIKKE
(hU3UYIECKOTO, COIMAIBHOTO U AMOITMOHAIBHOTO Pa3BUTHS 00yJarONTUXCs C OrpaHMYCHHBIMU
BO3MOKHOCTSIMHU 310pOBbs. B Ka3zaxcTane nHkIII03MBHOE 00pa30BaHKUE CTAJIO OJJHUM U3
KJIFOUYEBBIX HaIlpaBJICHUI 00pa30oBaTeIbHBIX peOpM, C BO3PACTAIOIINM aKIIEHTOM Ha
pacipenue qocTyna K 00pa3oBaTeIbHbIM BOZMOXKHOCTSIM. OJIHAKO yCIenTHas peanu3aus
ajantuBHOM pusnyeckoit KyiabTypsl (ADK) 3aBUCHT HE TOTBKO OT HOPMATHUBHO-TIPABOBOMA
0a3bl, HO U OT YOEKICHUIA MeAaroroB, KX TOTOBHOCTH M CIIOCOOHOCTH BHEAPATH
MHKITIO3UBHBIC TPAKTHKU. [laHHOE HccienoBanue paccMarpuBaeT yoexkaenus yunteneidn OK
otHocuTenbHO ADK, n3ydaer ux rorOBHOCTD K pealii3allii HHKIIO3UBHBIX MMPAKTHUK, a
TaK)Xe BBISBIISIET TPYJHOCTH, C KOTOPBIMH MEIarOryl CTaJIKUBAIOTCS MPH peaIn3aliu
MHKJIFO3UBHBIX MTPAKTUK B IIKOJILHOM cpene. B nccnenoBanny NpuMeHEH KaueCTBEHHBIN
(heHOMEHOIOTHYeCKUI TTOIX0/ Al TOHUMaHUs IPO(ECCHOHATBFHOTO OMBITA ME1arOroB.
Jlannble ObUTH cOOpaHbl TOCPEACTBOM MOTYCTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHBIX UHTEPBBIO € 12 yuuTensamu
@K 13 rocy1apCcTBEHHBIX M YACTHBIX LIKOJI U MPOaHAIN3UPOBAHBI C UCIIOIb30BAHUEM
TEMAaTUYECKOr0 aHalin3a. Pe3ynbTaThl MOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO, HECMOTPSI HA B LIEJIOM
MOJIOKUTETIFHOE OTHOIICHHE TIEaroroB K MHKJIIO3UBHOMY 00pa30BaHUI0, YPOBEHb HX
roToBHOCTH K peanuzanun ADK cyiecTBeHHO pa3inuyaeTcs. DTH pa3indus 00yCIOBICHbI
TakKUMHU (PaKTOpaMH, KaK KaueCTBO MPOPeCCHOHATBHON OITOTOBKH, IOCTYII K pecypcam 1
YPOBEHb MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIBLHOM MOJJIEPKKU. YUUTENS OTMEUAIOT TPYAHOCTH, CBSI3aHHBIE C
ajanranuei 3aHaTui, paboToi ¢ 00yJaIOIUMUCS C Pa3TUIHBIMU BO3MOKHOCTSIMH, & TaKXKe
HEJ0CTAaTKOM CIIeUaTIN3UPOBaHHOM moAroToBkH B oonactu ADK. /lanHoe uccnenoBanme
BBISIBJISIET Pa3pbiB MEXKAY MOJUTUKON HHKIIFO3UBHOTO 00pa30BaHUs U MIPAKTUKON B KIJIAcCe U

nononuser uccnenoBanus no APK B Kazaxcrane. Pe3ynbraTsl Hccie10BaHus MOTYT OBITh



WCIIOJIb30BaHbI JIJIsl COBEPILIEHCTBOBAHUS MOJAIOTOBKH M€1aroros, UX MPoQecCHOHAIBHOTO
Pa3BUTHA U YCUJICHUS] MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOMN MOJAEPKKU UHKIIO3UBHON (PU3NYECKOM
KYJbTYDBIL.

Knrouesvie cnosa: UHKIIO3UBHOE 00pa3oBaHue, alaniTUBHAs (U3NUYECKas KyJIbTypa,

yOeKeHHs yuuTenei, roToBHOCTh, Kasaxcran
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Many governments worldwide view the development of the sports sector as a key
strategic focus because of its social and health-related benefits (Houlihan & Green, 2011;
Ministry of Culture and Sport RK, 2023; Sport England, 2021). Sports not only promote
public health and help prevent diseases but also contribute to productivity and quality of
life. Studies show that youth sports participation is linked to lower stress levels, better self-
confidence, and improved cognitive functioning (Pate et al., 1995). Engagement in
physical activities builds discipline, reduces the possibility of negative behaviors, and
contributes to a safer society.

Youth, often defined in broader terms as individuals aged 15 to 35 in various
national and regional contexts, make up a substantial proportion of the global population
(Youthpolicy.org, 2014). Youth represents both a valuable resource and a potential
challenge for governments around the world. According to the International Labour
Organization (2025), young individuals can play a vital role in their communities and act
as agents of positive change when provided with opportunities to utilize their energy and
skills. However, in situations when young people experience exclusion because of socio-
economic difficulties, they may cause trouble and instability in society (Rekker et al.,
2015)

Sport must be open to all members of the population. Physical education (PE) has
become a powerful tool for social development. Adaptive physical education (APE) is a
modified approach to PE, designed to meet the needs of students with special educational
needs. It is particularly important to promote APE from an early age, as education systems
aim to serve increasingly diverse student populations. The implementation of APE in
schools has become both a necessity and a challenge. In Kazakhstan, particularly in the

capital city of Astana, inclusive education has gained growing attention, yet the application



of APE remains underdeveloped and inconsistently implemented across different school
types.

The focus of this study is to examine the readiness, attitudes, and challenges faced
by school PE teachers in delivering APE within both mainstream and private schools in
Astana. Despite national policies promoting inclusive education, many schools in
Kazakhstan still lack well-trained, psychologically prepared PE and APE specialists and
the appropriate resources to effectively support students with disabilities during PE lessons
(Abdrassilov et al., 2023; Orynbassarova, 2017). Moreover, the number of children with
special educational needs in Kazakhstan increased from approximately 139,887 in 2019 to
over 188,000 by 2022, reflecting the impact of inclusive policies that have enabled more
students with SEN to enroll in regular schools, including participation in PE (UNICEF,
2022).

By researching teacher experiences with APE, this research contributes to broader
efforts to create equitable, inclusive, and healthy learning environments for all children. It
emphasizes the role of PE in building not just healthier individuals, but also a more stable,
inclusive, adaptable, and tolerant society.

Background of the Study

Kazakhstan has made important progress in fostering inclusive education over the
past two decades, particularly since the adoption of the State Program for Education and
Science Development 2016-2019 and subsequent reforms. This progress has been
influenced by both international agreements and changes within the country. By ratifying
the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994) and the UN Convention on the Rights of
Persons with Disabilities (2006), Kazakhstan has committed to providing quality education
to all children, regardless of their diverse educational needs. Several national laws help to

support the development of inclusive education in Kazakhstan. The Constitution of



Kazakhstan gives every child the right to free and compulsory education (Article 30). In
addition, laws such as the Law on the Rights of the Child (2002) and the Law on Social
Protection of Persons with Disabilities (2005) confirm the rights of children with
disabilities, including their right to education. The Law on Education (2007) gives a clear
definition of inclusive education, which is described as a process that gives all students
equal access to education, considering their special educational needs and individual
abilities (Article 1, Clause 21-7).

By adopting national policies and reforms aimed at integrating students with
special educational needs (SEN) into regular classrooms, Kazakhstan demonstrates its
commitment to the global movement toward inclusive education (Makoelle &
Burmistrova, 2021). However, the implementation remains inconsistent across regions and
schools. This increasing trend shows the need for schools, including PE departments, to be
well-prepared to support inclusive learning environments.

APE is a specialized area of PE that adapts physical activities and instructional
strategies to meet the needs of children with various disabilities. International studies
report on the importance of teacher training, positive attitudes, and supportive
environments in making APE successful. For example, studies from Japan (Sato et al.,
2007), Taiwan (Liu et al., 2019), and Indonesia (Utami, 2025) show that although teachers
often support inclusive practices in theory, they frequently report feeling unprepared or
lacking the confidence to teach students with disabilities. This concern is similar in
African contexts like Zambia (Josephat, 2019), where limited resources and inadequate
teacher training are cited as major barriers to inclusive PE.

In Kazakhstan, recent studies report that while inclusive education is growing in
visibility, APE is still under-researched and under-implemented. Orynbassarova (2017)

notes that many teachers lack both the pedagogical skills and the necessary resources to



adapt PE classes for students with disabilities. Teachers in private schools may have access
to better facilities and specialized staff, while those in public (mainstream) schools, which
are often under-sourced, face higher student-to-teacher ratios and limited support. Yet
there is little empirical data comparing how APE is practiced across school types,
particularly in the urban context of Astana.

Globally, research reports on the importance of teacher self-efficacy and
psychological readiness for inclusive education. For example, a study from Slovakia found
that teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy were more likely to successfully include
students with disabilities in PE (Antala et al., 2023). Similarly, in Saudi Arabia, Alhumaid
et al. (2023) found that specific training programs improved pre-service teachers’
confidence in inclusive PE. Catellani et al. (2023) also states the role of psychological
readiness and motivation as essential factors in implementing inclusive practices in PE
settings. These findings suggest that Kazakhstani PE teachers may benefit from targeted
training programs and professional development in APE.

Sports and physical activity play an essential role in promoting the holistic
development of children. As stated by Abdrassilov et al. (2023), sports not only improve
physical health but also foster discipline, teamwork, and social inclusion. In a diverse
school environment, access to well-structured PE becomes even more crucial for students
with disabilities, as it can support their self-esteem, social integration, and academic
engagement.

In summary, while the national push for inclusive education in Kazakhstan is
promising, there is a need for a deeper understanding of how APE is perceived and
practiced at the school level. This study aims to fill a critical gap in the literature by
focusing on teachers' readiness, attitudes, and the barriers they face, particularly in the

urban and diverse educational landscape of Astana.



Statement of the Problem

As mentioned in the previous section, Kazakhstan has made significant progress in
developing laws and policies to support inclusive education, including APE. The Law on
Physical Culture and Sports (2014, with amendments) states the state’s responsibility to
ensure equal access to physical activity for people with disabilities. Articles 4 and 23
require local governments to provide access to inclusive sports facilities, equipment, and
programs. Articles 22 and 25 further state the state’s duty to support adaptive sports clubs
and organize competitions for children with special needs (Adilet, 2014). Similarly, the
State Compulsory Educational Standard for Primary Education (2018) mandates the
inclusion of children with SEN. Paragraph 27 of the standard requires schools to adapt the
curriculum, including PE, to meet students' individual needs and promote inclusive
teaching approaches (Adilet, 2018). The Law on Education (2007, with amendments) also
supports this direction. Article 8 ensures equal access to education and requires the
creation of special conditions in schools for students with disabilities, which also applies to
PE lessons (Adilet, 2007).

Kazakhstan has also joined international initiatives to promote inclusion in PE.
Through collaboration with UNESCO, the country is implementing the Quality Physical
Education (QPE) policy, which focuses on inclusion, gender equality, and health
promotion in schools (UNESCO, 2022). A practical example of this effort is the Children’s
Paralympic Games held in Astana in 2019, which involved more than 220 children with
disabilities. Aktoty Raimkulova, Minister of Culture and Sports, described the event as “an
important milestone in Kazakhstan’s movement toward inclusive sports” (2019).

Despite these positive developments, the implementation of APE in schools still
faces many challenges. Teachers often feel psychologically unprepared and lack the

necessary training and resources. (CABAR.asia, 2023). Secondly, in many schools,



conditions are not yet adapted for APE. Thirdly, there are no clear guidelines on how to
adjust the PE curriculum for students with disabilities (UNICEF, 2020). Lastly, teachers
are still unsure how to define inclusive education and how to adapt PE for students with
disabilities (Orynbassarova, 2017; Sakayeva & Oleksiuk, 2016). The topic of APE and
inclusive sports remains under-researched and often overlooked. A report by CABAR.asia
states that “only 43.5% of schools are fully prepared for inclusion,” and PE is one of the
least adapted subjects.

These challenges show the urgent need to better understand how teachers in
Kazakhstan perceive and implement APE, in both public and private school settings.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of this qualitative study is to explore the readiness, attitudes, and
challenges faced by PE teachers in delivering APE in mainstream and private schools in
Astana, Kazakhstan. The following research questions frame this study.

1. How do PE teachers define and understand inclusive education within the
context of Adaptive Physical Education (APE)?
2. What challenges do PE teachers face when adapting the curriculum for
students with disabilities?
3. How do PE teachers’ attitudes and the availability of resources influence
the implementation of Adaptive Physical Education (APE)?
4. How do the experiences of PE teachers in mainstream and private schools
differ in relation to the support and implementation of APE?
Definition of Key Terms
Inclusive Education
According to the Salamanca Statement by UNESCO (1994), inclusive education

refers to the idea that “schools should accommodate all children regardless of their



physical, intellectual, social, emotional, linguistic, or other conditions” (p. 6). This
approach reports the importance of adapting the educational environment to suit the
diverse needs of students, rather than expecting learners to conform to existing structures.
Inclusion emphasizes equity, diversity, and the proactive removal of barriers within
educational settings.

Special Educational Needs (SEN)

Students with Special Educational Needs (SEN) are those who require additional
support due to learning difficulties or disabilities that make it harder for them to learn
compared to most students of the same age. SEN may arise from cognitive, emotional,
behavioral, sensory, physical, or communication challenges.

According to UNESCO (2009), “children with special educational needs may
experience barriers to learning stemming from disabilities or learning difficulties, and they
require additional educational support to benefit from schooling” (p. 8).

Physical Education (PE)

This is a school subject that is a fundamental part of the educational process, aimed
at developing students' physical competence, motor skills, and knowledge for lifelong
health and physical activity. According to the National Association for Sport and Physical
Education (2004), PE “provides students with the opportunity to learn through movement
activities that promote physical competence, health-related fitness, self-responsibility,
enjoyment, and the ability to be physically active for a lifetime” (p. 3).

Adaptive Physical Education (APE)

APE is a specially designed PE program tailored to meet the unique needs of
students with disabilities. As defined by Winnick and Porretta (2017), APE “is physical
education which has been adapted or modified so that it is as appropriate for the person

with a disability as it is for a person without a disability” (p. 4). In this study, the terms



APE and inclusive PE are used interchangeably to refer to adapted PE practices that
support the participation of all learners.

These definitions state the importance of inclusion, accessibility, and appropriate
instructional strategies to support all learners, regardless of their physical or developmental
challenges. For the present study, APE will be defined as the systematic adaptation of PE
instruction, curriculum, and assessment to support the full inclusion and participation of
students with disabilities while addressing institutional and teacher-related challenges.
This definition integrates elements from existing research while aligning with the study’s

focus on teachers’ experiences and implementation practices in different school settings.

Significance of the Study

The central stakeholders affected by this research include PE teachers in Astana’s
schools, educational policymakers, teacher training institutions, and school administrators.
Teachers are at the front line of implementation, and their preparedness, beliefs, and
challenges directly impact how APE is delivered. The study also has implications for
students with disabilities, whose right to inclusive and quality education depends on how
effectively APE is practiced in their schools. Finally, by comparing mainstream and
private school settings, this research provides insights that could help reduce educational
inequalities and guide future training and policy interventions in Kazakhstan.
Contribution to Research

This study fills an important gap by examining how PE teachers in Astana,
Kazakhstan, are prepared to teach APE. This study addresses the limited research on APE
in Kazakhstan, particularly between mainstream and private schools, while also

contributing to global understanding of inclusive education across different contexts.



Impact on Teaching Practice

The findings provide insights for improving teaching by showing what challenges
PE teachers face when working with students with disabilities. It identified the types of
training and support teachers needed to feel confident and able to adapt to their lessons.
This contributed to improving PE classes where all students could participate and benefit.
Importance for Policy

This study provides useful information for education leaders and policymakers in
Kazakhstan. It reported the differences between school types and suggested ways to
improve teacher training and resources. The results helped inform clearer policies to
support APE for all students.
Conclusion

This chapter outlined the background and justification for conducting this study. It
explained the significance of APE in Kazakhstan and highlighted the need to understand
the readiness and challenges of physical education teachers in inclusive settings. The
chapter outlined the research problem, purpose, and significance of the study, thereby

establishing a foundation for the research.
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Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is organized into six chapters that collectively explore teacher readiness,
attitudes, and challenges in implementing APE in Astana schools. The first chapter
introduces the study by outlining the background, rationale, research problem, purpose,
and research questions, as well as the significance of the study, key terms, and
delimitations. The following chapter provides a comprehensive review of the existing
literature related to APE and inclusive education, discusses relevant theoretical and
conceptual frameworks, and identifies the research gaps that the present study seeks to
address. This is followed by the methodology chapter, which explains the research design,
participants, data collection procedures, data analysis methods, and ethical considerations,
while also addressing the study’s trustworthiness and validity. The fourth chapter presents
the findings derived from the collected data, organized around the main research questions,
and highlights the key themes that emerged from teacher interviews. The subsequent
chapter discusses these findings in relation to the theoretical framework and existing
literature, emphasizing their implications for the development of APE in Kazakhstan.
Finally, the last chapter concludes the thesis by summarizing the main findings, presenting
recommendations for policymakers, school administrators, and teachers, and suggesting

directions for future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter reviews the existing literature on APE in inclusive school settings,
with a focus on teacher readiness, attitudes, and challenges in implementing APE in both
mainstream and private schools. The chapter reports on the role of teachers, as they are key
to the success of inclusive practices in PE classes. This chapter also introduces the
theoretical framework that guides the study: Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior, along
with a conceptual focus on attitudes and perceived readiness. These frameworks help to
understand how teachers' beliefs and preparedness influence the implementation of
inclusive practices in PE. The literature review is organized around three guiding
questions: (1) how prepared physical education teachers are to implement adaptive
physical education in inclusive settings, (2) what attitudes teachers hold toward inclusive
physical education, and how do these attitudes influence their teaching practices, (3) what
barriers teachers face when implementing APE in mainstream and private schools in

Kazakhstan.

Theoretical Frameworks

Theoretical frameworks guide researchers in their approach to a problem and in
interpreting their findings (Anfara & Mertz, 2006). This study draws on a primary
framework: Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), with a conceptual focus on
attitudes and perceived readiness. The TPB is used to examine how PE teachers’ attitudes,
perceived control, and social norms influence their decisions and actions in implementing
inclusive practices. The conceptual framework, focusing on attitudes and readiness, helps
to understand how teachers' beliefs and preparation shape their instructional approaches
(Ajzen, 1991; Bandura, 1997; Shulman, 1987). Together, these frameworks offer a lens to

explore how inclusive practices are implemented in APE across different school settings.
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Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB)

Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (1991) explains how people make decisions
and act based on what they believe, what others expect from them, and how much control
they think they have. The theory suggests that behavior is guided by a person’s intention,
which is influenced by three main factors. Attitudes are how positively or negatively a
person views a certain behavior. Subjective norms are the social pressures a person feels
from others, such as colleagues or school leaders. Perceived behavioral control means how
confident a person feels about doing the behavior, depending on their skills, support, and
resources. In this study, the theory helps to understand how PE teachers’ beliefs and
confidence affect their decision to use inclusive teaching practices in APE (Ajzen, 1991).
Conceptual Focus
Attitudes and Perceived Readiness

In the context of APE, attitudes refer to teachers’ beliefs, feelings, and intentions
toward including students with disabilities in PE classes. Positive attitudes are closely
linked to greater willingness to adapt lessons and support inclusion (Block & Obrusnikova,
2007). Perceived readiness relates to how confident and prepared teachers feel to
implement APE. This includes their self-efficacy, training background, and comfort with
inclusive practices (Hutzler, 2003). Together, these two concepts influence how effectively
teachers can meet the needs of diverse learners in PE settings.

Adaptive Physical Education (APE)

APE is a specially designed PE program tailored to meet the unique needs of
students with disabilities. As defined by Winnick and Porretta (2017), APE “is physical
education which has been adapted or modified so that it is as appropriate for the person

with a disability as it is for a person without a disability” (p. 4). These definitions state the
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importance of inclusion, accessibility, and appropriate instructional strategies to support all
learners, regardless of their physical or developmental challenges.

For the present study, APE was defined as the systematic adaptation of PE
instruction, curriculum, and assessment to support the full inclusion and participation of
students with disabilities while addressing institutional and teacher-related challenges.
This definition aligned with the study’s focus on teachers’ experiences and implementation

practices in different school settings.

Inclusive Education in Kazakhstan

Inclusive education in Kazakhstan refers to the process of creating schools where
all children, including those with special educational needs, learn together in the same
classrooms. According to Makoelle (2020), Kazakhstan has made progress in promoting
inclusive education through national policies and programs. However, in many schools,
inclusion is still mostly understood as teaching children with disabilities, rather than
embracing all types of learner diversity. Makoelle and Burmistrova (2021) explain that the
idea of inclusion in Kazakhstan is still developing, and many teachers need better training
and support to include all students effectively. While there is strong political will, the
success of inclusive education depends on improving teacher preparation and changing
school cultures.
Teachers’ Beliefs and Attitudes Toward Inclusion and APE Internationally

Teachers’ beliefs and attitudes toward inclusive education directly influence the
quality of APE implementation. International research shows that while many PE teachers
support the idea of inclusion, they often feel unprepared to effectively teach students with
disabilities in PE settings. For example, Sato et al. (2007) found that Japanese PE teachers
held positive views about inclusion but lacked the necessary skills to adapt physical

activities for students with disabilities. Similarly, Liu et al. (2019) reported that although
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Taiwanese PE teachers supported inclusion, they were unsure how to modify lessons to
meet diverse student needs.

Professional training plays a key role in improving both teachers’ attitudes and
their ability to implement inclusive practices in APE. Alhumaid et al. (2023) found that in
Saudi Arabia, training programs improved teachers’ confidence and attitudes toward
teaching students with disabilities in PE. Antala et al. (2023) also emphasized that teachers
with higher self-efficacy were more likely to apply inclusive strategies effectively.
Furthermore, Haegele et al. (2021) highlighted that even among trained adapted physical
educators, attitudes and confidence were influenced by school-level barriers such as lack
of administrative support, unclear expectations, and limited collaboration with general PE
staff. These findings reveal that both individual beliefs and systemic support are important

for successful inclusion.

Teacher Preparedness: Training and Confidence

A significant number of teachers report feeling unprepared to deliver APE
primarily because of the limited training in this area. For instance, Catellani et al. (2023)
found that teachers in Russia and France who received more comprehensive preparation
demonstrated greater confidence in teaching inclusive PE. Similarly, Freak and Miller
(2017) highlighted that many pre-service teachers in the United Kingdom felt
underprepared, citing insufficient exposure to inclusive education practices during their
training. In North America, Block and Obrusnikova (2007) also noted a widespread lack of
APE specific training, which negatively impacted teachers’ self-efficacy and readiness to
engage with students with disabilities. Likewise, Haegele et al. (2021) found that even
trained, adapted physical educators encountered challenges when systemic support and
collaboration with general PE staff were limited. However, research shows that targeted

training programs can significantly enhance teachers perceived preparedness and
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competence in this field (Alhumaid et al., 2023). Therefore, teacher education programs
must incorporate more structured and practical APE training components to foster both the
necessary pedagogical skills and the confidence required for successful inclusive teaching
(Catellani et al., 2023; Freak & Miller, 2017; Block & Obrusnikova, 2007; Alhumaid et

al., 2023).

Challenges and Barriers to APE

Teachers face many challenges in the implementation of APE, which often hinder
the delivery of high-quality, inclusive lessons. Common barriers include insufficient
training, inadequate access to appropriate equipment, large class sizes, and limited
institutional support. For example, Josephat (2019) found that Zambian teachers struggled
to meet the diverse needs of their students due to overcrowded classrooms and a lack of
basic resources. Similar challenges have been reported in Kazakhstan, where studies by
Orynbassarova (2017) and Abdrassilov et al. (2023) revealed that schools rarely employ
APE specialists, leaving general PE teachers without the necessary guidance or support to
adapt lessons effectively. In the United States, Bomna Ko and Boswell (2013) also
identified time constraints and equipment shortages as key obstacles faced by teachers
working in inclusive settings. Likewise, Haegele et al. (2021) reported that even
experienced adapted physical educators in the U.S. encountered barriers such as limited
collaboration with general PE staff and a lack of administrative support, which reduced
their ability to implement inclusive practices effectively. These systemic issues
significantly impact teachers’ ability to provide equitable and effective PE for all students.
Addressing these structural and resource-related barriers is essential for improving the
overall quality and accessibility of APE programs (Abdrassilov et al., 2023; Bomna Ko &

Boswell, 2013; Josephat, 2019; Orynbassarova, 2017).
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International Differences in Teacher Preparedness and Attitudes

In many parts of the world, teachers face similar challenges when it comes to APE,
but each region also has its specific problems that depend on the local context. These
differences demonstrate that teacher preparedness and attitudes are influenced by many
factors, such as training programs, available resources, and national policies. For example,
in some Asian countries like Japan, Taiwan, and Indonesia, teachers usually want to
include all students in PE classes. They show positive attitudes and are willing to work
with children with disabilities. However, many of them say they do not have enough
training or experience in teaching APE, so they feel unsure about how to adapt their
lessons properly (Liu et al., 2019; Sato et al., 2007; Utami, 2025).

The situation is different in Zambia. Josephat (2019) found that the biggest
problem is the lack of teaching materials, equipment, and space. Many schools have large
class sizes, which makes it hard for teachers to give enough attention to students who need
extra support. Even if teachers want to help, they cannot do much without the right
resources. These problems make APE very difficult in such environments.

In North America, especially in the United States and Canada, APE programs are
better developed. Some policies support inclusion, and in some places, there are special
training programs for APE teachers. However, teacher preparation is not equal in all
schools or regions. Some teachers receive strong training in APE, while others do not. This
creates differences in how confident and prepared teachers feel (Martin, 2014; Winnick &
Porretta, 2017). Additionally, Haegele et al. (2021) found that even trained, adapted
physical educators in the United States still face systemic barriers, such as a lack of
collaboration with general PE teachers and limited administrative support. These
challenges show that even in advanced systems, teacher preparedness can be affected by

school-level factors.
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In Europe and parts of Eurasia, researchers focus more on teachers’ confidence and
how ready they feel to teach students with disabilities in PE. For example, studies from
countries like France and Russia have shown that when teachers receive proper training
and support, their confidence increases, and they become more open to inclusive teaching
(Antala et al., 2023; Catellani et al., 2023). This highlights that building teacher confidence
is a key goal in many international contexts.

In Central Asia, Kazakhstan is still developing its approach to APE. Studies by
Abdrassilov et al. (2023), Orynbassarova (2017), and Makoelle and Burmistrova (2021)
show that the country has made some progress, but there are still many issues to work on.
Most schools do not have APE specialists, and there is little support from the government
to help schools to include children with disabilities in PE, this is an area of inclusion that
needs improvement. Teachers often must manage on their own without much training or

assistance.

Implications for Policy and Teacher Education

Literature suggests several important steps that can help improve APE in schools.
One of the main recommendations is to improve teacher education programs. Universities
and teacher training centers should include more courses and practical lessons on APE.
This will help prepare future teachers to work with students with disabilities in PE classes
(Freak & Miller, 2017). In addition to pre-service education, in-service teachers also need
regular professional development. Ongoing training can help teachers improve their skills,
learn new strategies, and become more confident in teaching inclusive PE (Alhumaid et
al., 2023; Catellani et al., 2023). However, improving training alone is not enough.
Policymakers need to solve larger problems that make APE difficult for teachers. These
include a lack of resources such as equipment, adapted materials, and proper space for

inclusive activities. Teachers also need more support from school leadership, specialists,
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and the wider education system (Josephat, 2019; Orynbassarova, 2017). Without this
support, even well-trained teachers may struggle to apply what they have learned.

For inclusive PE to work well, changes must happen in three areas simultaneously:
education, training, and policy. These areas must support each other to create a strong
system where all students, including those with disabilities, can fully take part in PE.
Coordinated efforts between teacher education institutions, school leaders, and government
policymakers are needed to make these changes effective and permanent (Sherrill, 2004).
Administrative Support

Administrative support plays a key role in the success of APE and inclusive
teaching in general. When school leaders actively support inclusion, teachers feel more
confident, better prepared, and more motivated to adapt their teaching to meet the needs of
all students. However, without this support, teachers often feel isolated and struggle to find
the resources they need. For example, Josephat (2019) reported that in Zambia, many PE
teachers found it difficult to include students with disabilities because school
administrators did not provide enough attention or help. This lack of leadership support
made it harder to implement inclusive practices.

In the context of Kazakhstan, similar problems exist. Orynbassarova (2017)
pointed out that many schools do not have clear policies or leadership strategies focused
on inclusive education. As a result, even when teachers are willing to teach students with
special needs, they do not receive the proper guidance or resources to do so effectively.
This slows down progress and limits the impact of inclusive education efforts.

On the other hand, strong and supportive administrators can create a more inclusive
school environment. According to Catellani et al. (2023), school leaders who offer regular

training, provide adapted equipment, and show encouragement help teachers feel more
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prepared and valued. This kind of support not only improves teaching quality but also

creates a positive school culture where all students can participate in PE.

Effective Strategies

Different research shows that teaching students with disabilities in PE is most
effective when teachers adapt their lessons, provide support, and build an inclusive
environment. In contexts such as Japan and Taiwan, teachers often change the rules of
games, simplify activities, or use different equipment so that students of different abilities
can participate equally (Liu et al., 2019; Sato et al., 2007). These adaptations are usually
combined with short and clear instructions, which help all students understand the tasks,
while peer support allows classmates to assist each other and encourages teamwork. Such
strategies not only make participation possible but also help students with disabilities feel
included and valued in the classroom. Teacher training further strengthens these practices.
Professional development programs give teachers new strategies, increase their awareness
of student needs, and build confidence in adjusting (Alhumaid et al., 2023). Similarly,
Martin (2014) emphasizes the importance of flexible lesson planning, as teachers must be
ready to consider individual abilities and make changes when needed. Taken together,
these studies highlight that successful inclusion in PE depends on teachers’ ability to adapt
lessons and create supportive, cooperative learning environments that meet the needs of all
students.
Collaborative Practice

Working together with others is very important for successful inclusive education,
especially in APE. Collaboration between teachers, special education specialists, school
leaders, parents, and even the wider community can help support students with disabilities
more effectively. When everyone works as a team, it becomes easier to solve problems and

share good teaching strategies (Block & Obrusnikova, 2007). For example, Bomna Ko and
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Boswell (2013) found that in the United States, PE teachers who cooperate closely with
special education professionals and parents can provide better learning experiences for
their students. These teachers feel more confident because they are not working alone.
They can ask for advice and get help when needed.

In Indonesia, Utami (2025) also found that teachers see teamwork as a very
important part of inclusive teaching. Teachers share ideas with each other, talk about
challenges, and find solutions together. This kind of cooperation helps teachers grow
professionally and makes the learning environment better for students with special needs.

Whereas in Kazakhstan, Makoelle and Burmistrova (2021) found that inclusive
education still needs stronger collaboration. They argue that teachers, school
administrators, parents, and community members must all work together to improve
inclusion. Without this support, it is difficult for individual teachers to meet the needs of
every student, especially in PE, where adaptation and assistance are often required.
Community and Parental Involvement

The involvement of parents and the wider community is very important for the
success of APE and inclusive education. When parents and community members take an
active role, they help create a stronger support system for students with disabilities, both
inside and outside of school (Tripp et al., 2007). For instance, Josephat (2019) found that
in Zambia, when parents are involved in their children’s education, teachers better
understand the specific needs and abilities of their students. This understanding helps
teachers adapt their lessons more effectively and encourages students to participate more
actively in physical education. Parents’ involvement also motivates students because they
feel supported not only by their teachers but also by their families.

Similarly, Utami (2025) found that Indonesian teachers highly value when parents

participate in their child’s learning process. Communication between teachers and parents
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helps solve problems faster and allows parents to reinforce learning at home, which
improves student outcomes.

In Kazakhstan, Abdrassilov et al. (2023) state that raising community awareness
about disabilities is essential. When the community understands more about inclusion, it
reduces negative attitudes and stigma toward students with disabilities. Wider acceptance

helps students feel more welcomed and respected in their schools and neighborhoods.

Research Gap

Few studies explore how mainstream and private school PE teachers in Kazakhstan
understand and implement APE in inclusive settings. Most existing local studies (e.g.,
Abdrassilov et al., 2023; Orynbassarova, 2017) provide general overviews but do not
examine teachers' individual experiences, perceived readiness, and practical challenges in
detail.

Additionally, collaborative practices in APE remain underexplored in Kazakhstan.
While Makoelle and Burmistrova (2021) highlight the importance of collaboration in
inclusive education, there is a lack of empirical research investigating how PE teachers
engage with specialists or other stakeholders in practice. This study aims to address these
gaps by exploring PE teachers’ attitudes, preparedness, and the challenges they face when
implementing APE in both public and private schools in Astana.
Conclusion

The literature review illustrated that teacher preparedness, and positive attitudes are
key indicators in the pursuit of effective APE. However, many challenges remain, such as
limited training for teachers, lack of resources, and insufficient support from school
leaders. Despite these difficulties, the research also stated factors that help improve APE,

including collaboration among teachers and specialists (Block & Obrusnikova, 2007),



involvement of parents and the community (Tripp et al., 2007), and continuous

professional development (Alhumaid et al., 2023).
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Chapter 3: Methodology
This chapter outlines the research methodology that was employed to explore the
perspectives of PE teachers on implementing APE in schools in Astana, Kazakhstan. A
qualitative research design was adopted, using semi-structured interviews with purposeful
sampling to collect in-depth data. The chapter provides the philosophical rationale
underpinning the research, describes the research setting, participant selection, data
collection, analysis methods, and discusses ethical considerations of the study.
The following research questions guide the study:
1. How do PE teachers define and understand inclusive education within the
context of Adaptive Physical Education (APE)?
2. What challenges do PE teachers face when adapting the curriculum for
students with disabilities?
3. How do PE teachers’ attitudes and the availability of resources influence
the implementation of Adaptive Physical Education (APE)?
4. How do the experiences of PE teachers in mainstream and private schools

differ in relation to the support and implementation of APE?

Research Design and Rationale

This study adopted a qualitative phenomenological design to explore how PE
teachers experienced and implemented APE in schools in Astana, Kazakhstan. Because the
research was focused on teachers’ lived experiences, the qualitative approach was useful
for capturing the complexity and depth of participants’ perceptions and practices, elements
that were difficult to assess through quantitative methods (Leavy, 2017).

Phenomenology is a valuable qualitative design for gaining a deep understanding
of individuals lived experiences within their real-life contexts (Creswell & Poth, 2018). As

Merriam and Tisdell (2015) note, this approach enables researchers to explore how
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participants make sense of their experiences and the meanings they assign to them. In this
study, phenomenology is suitable because it allowed me to investigate how PE teachers
understand and navigate the challenges of APE in their specific school settings.

Data was collected through individual semi-structured interviews with purposively
sampled PE teachers from both mainstream and private schools. This method enabled
detailed exploration of participants’ perspectives while allowing flexibility to probe
emerging themes and nuances (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The study aimed to reveal both the
unique and shared experiences of teachers regarding APE implementation, resources,
attitudes, and challenges.

Philosophical Underpinnings of Research

Research philosophy provides the foundation for any study, shaping its
methodology and influencing all aspects of inquiry (Saunders et al., 2019). This study
adopted a constructivist ontology, which posited that reality was socially constructed and
shaped by individual experiences and contexts (Grix, 2001). Thus, teachers’
understandings of APE were seen as subjective and embedded in their personal and social
environments.

Epistemologically, the study is grounded in interpretivism, which values
understanding the complexity of human experiences and seeks to interpret meanings
within specific contexts (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). This approach aligns with the study’s
goal to co-construct knowledge through interaction with participants and to capture the
rich, contextualized perspectives of PE teachers.

Theoretical Underpinnings of Research

According to TPB, individuals’ behavior is shaped by their intention to act, which

is influenced by three key factors: attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral

control (Ajzen, 1991). Attitudes refer to how positively or negatively a person views a
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particular behavior. Subjective norms describe the social pressures individuals feel from
others, such as colleagues, school leaders, or parents. Perceived behavioral control relates
to how confident individuals feel about performing the behavior, based on their skills,
experience, available resources, and level of support.

Positionality Statement

I have experience as a professional athlete and a PE teacher working with students
with disabilities. I also went to a school where children with disabilities were often treated
unfairly or excluded from PE. Because of this, I feel connected to the topic and understand
the challenges teachers face.

I knew this might affect how I saw things, so I was careful to avoid bias. The study
looked at teachers from different types of schools in Astana, and I kept in mind how these
different settings affected their experiences. To make sure the study was unbiased, I
checked my findings together with my participants.

Research Site

The study was conducted in two schools in Astana, Kazakhstan: one mainstream
school and one private school. These schools were purposefully selected because of their
engagement in implementing APE as part of their inclusive education practices. The
private school was included due to its longer experience and more established APE
practices, while the mainstream school was selected for its growing involvement in
inclusion within a larger student body. This contrast enabled the study to compare how
different types of schools supported APE implementation.

Table 1 summarizes the main characteristics of the two participating schools,
including location, student population, and experience with APE. This information helped

contextualize the environment in which the research was conducted.
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Feature School A (mainstream) School B (private)
Location Urban district of Astana Urban district of Astana
Student Population Approximately 2,100 Approximately 750
Grades I1to1l ltoll

APE implementation

Less than 5 years

More than 5 years

Class size 20+ students, more varied Less than 20, more

individualized

Support Staff Limited APE specialists, assistants

Both schools promote inclusive education in alignment with Kazakhstan’s ongoing
educational reforms. These settings allowed for a comparative exploration of APE

experiences across different school types.

Sample and Sampling Procedures

In this study, I used a purposive sampling method to select participants who had
direct experience with APE in mainstream or private schools in Astana, Kazakhstan. This
approach helped me include PE teachers who were familiar with inclusive practices and
could provide rich, first-hand insights into how APE was implemented in their settings.

In qualitative research, purposive sampling is commonly used because the goal is
not to generalize to the entire population but to explore the experiences of individuals with
relevant knowledge (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). This study used purposive sampling to

select participants who had relevant experience and knowledge of APE. This method
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allows the researcher to focus on individuals who can provide rich and meaningful
information related to the research questions (Creswell, 2018). In this study, participants
were selected based on the following criteria: (1) current or recent experience teaching PE
in an inclusive school environment and (2) familiarity with adapting PE for students with
special educational needs (SEN).

I recruited 12 teachers in total, with 6 participants from each school. This range is
suitable for a qualitative interview-based study because it allows for the collection of
detailed narratives while keeping the data manageable for in-depth analysis (Creswell &
Poth, 2018). This number also supports the goal of reaching data saturation, where no new
information emerges from additional interviews (Guest et al., 2006).

Table 1 presents a comparative overview of the research sites, including School A
(mainstream) and School B (private), in terms of location, student population, grade levels,

APE implementation, class size, and support staff.

Data Collection Instruments

To gain an in-depth understanding of teachers’ perspectives on the implementation
of APE, I used two qualitative data collection instruments: semi-structured individual
interviews and a short questionnaire for demographic background. Using multiple tools is
common in qualitative research because it increases the credibility and richness of the data
(Yin, 2018). It also allows the researcher to explore both the personal experiences and
broader professional contexts in which those experiences occur (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015).

The semi-structured interviews were the primary method of data collection (see
Appendix B). This format allows for a balance between guiding the conversation and
giving participants the freedom to express their thoughts openly. Semi-structured
interviews are particularly useful for understanding complex experiences, such as how

teachers adapt PE lessons for students with SEN (Patton, 2014). The interview guide
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included open-ended questions (see Appendix D) focusing on participants’ professional
background, perceptions of inclusion in PE, specific strategies used, and the support and
challenges they encountered in their school settings. This method helps to uncover
personal beliefs, values, and school-based practices related to inclusive PE.

In addition to interviews, I used a brief questionnaire to collect demographic
information (see Appendix B) from each participant. This included data such as years of
teaching experience, qualifications, school type (mainstream or private), and whether they
had received training for adaptive PE or in an inclusive education. Gathering this
background information helped contextualize the findings and supported comparison
across different cases.

Together, these tools allowed me to explore the lived experiences of teachers and
the factors that shape their perspectives on APE implementation. The use of semi-
structured interviews, supported by demographic questionnaires, aligns with the goals of
phenomenological research, which seeks to understand how individuals experience and
interpret a phenomenon in their specific context (Creswell & Poth, 2018).

Data Collection Procedures

The data collection process for this study was designed to follow ethical standards
while respecting the busy schedules of teachers. First, I contacted the principal of the
private school to explain the purpose of my research and to request permission to use the
school for my research. After a verbal agreement, I submitted a formal letter and received
written approval to conduct the study. For the mainstream school, I reached out to the vice
principal, who then introduced me to the school’s PE coordinator. With their support, I
submitted a formal request for approval from the principal.

Once institutional approvals were secured, I began the participant recruitment

process. In both schools, the administration shared the study information and recruitment
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materials with PE teachers. Interested teachers either provided their contact details through
the school or reached out to me directly. I then followed up individually to explain the
study in more detail and confirm their willingness to participate.

All data collection activities were scheduled during non-teaching hours, including
after-school periods and weekends, to avoid interrupting regular classes. Before each
session, I provided participants with an informed consent form (see Appendix C), either
electronically or in printed form. I also explained the purpose of the research, data
confidentiality, and participants’ rights. Signed consent forms were collected before each
interview.

In each school, I conducted semi-structured individual interviews with teachers
who had experience working with students with SEN in PE settings. The interviews took
place in quiet locations chosen by the participants, such as staff rooms or classrooms, and
lasted between 30 and 45 minutes. The interviews were guided by a set of open-ended
questions from the interview protocol (see Appendix D and E), focused on their
experience, challenges, and perceptions related to APE implementation. All interviews
were audio-recorded with the participants’ permission.

The interviews were conducted in Kazakh, Russian, or English, depending on the
participant’s language preference. In the private school, data collection was completed
over two days, while in the mainstream school, it was conducted over three days. After
each interview, I took brief field notes on participants’ demeanor and other relevant
observations, and I also held a short debriefing session to give participants the opportunity
to share final thoughts or ask questions.

All recordings, transcripts, and notes were securely stored on a password-protected

device. During transcription, pseudonyms were assigned to protect participants’ identities.
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Throughout the process, I maintained a professional and respectful atmosphere and was

careful not to influence participants' responses, ensuring the integrity of the data collected.

Data Analysis Procedures

For this study, I followed a systematic approach to analyze the data collected from
interviews. I used thematic analysis, as recommended by Creswell and Poth (2018), to
identify and organize key themes from the participants’ responses. This approach involved
several steps. First, [ transcribed all interview recordings and read through the transcripts
multiple times to gain a general sense of the data. Second, I conducted initial coding by
highlighting significant statements and labeling them with short phrases that captured their
meaning (see Appendix F). Third, I grouped similar codes together to form broader
categories. Fourth, I identified patterns across these categories and developed themes that
reflected the teachers’ experiences and perspectives. Finally, I interpreted these themes in
relation to the research questions and the theoretical framework guiding the study.
Throughout this process, I used memo writing to record reflections and maintained an
audit trail to ensure transparency and trustworthiness in the analysis (Creswell & Poth,

2018).

Data Preparation

I started by transcribing all interviews manually. Then, I read the transcripts several
times to understand the data and note initial ideas. I used thematic analysis (Creswell &
Poth, 2018) to identify important themes in the interviews. First, I used descriptive coding
to label key pieces of information. Then, I grouped these codes into broader themes to see
patterns across participants’ responses (Saldafa, 2013). The analysis was guided by
Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (1991), which helps explain how teachers’ attitudes,
social influences, and perceived control affected their actions. This framework helped me

understand how ready and motivated teachers felt to deliver adaptive physical education.
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To ensure the findings are accurate, I used member checking by sharing preliminary
results with participants for confirmation. This approach provided a clear understanding of
teachers’ experiences and perspectives on adaptive physical education in Kazakhstan and

highlight the opportunities and challenges of implementing APE.

Ethical Concerns and Risk of Research

Ethical considerations were fundamental part of this study. Before data collection
began, I clearly explained the purpose, procedures, and potential benefits of the study to all
participants. Informed consent was obtained from each participant, emphasizing that their
participation was entirely voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study at any
time without any negative consequences (Leavy, 2017). While full anonymity is
challenging to guarantee in qualitative research due to the nature of data collection,
confidentiality was strictly maintained. I protected participants’ identities by assigning
pseudonyms and removing any identifying information from transcripts and reports. In
addition, potentially identifiable biographical data (such as age, gender, school affiliation,
and years of teaching experience) was anonymized or reported in aggregated form to
further ensure confidentiality (Cohen et al., 2017; Kumar, 2014).

Potential risks to participants were carefully considered. Since the research took
place in participants’ professional environments, I took steps to ensure that the process was
as comfortable and non-intrusive as possible, minimizing any risk of stress or discomfort
(Kumar, 2014). Participants had the right to skip any questions or withdraw from the study
if they experienced any emotional distress or discomfort during data collection.

Additionally, the close involvement required in qualitative research means I
continuously reflected on my role and influence throughout the research process.
Recognizing that researchers are not detached observers but active participants in

knowledge production (Berger, 2015), I remained aware that my background, beliefs, and



32

experiences could shape interactions with participants and the interpretation of data
(Bourke, 2014). I took measures to maintain neutrality and avoid bias, including keeping
reflective journal and seeking feedback from peers and supervisors.
Risks of Research

The primary risks anticipated in this study included potential discomfort or anxiety
among participants when discussing challenges in their professional practice. There was
also a risk of inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information related to school practices or
colleagues. Such risks were common in qualitative educational research and require
careful attention to confidentiality and participant well-being (Creswell & Creswell, 2018;
Cohen et al., 2017). To mitigate these risks, all data was handled with strict confidentiality,
and findings were reported in a way that prevented identification of individuals or schools.
Ethical approval was sought from relevant institutional review boards, ensuring
compliance with national and institutional ethical standards (BERA, 2018). By addressing
these ethical concerns and risks proactively, the study aimed to create a respectful, safe
environment that supported honest and meaningful participation.
Conclusion

This chapter outlined the research methodology designed to investigate teachers’
perspectives on the implementation of APE in two schools in Astana, Kazakhstan. This
study employed a qualitative phenomenological approach, using interviews to explore the
lived experiences of teachers working in inclusive physical education setting. A total of 12
physical education teachers were purposively selected, with equal representation from
mainstream and private school settings.

Data collection consisted of semi-structured individual interviews aimed at
capturing teachers’ personal experiences, beliefs, and challenges in delivering APE.

Additionally, participants completed a short background questionnaire to provide
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demographic information, including years of experience, educational background, and
specialization in physical education or adaptive practices.

The analysis followed Saldana’s (2013) two-cycle coding method, incorporating
both within-case and cross-case comparisons. The process was guided by Ajzen’s Theory
of Planned Behavior, which offered insight into how attitudes, perceived behavioral
control, and social norms influenced teachers’ intentions and practices in implementing
inclusive physical education. The conceptual focus on attitudes and perceived readiness
further framed the investigation into how prepared and motivated teachers felt to adopt
APE practices.

Ethical considerations, including informed consent, confidentiality, and strategies
such as triangulation and member checking, were integrated to ensure credibility and
trustworthiness of the study. The next chapter presents the findings from the data analysis,
focusing on emerging themes related to teachers’ attitudes, readiness, and the challenges

they encountered in both mainstream and private school contexts.
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Chapter 4: Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the study on the implementation of APE in
mainstream and private schools in Astana, Kazakhstan. The study aimed to examine the
readiness, attitudes, and challenges faced by physical PE teachers in delivering APE, as
well as how these factors influence the inclusion of students with special educational needs
(SEN) in PE classes. Data was collected through semi-structured interviews with PE
teachers from both school types. Table 1 provides a comparative overview of the research
sites, highlighting key features such as school type, student population, grades, duration of
APE implementation, class size, and availability of support staff.

The findings are organized around the main research questions, highlighting four
key themes that emerged from the data, including teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive
education and APE, the challenges in implementing APE, the influence of resources and
training on implementation of APE, and the differences in experiences between two school
types.

1) Teachers’ Understanding and Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education and

APE:

This theme examines how PE teachers conceptualize inclusive education and APE,

including their beliefs about the inclusion of students with special educational

needs in PE lessons, their perceived roles and responsibilities, and their levels of
confidence and psychological readiness to implement adaptive practices.

Differences in understanding and attitudes between teachers working in

mainstream and private schools are also explored.

2) Implementation of APE and Associated Challenges:
This theme focuses on the practical aspects of implementing APE in school

settings. It explores the challenges PE teachers face when adapting the curriculum
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and physical activities for students with disabilities, including issues related to
class size, curriculum flexibility, availability of adapted equipment, time
constraints, and classroom management. Particular attention is given to how these
challenges differ between mainstream and private schools.

3) Influence of Training, Resources, and School Support on APE
Implementation:

This theme examines the role of professional training, institutional support, and
resource availability in shaping teachers’ ability to deliver APE effectively. It
includes teachers’ experiences with pre-service and in-service training, access to
support staff such as assistants or APE specialists, administrative support, and how
these factors influence the quality of inclusive PE practices. Differences in support
structures between the two school types are highlighted.

4) Differences in Experiences Between Mainstream and Private Schools: This
theme brings together the findings from the first three themes and compares the
experiences of PE teachers in mainstream and private schools. It highlights
differences in teachers’ understanding, attitudes, and readiness, as well as the
challenges they face and the level of training, resources, and support available in
the two school types.

Each theme and its related subthemes provide a comprehensive understanding of
PE teachers’ perspectives and experiences in implementing APE. The findings are
presented systematically to ensure a clear alignment between the research questions and
the data generated through the interviews, while also allowing for a comparative analysis

between mainstream and private school contexts.
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Teachers’ Understanding and Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education and APE

Across both mainstream and private schools, participants emphasized that inclusive
education and APE aim to provide all students, including those with special educational
needs (SEN), the opportunity to participate in PE in a safe and supportive environment.
Most participants described inclusion as an ethical and professional responsibility and
emphasized the importance of participation, safety, and emotional well-being for all
students. From the perspective of TPB, these findings indicate that teachers largely hold
favorable attitudes toward inclusive PE, which is a necessary condition for inclusive
practice. However, attitudes alone were insufficient to ensure consistent implementation of
APE, as differences emerged in teachers’ confidence, understanding, and contextual
support.

To guide the interpretation of the findings, this study draws on TPB. In the context
of this study, TPB provides a useful framework for understanding how physical education
teachers’ beliefs about inclusion (attitudes), perceived expectations from their school
environment (subjective norms), and confidence in their ability to implement APE
(perceived behavioral control) influence their intention to use inclusive practices and their
actual teaching behavior in PE lessons. Figure 1 illustrates the dimensions of the TPB

(Ajzen, 1991; see Figure 1).
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Figure 1
Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991)

Attitudes

Subjective
Norms

Behavior

Behavioral
Control

Note. Adapted from The Theory of Planned Behavior, by I. Ajzen, 1991.

In mainstream schools, several teachers presented a more limited understanding of
inclusive education and expressed concerns about practical implementation. Participant 1
described inclusive education simply as “providing education to 'special' children,” and
defined APE as “a type of physical education adapted for children with special needs.
Some activities may be too dangerous or difficult for them to do, so the program is
adjusted to suit their abilities and needs” (Participant 1). While some teachers supported
integrating students with disabilities alongside typically developing peers, others felt that
children with more significant disabilities should receive separate instruction or
specialized classes (Participant 2). Teachers in these schools also noted restrictions in
modifying the curriculum, with one participant explaining, “We can’t change the calendar-
thematic plan. We can’t change the topics, but we can rearrange their order at our
discretion” (Participant 1). These statements reflect that mainstream teachers perceived

behavioral control is limited due to structural constraints and lack of resources. The school



38

environment was often described as unsupportive, leaving teachers to manage inclusion
largely on their own.

In contrast, teachers in private schools reported a broader understanding of
inclusion and a more proactive approach to implementing APE. They emphasized that
inclusive education involves adapting exercises so that all children can participate safely
and develop both physical and social skills. Participant 7 explained, “For me, inclusion is
when each child performs physical exercises according to their abilities and is also part of
a team, doing them together” (Participant 7). Similarly, Participant B noted, “Inclusive
education means giving every student, regardless of ability, a chance to participate in PE.
It’s about adapting activities so that students with disabilities can join and feel included”
(Participant 7). Private school teachers reported having more autonomy to adapt exercises,
pacing, and lesson activities while keeping the overall curriculum objectives intact. They
also described stronger institutional support, including access to assistants, adaptive
equipment, and occasional training sessions on inclusion, although they acknowledged that
more specialized training would still be beneficial, and will potentially increase their
perceived behavioral control and facilitated more effective implementation.

Overall, teachers’ attitudes toward teaching students with disabilities in PE were
generally positive across both school types, with a shared belief in the importance of
participation and adaptation. However, the differences between mainstream and private
schools were clear: private school teachers demonstrated more confidence, had greater
autonomy to modify lessons, and benefited from better resources and support, whereas
mainstream schoolteachers faced more practical and structural challenges.

Mainstream Schools
In mainstream schools, teachers often described inclusive education in relatively

narrow or simplified terms. For example, Participant 1 defined inclusion primarily as
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providing education for “special children” and described APE as an adapted version of PE
designed to reduce risk: “Some activities may be too dangerous or difficult for them to do,
so the program is adjusted to suit their abilities and needs” (Participant 1, male teacher,
public school).

While this reflects a caring and protective attitude, it also suggests uncertainty
about how inclusion can function within mixed-ability PE classes. Several teachers
expressed concern about safety, lesson flow, and fairness to other students, which limited
their willingness to fully integrate students with more complex needs.

This hesitation reflects reduced perceived behavioral control, as teachers doubted
their ability to manage inclusive lessons effectively under current conditions. These doubts
were often linked to structural factors rather than personal resistance, indicating a gap
between intention and practical capacity. Teachers also described limited autonomy in
adapting the curriculum: “We can’t change the calendar-thematic plan... we can only
rearrange topics” (Participant 1, male teacher, public school).

Such restrictions further reduced teachers’ sense of control, reinforcing the
perception that inclusive practices are constrained by systemic requirements rather than
pedagogical choice.

Private Schools

In contrast, teachers in private schools articulated a broader and more holistic
understanding of inclusion. Inclusion was described not only as participation but also as
belonging, teamwork, and social development: “Each child performs exercises according
to their abilities and is part of a team” (Participant 7, male teacher, private school).

Private school teachers emphasized adaptation as a normal part of teaching rather
than an exception. This reflects stronger perceived behavioral control, supported by

smaller class sizes, greater flexibility, and access to assistants.
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Overall, while positive attitudes toward inclusion were evident across both school
types, confidence and clarity of understanding differed significantly, shaping how teachers

approached APE in practice.

Implementation of APE and Associated Challenges

The second theme focuses on how APE is implemented in practice and the
challenges teachers encounter. These challenges primarily influenced perceived behavioral
control, which TPB identifies as a key predictor of whether intentions lead to action.
Mainstream Schools

In mainstream schools, teachers highlighted several challenges that limit the
effectiveness of APE. Participant 1 explained:

Yes, it (APE) helps children like this (SEN students). When other children play
active or risky games, the child with special needs finds it interesting and wants to
join in, but they are usually separated. I think APE helps to put children on one
team. There is usually not enough time for PE teachers during the lesson to
organize games like this. (Participant 1, male teacher, public school)

Participant 2 emphasized the need for personalized programs and specialized
equipment but noted that these resources are often unavailable: “Class size and the size of
the gym are major challenges. When there are many students and limited space, it is hard
to follow the program properly and give individual attention to students with disabilities”
(Participant 2, male teacher, public school). Participant 3 also noted the difficulty of
managing large classes, explaining, “In most cases, I must work with such children during
the lesson itself. For instance, if there are 25 students in the class and one of them has a
disability, it can be challenging to provide adequate support” (Participant 3, male teacher,
public school). These accounts reflect that mainstream teachers perceived that behavioral

control is limited by structural barriers such as class size, resources, and time constraints,
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even though their attitudes toward inclusion are generally positive. Teachers reported
working with students with autism, cerebral palsy, and other developmental or health-
related limitations, and noted that these challenges often require additional time or
adaptations outside of regular lessons.
Private Schools

Private school teachers reported similar challenges but described a more structured
and supportive environment for implementing APE. Participant 7 explained, “Adaptive
Physical Education is beneficial for children with disabilities, it improves their physical
abilities and also allows them to interact with other children, which helps them become
more confident” (Participant 7, male teacher, private school). Participant B noted the
importance of assistants in class: “APE allows children with disabilities to feel part of the
class and participate in activities that would otherwise be difficult. Having an assistant in
class makes this much easier” (Participant 8, male teacher, private school). Teachers also
reported challenges, such as limited lesson time and the need to adapt exercises to
individual student abilities. Participant 9 explained, “The main challenge is the limited
time during lessons. Even with an assistant, it can be hard to give each child the individual
attention they need” (Participant 9, female teacher, private school). Private school
teachers’ stronger support systems, access to assistants, and adaptive equipment enhanced
their perceived behavioral control, enabling them to implement inclusive practices more
effectively. Private school teachers described working with students with ADHD, mild
cerebral palsy, learning difficulties, and other conditions, and noted that step-by-step
approaches and gradual progression were often necessary to ensure participation and skill
development.

Overall, teachers in both school types agreed that APE supports the inclusion of

students with disabilities by helping them participate, gain confidence, and socialize with
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peers. However, the differences between mainstream and private schools were evident:
private school teachers had access to better support, including assistants and some adaptive
equipment, and could adapt lessons more effectively. In contrast, mainstream teachers
faced larger classes, fewer resources, and limited time, which made it more challenging to

provide individualized attention to students with disabilities.

Influence of Training, Resources, and School Support on APE Implementation

Teachers across both mainstream and private schools highlighted the importance of
proper training, sufficient resources, and support staff for the successful implementation of
APE. They explained that without these elements, it is difficult to provide individualized
attention and adapt lessons effectively for students with disabilities, which lowers
perceived behavioral control.
Mainstream Schools

In mainstream schools, teachers reported several gaps in training and support.
Participant 1 emphasized the need to change societal attitudes as a first step: “Some
parents don’t want their children to study or play with kids who have special needs. I think
we need to change people’s mindset first, and then the system will also change”
(Participant 1, male teacher, public school). Teachers also requested more qualified
assistants to help during lessons. Participant 2 explained, “I would be very glad to have a
qualified assistant supporting me, but only if they are properly trained and competent, not
just a random assistant” (Participant 2, male teacher, public school). Participant 3
suggested that PE lessons should be more engaging and supported by an objective
assessment system to motivate students and enhance participation: “Currently, most
students automatically receive top marks in PE, but it shouldn’t be like that. The subject

should be taken more seriously” (Participant 3, male teacher, public school).
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Mainstream teachers also expressed the need for professional development in APE
and inclusive education. They reported that most training opportunities are available only
through external courses, often in Russian or English, which limits accessibility. One
teacher emphasized the absence of a dedicated APE specialization in Kazakhstan, noting
that “currently, there is no specific specialization in Adaptive Physical Education (APE) in
Kazakhstan... one can only study general physical education” (Participant 3, male teacher,
public school).

Private Schools

In private schools, teachers generally reported better access to training and support,
though they still saw room for improvement. Participant 7 highlighted the importance of
sharing best practices and having additional staff: “Provide more training for teachers,
supply specialized equipment, and encourage experience sharing between schools... It is
also important to assign additional staff, such as teaching assistants, to classes, since
working with children with special needs requires close attention” (Participant 7, male
teacher, private school). Participant 8 stressed the value of adaptive equipment and flexible
lesson planning: “More regular training on inclusive education and adaptive PE would be
helpful. Also, adding more adaptive equipment and increasing lesson time or planning
flexibility could make inclusion even more effective” (Participant 8, male teacher, private
school). Participant 9 added the need for collaboration with specialists: “I would like more
collaboration with specialists and guidance on working with children with complex
disabilities” (Participant 9, male teacher, private school). These findings indicate that
training, resources, and support are critical determinants of teachers perceived behavioral
control and, therefore, the successful implementation of inclusive PE.

Overall, both school types agreed that teacher training, support staff, and adequate

resources are crucial for the successful implementation of APE.
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Differences in Experiences Between Mainstream and Private Schools

This theme combines the findings from the previous three themes to provide an
overall understanding of how APE is implemented in mainstream and private schools in
Astana. It highlights teachers’ knowledge and attitudes toward inclusive education, the
challenges they face, the support available, and the differences between school types.
Teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion in both school types were generally positive in both
settings but perceived behavioral control and subjective norms varied.
Mainstream Schools

In mainstream schools, structural constraints, limited resources, and minimal
school support reduced teachers’ ability to implement APE, despite their willingness to
include students. Parental attitudes and societal norms also influenced the classroom
environment, highlighting the role of subjective norms. In mainstream schools, teachers
often viewed APE as a way to help children participate safely and gain confidence.
Participant 1 explained, “APE helps to put children in one team (the team of both normal
students and SEN students). There is usually not enough time for PE teachers during the
lesson to organize games like this” (Participant 1, male teacher, public school). Participant
3 added that working with students individually during lessons is difficult because of large
class sizes: “If there are 25 students in the class and one of them has a disability, it can be
challenging to provide adequate support” (Participant 3, male teacher, public school).
Despite these challenges, mainstream teachers generally had positive attitudes and a
willingness to include students, but their efforts were often limited by structural
constraints, lack of training, and insufficient resources.
Private Schools

In private schools, teachers benefited from greater autonomy, access to assistants,

adaptive equipment, and training. These factors strengthened their perceived behavioral
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control, enabling them to implement APE more effectively and foster student inclusion.
Private school teachers also emphasized the importance of APE in helping students
develop physical, social, and emotional skills. Participant 8 said, “APE allows children
with disabilities to feel part of the class and participate in activities that would otherwise
be difficult. It helps them gain confidence, improve motor skills, and socialize”
(Participant 8, male teacher, private school). Private school teachers reported having better
support, including assistants, adaptive equipment, and occasional training, which allowed
them to adapt lessons more effectively. Participant 9 explained, “With an assistant present,
I can give more attention to students who need extra support, and they can participate
alongside their peers” (Participant 9, female teacher, private school).

When synthesizing the challenges and needs highlighted across the three themes,
several patterns emerge. Teachers in both school types identified large class sizes, limited
time, and insufficient resources as major barriers to fully implementing APE. They also
emphasized the importance of training in inclusive education, specialized knowledge in
APE, and qualified support staff. For example, Participant 1 from a mainstream school
said, “I would like to have an assistant to support me during lessons, someone who is
qualified. As a PE teacher, I want to get strong training in Adaptive Physical Education
and inclusive education to understand it better” (Participant 1, male teacher, public
school). Similarly, Participant 8 from a private school noted, “Having an assistant makes a
big difference, but I’d like more guidance on how to include students with complex needs.
Training in adaptive PE specific to different disabilities would be very valuable”
(Participant 8, male teacher, private school). Another key finding is that attitudes toward
inclusion are generally positive, but the ability to implement inclusive practices depends
heavily on school support and resources. Mainstream schools often lack equipment,

assistants, and flexible lesson structures, while private schools provide a more supportive
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environment with greater autonomy for teachers to modify exercises safely. Teachers also
highlighted that social and parental attitudes play a role in inclusive practices, particularly
in both schools, where some parents are hesitant to have their children study or play with
peers with disabilities.

Overall, the TPB framework helps explain how attitudes, perceived control, and
social pressures interact to shape teachers’ practices inclusive PE. Where resources,
training, and support align with positive attitudes, inclusive practices are more successful,
as seen in private schools. In mainstream schools, limitations in these areas present
significant barriers, even when teachers are willing and motivated to include students with
disabilities.

Conclusion

The findings of this study highlight that APE is a crucial tool for promoting the
inclusion, confidence, and social development of students with disabilities in both
mainstream and private schools. Teachers’ experiences indicate that effective APE
depends not only on their knowledge and positive attitudes but also on broader school
factors, including class size, availability of assistants, adaptive equipment, and access to
specialized training. While private schools generally provide more supportive conditions,
mainstream schools face systemic constraints that limit teachers’ ability to implement
inclusive practices fully.

The study shows that inclusive PE involves more than participation in activities; it
supports students’ holistic development, including social skills, emotional regulation,
teamwork, and self-confidence. Teachers’ attitudes perceived social expectations (from
colleagues, administrators, and parents), and sense of control over adapting lessons aligned
with the Theory of Planned Behavior play a central role in fostering an inclusive learning

environment. Even in resource-limited settings, teachers who value inclusion actively seek
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ways to adapt lessons and support students, demonstrating a commitment to equity and
student well-being.

School culture, leadership, and parental engagement emerged as critical factors in
successful APE implementation. Support from administrators, collaboration with
colleagues, and positive parental attitudes strengthen teachers’ confidence and ability to
provide individualized attention. Conversely, challenges such as large class sizes,
insufficient training, and limited adaptive equipment can hinder teachers’ efforts,
particularly in mainstream schools.

The findings suggest that promoting inclusive PE requires a multi-level approach.
Strengthening teacher professional development, providing qualified support staff, and
ensuring access to appropriate equipment are essential. Raising awareness among parents,
students, and the wider school community about the benefits of inclusion can further
enhance a supportive and empathetic environment. By addressing these factors, schools
can create opportunities for all students, regardless of ability, to participate meaningfully
in PE, develop essential life skills, and experience the social, emotional, and physical

benefits of engagement.



48

Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter discusses the findings of the present study, which explored the

implementation of APE in mainstream and private schools in Astana through qualitative

interviews with PE teachers. Semi-structured interviews allowed participants to elaborate

on their experiences, beliefs, and challenges related to inclusive PE, while enabling the

researcher to probe emerging issues in greater depth.

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the key findings, interpret their

meaning, and locate them within the TPB and relevant literature, while also considering

their implications for policy and practice in Kazakhstan.

This chapter is structured around four key themes identified in the findings:

1.

Teacher Readiness for APE: Examining teachers’ professional training,
pedagogical competence, confidence, and preparedness to adapt physical education
(PE) lessons for students with diverse needs.

Teacher Attitudes Towards Inclusive PE: Analyzing teachers’ beliefs,
perceptions, and dispositions towards inclusive practices in PE, and the extent to
which positive attitudes translate into classroom practices.

Challenges in Implementing APE: Identifying structural, institutional, and
pedagogical barriers, including limited professional development opportunities,
insufficient resources, large class sizes, time constraints, and differences between
mainstream and private school contexts.

Influence of Resources and Training on APE Implementation: Examining how
access to adapted equipment, materials, and ongoing professional development
affects teachers’ ability to deliver inclusive PE effectively.

Each theme will be critically discussed in relation to the primary theoretical

framework of this study, the TPB (Ajzen, 1991). TPB provides a lens for understanding
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how teachers’ intentions and behaviors regarding APE are influenced by three key factors:
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Inclusive context, attitudes
refer to teachers’ positive or negative evaluations of inclusive PE practices, subjective
norms capture the social pressures they perceive from colleagues, school leaders, and
parents, and perceived behavioral control reflects teachers’ confidence in their ability to
implement APE effectively, considering their skills, experience, available resources, and
institutional support.

Furthermore, TPB serves as a “thinking tool” to critically examine how these
individual and social factors interact with contextual and institutional conditions, shaping
teachers’ readiness, attitudes, and practices in implementing inclusive PE across both

mainstream and private schools in Astana.

Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Inclusive Education and APE

Teachers across both mainstream and private schools expressed broadly positive
attitudes toward inclusive education, frequently framing inclusion as a moral and
professional obligation. However, these attitudes appear to function primarily at the level
of principle rather than practice, as they do not consistently translate into concrete
pedagogical strategies. This pattern is consistent with evidence from diverse contexts,
including Japan (Sato et al., 2007), Taiwan (Liu et al., 2019), and Indonesia (Utami, 2025),
where teachers similarly endorse inclusion in principle but face challenges in
operationalising it within classroom practice. The cross-contextual consistency of this gap
suggests that the relationship between attitudes and practice is systematically mediated
rather than linear.

This interpretation aligns with Block and Obrusnikova (2007), who argue that
inclusive PE is shaped not only by teacher beliefs but also by structural and contextual

conditions that enable or constrain practice. The findings of the present study extend this
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argument by demonstrating that, in the Kazakhstani context, these structural influences
also shape how inclusion is conceptually understood. In particular, teachers in mainstream
schools tended to frame inclusion primarily in terms of safety and risk avoidance rather
than participation and social integration. This indicates that attitudes toward inclusion are
not fully formed abstractions, but are instead shaped by prior professional preparation and

the institutional realities of school environments.

Perceived Behavioral Control and Practical Constraints

Perceived behavioral control emerged as the most decisive factor shaping the
implementation of APE, suggesting that teachers’ ability to act on inclusive intentions is
primarily conditioned by contextual rather than attitudinal factors. In mainstream schools,
teachers reported limited confidence in delivering inclusive lessons due to structural
constraints such as large class sizes, inadequate equipment, and insufficient support.
Rather than functioning as isolated barriers, these conditions collectively shape a teaching
environment in which inclusion becomes logistically difficult to sustain. This finding is
consistent with research from Zambia (Josephat, 2019), where similar constraints were
shown to systematically restrict teachers’ capacity to implement inclusive practices,
indicating that such challenges are not context-specific but structurally recurring across
educational systems.

In contrast, private school teachers demonstrated higher perceived behavioral
control, largely enabled by smaller class sizes, greater resource availability, and more
responsive institutional support. However, this difference is not simply indicative of
greater teacher competence; rather, it reflects unequal institutional conditions that mediate
the feasibility of inclusion. This interpretation aligns with Haegele and Sutherland (2015),
who argue that inclusive practice is contingent upon institutional capacity rather than

individual willingness alone. Similarly, Antala et al. (2023) emphasize that self-efficacy is
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not solely an internal psychological trait but is shaped and reinforced by external support
systems, highlighting the interaction between individual perception and structural
environment.

These findings suggest that within the TPB framework, perceived behavioral
control may not only be the strongest predictor of inclusive practice, but also the
mechanism through which structural inequalities are translated into pedagogical outcomes.
This raises a critical limitation of TPB in explaining inclusion in contexts where control

beliefs are externally constrained rather than individually determined.

Subjective Norms and Social Influences

Subjective norms, understood as perceived social expectations, emerged as a
significant but uneven influence on teachers’ engagement with APE. In mainstream
schools, teachers consistently referenced parental attitudes, broader societal beliefs, and
institutional expectations as shaping their professional decisions. Notably, perceptions of
parental hesitation toward students with disabilities participating in PE created a climate of
uncertainty, which appeared to constrain teachers’ willingness to fully implement inclusive
practices. Importantly, this influence operated even in cases where teachers personally
endorsed inclusion, suggesting a disconnect between individual attitudes and perceived
social acceptability.

This pattern reflects the broader role of socio-cultural context in shaping
educational practice. Similar dynamics have been reported in Indonesia (Utami, 2025) and
Zambia (Josephat, 2019), where ambivalent or resistant community attitudes limit
teachers’ sense of legitimacy in implementing inclusive approaches. Within the TPB
(Ajzen, 1991), such conditions can be understood as weak or conflicting subjective norms

that undermine the translation of intentions into action. However, the present findings
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suggest a more complex mechanism: subjective norms do not only influence intention
formation but also shape teachers’ perception of professional risk and accountability.

In contrast, private school teachers described institutional environments where
inclusion was actively endorsed by leadership and reinforced through collegial
expectations. Rather than functioning as external pressure, subjective norms in these
contexts operated as enabling structures that legitimised inclusive practice and reduced
perceived professional risk. This is consistent with Antala et al. (2023) and Catellani et al.
(2023), who highlight the importance of collaborative and supportive school cultures in
strengthening inclusive pedagogy. In such environments, normative alignment appears to
convert inclusion from an individual responsibility into a shared institutional expectation.

Subjective norms do not merely reflect social influence on teachers’ intentions, but
actively shape the conditions under which inclusion is perceived as feasible or risky. The
study extends existing literature by demonstrating that in the Kazakhstani context,
inconsistencies between parental expectations and institutional support produce
fragmented normative environments that differentially enable or constrain inclusive
practice. This indicates that sustaining inclusive physical education requires not only
individual commitment but also coherent alignment between school culture and broader
community attitudes.

Training and Readiness

The findings reports teacher preparation as a foundational determinant of readiness
for APE, suggesting that implementation is shaped less by willingness and more by the
extent to which teachers are professionally equipped to act. Participants’ reported sense of
unpreparedness was not simply an individual perception but reflected a structural absence

of specialised training in APE within pre-service and in-service teacher education. This
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indicates that readiness for inclusion is constructed through institutional preparation
systems rather than developed solely through professional experience.

This interpretation is consistent with international research. Freak and Miller
(2017) similarly demonstrate that generalist teachers often experience insufficient
preparation for delivering PE in inclusive contexts, while Catellani et al. (2023) further
argue that both psychological readiness and professional competence are essential
prerequisites for effective inclusive practice. Taken together, this literature suggests that
readiness is not a static attribute but a condition produced through training environments
and supported professional development.

In the Kazakhstani context, these limitations are intensified by systemic gaps in
teacher education provision. Makoelle and Burmistrova (2021) identify structural
weaknesses in inclusive training frameworks, while Orynbassarova (2017) highlights
persistent policy—practice misalignment that constrains effective implementation. Building
on this, the present study demonstrates that such systemic deficiencies are not abstract
policy issues but are directly reflected in teachers’ reduced confidence and limited
pedagogical adaptability in PE classrooms. This suggests that institutional training
structures function as a mediating mechanism between inclusive policy intentions and
classroom-level enactment.

Resources and APE

Access to resources and specialised knowledge emerged as a critical structural
condition shaping the feasibility of APE, suggesting that inclusion is constrained or
enabled primarily through material and institutional capacity rather than teacher intention
alone. While foundational work in adapted physical education (Winnick & Porretta, 2017;
Martin, 2014) conceptualises effective inclusion as dependent on equipment availability,

task modification, and individualised instruction, the present findings illustrate how the
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absence of these conditions fundamentally reshapes pedagogical decision-making in
practice.

In contexts where adaptive resources and specialist support are limited, teachers are
not simply unable to implement ideal inclusive strategies but instead adapt by defaulting to
minimal or superficial modifications. This indicates that resource scarcity does not merely
reduce the quality of inclusion but actively redefines its form, often narrowing it to
participation at a symbolic rather than pedagogically meaningful level. In contrast,
environments with greater access to resources and support structures enable teachers to
expand their instructional repertoire, facilitating more responsive and differentiated
approaches to student needs.

These findings suggest that resource availability operates as a mediating
mechanism between inclusive policy expectations and classroom realities. Rather than
functioning as a supportive add-on, resources and specialised knowledge determine the
extent to which inclusion can be meaningfully enacted, reinforcing the argument that
inclusive PE is structurally produced rather than individually determined.

Summary of Key Findings

The study indicates that while teachers in both mainstream and private schools
broadly endorse inclusive education and APE, such attitudes primarily reflect normative
agreement rather than guaranteed pedagogical action. In line with existing literature, the
findings suggest that attitudinal support for inclusion is a necessary but insufficient
condition for effective implementation, particularly in contexts where structural constraints
are significant.

Perceived behavioral control emerged as the most influential determinant of
practice, indicating that inclusion is primarily enabled or constrained through teachers’

perceived capacity to act rather than their willingness to do so. In mainstream schools,
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reduced confidence and preparedness were closely linked to systemic constraints,
including large class sizes, limited instructional time, rigid curricular structures, and
insufficient access to adaptive equipment and specialist support. These factors collectively
shaped not only what teachers could do, but also what they perceived as realistically
achievable within PE lessons. In contrast, private school contexts provided more enabling
conditions, where smaller classes, greater flexibility, and additional support structures
expanded teachers’ perceived and actual capacity to implement APE in more sustained and
meaningful ways.

Subjective norms further shaped these dynamics by influencing how inclusion was
socially and institutionally defined. In environments where school leadership, colleagues,
and parents expressed consistent support for inclusion, teachers experienced stronger
validation of inclusive practices, which reinforced implementation. Conversely, in
mainstream schools where expectations were more fragmented or ambivalent, inclusion
was often perceived as uncertain or externally contested, which constrained teachers’
willingness to fully commit to adaptive practices.

Inclusive physical education is not primarily determined by teacher attitudes, but is
produced through the interaction of perceived capability and institutional context. This
reinforces the argument that inclusion functions less as an individual pedagogical choice
and more as a structurally conditioned practice shaped by school systems, resources, and
normative environments.

Interpretation of Findings

Interpreted through the TPB (Ajzen, 1991), the findings suggest that teachers’
engagement in APE is not primarily determined by attitudes, but by the interaction of
perceived control and institutional conditions within which those attitudes are enacted.

While teachers across both mainstream and private schools expressed generally positive
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orientations toward inclusion, these functioned largely as normative endorsement rather
than as predictors of instructional behavior. This supports prior work (Block &
Obrusnikova, 2007; Sato et al., 2007; Liu et al., 2019), which conceptualises attitudes as
necessary but insufficient for inclusive practice, particularly in physical education contexts
where implementation demands are structurally intensive.

However, rather than simply replicating the well-established attitude—behavior gap,
the present study shows that this gap is mediated by school-type-specific structural
conditions. In mainstream schools, perceived behavioral control was significantly
weakened by systemic constraints such as insufficient APE training, lack of adaptive
resources, and limited institutional support. This aligns with findings from Orynbassarova
(2017) and Abdrassilov et al. (2023), but extends them by demonstrating that these
constraints do not only limit practice but actively shape teachers’ perception of what
inclusion is realistically achievable within PE contexts. In this sense, behavioral intentions
are not formed independently of context but are continuously recalibrated in response to
institutional limitations.

By contrast, private school teachers exhibited stronger perceived behavioral
control, not because of fundamentally different attitudes, but due to more enabling
structural conditions. These included access to resources, smaller class sizes, and greater
institutional responsiveness, which collectively expanded the range of pedagogical
possibilities. This supports the argument advanced by Haegele and Sutherland (2015) and
Antala et al. (2023) that inclusive practice is contingent upon environmental affordances
and self-efficacy reinforcement rather than attitudinal disposition alone.

Importantly, the findings also expose a limitation in TPB when applied to
educational inequality contexts. While the model accounts for variations in intention

formation, it under-theorises how structural conditions shape perceived behavioral control
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itself. The results therefore suggest that inclusion in PE is not only behaviourally planned
but structurally conditioned, with institutional context acting as a primary determinant of
whether intentions can materialise into practice.

Implications of the Findings

The implications of this study extend beyond individual teacher behavior, pointing
to inclusion as a structurally produced rather than individually enacted process. The
findings suggest that improving inclusive physical education cannot be achieved through
attitudinal change alone, as teachers already demonstrate generally positive orientations
toward inclusion. Instead, the central constraint lies in the conditions that determine
whether inclusion is practically possible.

In mainstream schools, the combination of limited training, insufficient resources,
and weak institutional support functions not merely as a set of barriers but as a system that
actively reduces teachers’ perceived capacity to act. This reinforces a structural
interpretation of inclusion, where implementation is contingent on material and
organizational conditions rather than professional willingness alone (Block &
Obrusnikova, 2007; Alhumaid et al., 2023).

Subjective norms further reinforce these structural conditions. Where school
leadership and parental expectations are inconsistent or ambivalent, inclusion becomes
discretionary rather than normative. This produces uncertainty in practice, leading teachers
to adopt risk-avoidance strategies such as minimal adaptation. In contrast, private schools
demonstrate how strong institutional endorsement of inclusion transforms subjective
norms into enabling mechanisms, increasing both teacher confidence and pedagogical
consistency (Tripp et al., 2007; Utami, 2025).

When situated within international literature, the findings reinforce a recurring

pattern: systems that successfully implement APE are those where training, leadership, and
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resource provision are aligned rather than fragmented (Martin, 2014; Haegele et al., 2021;
Catellani et al., 2023). However, the present study adds a contextual layer by showing how
misalignment between policy intent and institutional capacity in Kazakhstan produces a
persistent implementation gap.

This suggests that reform should shift from promoting inclusion as a value to
engineering inclusion as a system. This includes not only expanding teacher preparation in
APE, but also restructuring school-level conditions that determine feasibility, particularly
workload, resource distribution, and leadership accountability (Makoelle & Burmistrova,
2021). Without addressing these structural determinants, inclusion risks remaining
dependent on individual teacher resilience rather than institutional design.

Conclusion

This chapter has synthesised the key findings of the study in relation to the research
questions, the TPB, and relevant national and international literature on inclusive
education and APE. The analysis demonstrates that while PE teachers in both mainstream
and private schools generally endorse inclusive education, inclusion in practice is
primarily shaped by the interaction between individual dispositions and the structural
conditions in which teaching occurs.

Rather than functioning as a direct driver of practice, positive attitudes toward
inclusion appear to operate as a baseline orientation that is consistently constrained or
enabled by contextual factors. In particular, perceived behavioral control emerged as the
most decisive factor influencing implementation, with its effectiveness determined by
access to training, availability of resources, class size, and institutional support. This
suggests that inclusion is not primarily an attitudinal issue but a structural one, especially

in mainstream schools where systemic constraints are more pronounced.
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Subjective norms further shaped how inclusion was enacted by influencing what
teachers perceived as professionally acceptable or feasible. Variations in school leadership
support, parental expectations, and institutional culture contributed to differences in
confidence and instructional decision-making, reinforcing unequal implementation
patterns across school types. These findings are consistent with international literature
(Block & Obrusnikova, 2007; Catellani et al., 2023; Haegele et al., 2021), which
emphasises that inclusive practice depends on the alignment of individual, institutional,
and systemic factors rather than teacher attitudes alone.

The study also highlights a conceptual limitation of TPB in educational contexts
characterised by inequality. While the framework explains variation in intentions, it does
not fully account for how structural conditions actively shape perceived behavioral control
itself, thereby constraining agency. This suggests the need for integrating sociostructural
perspectives alongside psychological models when examining inclusive education in
contexts such as Kazakhstan. The study contributes to understanding inclusive PE as a
structurally mediated practice rather than an individual pedagogical choice. It demonstrates
that sustainable implementation of APE requires not only supportive teacher beliefs but
also coherent alignment between policy intentions and school-level capacities. This
provides a foundation for the subsequent chapter, which outlines practical and policy-

oriented recommendations for strengthening inclusive physical education in Kazakhstan.
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Chapter 6. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study explored the implementation of APE in Astana schools, with a focus on
teachers’ readiness, attitudes, and the challenges they encounter in mainstream and private
educational settings. Guided by the TPB (Ajzen, 1991), the study examined how teachers’
attitudes toward inclusion, perceived behavioral control, and subjective norms shape their
intentions and actual practices in APE in inclusive school settings.

The findings indicate that PE teachers across both school types generally support
the principles of inclusive education and recognize the value of APE for students with
special educational needs (SEN). Teachers viewed inclusion as both a professional and
ethical responsibility, emphasizing participation, safety, and student well-being. However,
the analysis demonstrates that positive attitudes alone are insufficient to ensure effective
implementation of inclusive PE practices.

From a TPB-informed perspective, the study shows that perceived behavioral
control is a decisive factor influencing whether teachers’ inclusive intentions translate into
sustained classroom practice. In mainstream schools, structural constraints such as large
class sizes, limited lesson time, restricted curriculum flexibility, insufficient adaptive
equipment, and lack of trained support staff significantly reduced teachers’ confidence in
their ability to implement APE effectively. As a result, inclusive practices were often
limited or inconsistently applied, despite teachers’ willingness to include students with
SEN.

In contrast, private school teachers benefited from stronger institutional support,
including smaller class sizes, greater pedagogical autonomy, access to assistants, and
adaptive equipment. These conditions enhanced teachers’ perceived control and enabled

them to adapt activities more confidently and consistently. This contrast illustrates how
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institutional context mediates the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and their
instructional practices, highlighting an equity gap between school types.

The findings also underscore the role of subjective norms in shaping inclusive
practices. Teachers’ perceptions of parental attitudes, school leadership expectations, and
broader societal views toward disability influenced their motivation and confidence to
implement APE. Where inclusion was actively supported and normalized by school
leadership and the wider school community, teachers were more likely to engage in

adaptive and inclusive teaching practices.

Recommendations: Practical Actions and Future Research
Recommendations for Policy and Practice

Based on the findings, several practical recommendations can be made to
strengthen the implementation of APE in Kazakhstan. First, there is a clear need to
integrate APE more explicitly into pre-service and in-service teacher education programs.
Regular, targeted professional development should focus on inclusive pedagogy,
differentiation strategies, and practical approaches to adapting PE activities for students
with diverse needs.

Second, schools particularly mainstream schools require greater institutional
support. This includes increased funding for adaptive equipment, reduced class sizes where
possible, and the provision of trained teaching assistants or APE specialists. Without these
structural supports, teachers’ perceived behavioral control will remain low, limiting the
effectiveness of inclusive education policies.

Third, stronger coordination is needed between the Ministry of Education, school
administrations, and teacher training institutions to ensure coherence between national
policy goals and classroom-level practice. Clearer national guidelines for inclusive PE,

alongside accountability mechanisms and professional support structures, would help
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ensure that inclusive education reforms are implemented more equitably across school
types.

Finally, schools should actively engage parents and the wider community to foster
positive attitudes toward inclusion. Awareness-raising initiatives and transparent
communication about the benefits of inclusive PE can help strengthen supportive
subjective norms and reduce resistance to inclusive practices.

Recommendations for Future Research

Future research should expand the scope of investigation to include a wider range
of schools across different regions of Kazakhstan in order to identify broader trends and
variations in APE implementation. Longitudinal studies would be particularly valuable in
examining how teachers’ attitudes, perceived behavioral control, and practices evolve over
time in response to policy reforms, training initiatives, and resource provision.

Additionally, future studies should explore the perspectives of other stakeholders,
including school administrators, parents, and students. Including student voices would
provide valuable insight into the social, emotional, and physical impact of APE on learners
with and without disabilities. Further research could also examine how societal attitudes
and cultural beliefs influence inclusive education practices, thereby contributing to a more

comprehensive understanding of inclusion within the Kazakhstani context.

Limitations of the Study

Several limitations should be acknowledged when interpreting the findings of this
study. First, the research was conducted with a relatively small sample of PE teachers from
a limited number of mainstream and private schools in Astana. This restricts the
generalizability of the findings to other regions of Kazakhstan or to different educational
contexts. Second, the study relied primarily on self-reported data obtained through semi-

structured interviews. While this approach allowed for in-depth exploration of teachers’
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perspectives, it may also be influenced by subjective bias or social desirability, particularly
given the policy-sensitive nature of inclusive education in Kazakhstan

Third, data collection took place over a short period and therefore reflects teachers’
perceptions at a specific point in time. As inclusive education reforms continue to evolve
in Kazakhstan, teachers’ attitudes, confidence, and practices may change. Consequently,
the findings do not capture long-term developments or the impact of future policy or
training initiatives. These limitations do not undermine the value of the study but should be

considered when drawing broader conclusions.

Final Reflections

This research has highlighted the pivotal role of teacher attitudes, perceived
control, and institutional support in implementing APE. Engaging with the data has
underscored the complexity of inclusive practices and the multifaceted barriers that
teachers face.

Through this study, I have developed a deeper understanding of inclusive
pedagogy, APE, and qualitative research methodology. It has enhanced my skills in
planning, data collection, critical analysis, and application of theory to practical
educational challenges.

This study contributes to research on inclusive education in Kazakhstan and offers
practical recommendations for policymakers, school leaders, and teachers to improve

equity in PE.
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Appendix B: Data Collection Instrument

Introduction for Participants

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. The purpose of this study is to
explore teachers’ perspectives, experiences, and challenges related to Adaptive Physical
Education (APE) in schools. Your insights will provide valuable contributions to
understanding inclusive education in Kazakhstan.

You are free to skip any question that you do not wish to answer. There are no right or
wrong answers; [ am interested in your personal views and experiences. If at any point you
would like to stop the interview, you may do so.

Biographical Information

1. What is your current school, and your role as a PE teacher?

2. How many years of experience do you have as a PE teacher?

3. Do you have any working experience in an inclusive setting as a PE teacher? If yes, how
many years?

Definitions and Understandings

4. How do you personally define “inclusive education” in the context of physical
education?

5. What does “Adaptive Physical Education” mean to you?

Experiences and Challenges

6. In your experience, how does APE support the inclusion of students with disabilities?

7. Can you describe any specific challenges you’ve encountered when trying to adapt your
PE curriculum for students with disabilities?

8. What types of disabilities or special needs have you encountered in your PE classes?

9. What challenges do you face when attempting to adapt your physical education lessons
for students with disabilities?

Attitudes and Support

10. How much autonomy do you have in modifying the curriculum to fit individual student
needs?

11. How would you describe your attitude toward teaching students with disabilities in
PE?

12. Do you feel your school environment supports the implementation of inclusive or
adaptive PE? Why or why not?

Recommendations and Closing

13. What changes or improvements would you suggest to better support the
implementation of APE in your school?

14. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experiences with Adaptive
Physical Education?
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Hepexrepai Kunay KypaJbl
Karbicymbliap ymin Kipicne
Ochbl cyx0aTKa KaThICyFa KETICKEHIHI3 YIIIH paxMeT. byl 3epTreyain MakcaThbl-
MeKTenTepaeri oeiimMaeneTid neHe mbHBIKThIpyMeH (B/I1) GaitnanbIcT MyFaTiMaepIiH
Ke3KapacTapblH, TOKIPHOECIH KoHE KMBIHIBIKTApbIH 3epTTey. Ci3/iH jKayanTapblHbI3
Kazakcranaarsl HHKJIIO3UBTI O11iM Oepy/ii TYCiHyTe KYH/IbI YJIeC KOCa/bl.
Ci3 xayan OepriHiz KeJIMEUTIH Ke3 KeJIreH CypaKThl OTKi31I Kioepe anacei3. by xkepae
IYpBIC HEMece OYPBIC JKayarnTap *KOK; MEHI TeK Ci3/IiH JKeKe Ko3KapacTapbhIHbI3 OeH
TOXKIpUOENIepiHi3 KbI3BIKThIpaibl. Ci3 Ke3 KeITreH yaKbITTa Cyx0aTKa KaThICy bl TOKTATa
aJIachI3.
OMipOasiHABIK aKIapaT
1. Ci3 Kaii MEKTemNTe >KyMBIC 1CTEHCI3 jKoHE JIeHE HIBIHBIKTHIPY MYFaliMi PETIHACT] poiHi3
KaHgai?
2. JleHe MIBIHBIKTBIPY MyFaJIiMi pETiHe KaHIIa XbII TOKIpUOEHi3 6ap?
3. MHKITI03UBTI OpTaja JieHe MIBIHBIKTBIPY MYFaliMi peTinae ToxipudeHi3 6ap ma? bap
0oJica, Hellle KbLI?
AHBIKTaManap >KoHe TYCIHY
4. JleHe WBIHBIKTHIPY KOHTEKCTIH/IE "MHKITIO3UBTI O11iM Oepyai" Kanait Tycineciz?
5. "beitimaeneTin 1eHe MWBIHBIKTHIPY" €13 YIIIH HeHi Oinaipeni?
Toxkipnoe sk9He KUBIHABIKTAP
6. Ciznin ToxipubeHisre cyiiene oteipsin, b/ cabakTapbl MyMKIH/IIT1 MIEKTEYT
Oanamappl MEKTEI eMipiHe )KOHE CIIOPTKA KOCYyFa Kanail KoeMeKTecei?
7. MYMKIHAIr IIEKTeYJIi OKYyIIblIapFa apHaIFaH JIeHe HIBIHBIKTBIPY OKYy OaFaapiiaMachlH
OeliiMey Ke3iHJe Ke3/1eCeTiH HaKThl KHUBIHBIKTAP bl CHITATTal anacki3 0a?
8. JleHe MIBIHBIKTHIPY cabaKTapbIH/a KaHAal IIeKTeyJepre HeMece epeKie
KOKETTUTIKTEpre Tan 00 IbIHbI3?
9. MyMKIHAIr IEKTeyJ i OKYyIIblIapFa JIeHe MIBIHBIKTRIPY cabakTapbIH OeiimMaeyre
THIPBICKAH/1a KaHJall KUBIHABIKTapFa Tan 00J1acki3?
KapbIM-KaTbIHAC K9HE KOJIIAY
10. OkyursuIapAbIH KeKe KKETTUIIKTEPIH eCernKe any YIIiH OaraapiaMaHbl 03repTyiae
ci3Jieri epKiHJIK Aoperkeci KaHai?
11. JleHne mIbIHBIKTBIPY cabaKTapblHa MYMKIH/II MIEKTEYIl OKYyIIbLIap/bl OKBITYFa JEreH
KO3KapachIHbI3/Ibl Kalail CUIaTTaiCchI3?
12. MekTen opTackl UHKJIFO3UBTI HEMece OeiMIENETIH JIeHE MIBIHBIKTBIPYAbl €HI13Y/11
KOJJanae! Jen oiiaice3 0a? Here no Hemece Here )oK?
¥YcbIHbICTap KIHEe KOpBITHIHABI
13. Ci3nin MmekTeOiHizne beliMaeneTin qeHe MIBIHBIKTHIPY/IbI JKAKChI )KY3€Tre achlpy YIIiH
KaH/Iail e3repicTep HeMece JKakcapTysap YChIHAp eIiHi3?
14. beliiMaeneTin JeHe MIBIHBIKTRIPY TKiprOeci Typabl 06JIiCKiHiI3 KeleTiH TaFbl 0ip
Hopce Oap ma?
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Hucrpyment Coopa JJaHHBIX
Beenenue 1J1s1 y4aCTHUKOB
Crnacu60, 4TO COrIacuINCh MPUHATH y4acThe B ’TOM UHTepBbIo. Llens nannoro
UCCJIEIOBAHMSI — U3YUUTh B3IJIS/IbI, ONBIT U TPYAHOCTH YUHUTEJEH, CBA3aHHBIE C
aganTUBHOMN (u3mueckoit Kynbrypoi (ADK) B mikonax. Bamm oTBeTH BHECYT IIEHHBIH
BKJIa/I B IOHUMaHKUE MHKJIIO3UBHOTO 00pa3zoBanus B Kazaxcrane.
Bbl MOXeTe npommyCcTUTh JIF000i BOIIPOC, HA KOTOPBI HE XOTUTE OTBEYATh. 3/1€Ch HET
IIPABWJIBHBIX WJIM HENIPABWIBHBIX OTBETOB; MEHS MHTEPECYIOT UMEHHO Ballld JIMYHBIE
B3IJISABI M OTIBIT. BBl MOXeTe MpeKpaTuTh y4acTUE B UHTEPBBIO JTH000KH MOMEHT.
buorpajduyeckas undopmanus
1.B kakoii mkoJje Bbl paboTaeTe U KakoBa Ballla POJIb KaK yUuTess (GU3HIECKOM
KyJIbTYpbI?
2. CKOJBKO JIET y Bac onbITa paboThl yunuTeseM pU3n4ecKoi KylIbTyphl?
3. EcTb 11 y Bac onbIT paboThl yunuTeneM (GU3KyIbTYyphl B HHKIIIO3UBHOU cpene? Ecnu na,
TO CKOJIBKO JIET?
OnpeneseHusi ¥ NOHUMaHHe
4. Kak nu4yHO BBI OIpeeNsieTe «MHKII03UBHOE 00pa30BaHKe» B KOHTEKCTE (PU3nUecKon
KyJbTYpbI?
5. Yto 11t Bac 03HAYaeT «aJanTuBHas (pu3nuecKas KyiabTypa»?
OnbIT U TPYAHOCTH
6. Mcxons u3 Baiero onbita, kakuM oOpa3om 3ansatust ADK nmomoraror BKIItoUaTh 1eTel C
OTrpaHMYEHHBIMU BO3MOXKHOCTSIMU B IIKOJIbHYIO JKU3Hb U CIIOPT?
7. MoxeTe 11 Bbl ONKCAaTh KOHKPETHBIE TPYAHOCTH, C KOTOPBIMU CTAJIKUBAJIUCH ITPU
aJIanTanuy y4eOHOM MPOrpaMMBI 1o (PU3HUECKON KyJIbTYpe IS yUEHUKOB C
OTrpaHMYEHHBIMH BO3MOXHOCTSAMU?
8. C xakMMH BHJIaMU OTPaHUYEHUM UM 0COOBIMH MOTPEOHOCTSMHU BbI CTAJIKHUBAIUCh HA
ypokax (pu3KyIbTyphl?
9. C KakuMH TPYIHOCTSIMH BbI CTAJIKUBAE€TECh IIPU MOMBITKAX a/1allTUPOBATh YPOKHU
(bu3nUecKoil KyJabTyphl Ul YYSHUKOB C OrpaHHMYEHHBIMH BO3MOKHOCTSAMU?
OTHoOLIEHNS U NOAEPKKA
10. Kakyto cTenenb cBOOObI Bbl UMEETE B U3MEHEHUH ITPOrpaMMBbI JIJIs yueTa
MHAUBUAYAIbHBIX TOTPEOHOCTEN YUEHUKOB?
11. Kak ObI BbI onycany CBOE OTHOLIEHHE K 00yYEHHIO YUEHUKOB C OTPaHUYEHHBIMU
BO3MOXKHOCTSIMHU Ha ypOKax QU3KyIbTypbl?
12. Cunraere 1 Bbl, YTO HIKOJIBHAS CPela MOJAECPKUBAECT BHEIPEHUE NHKIIIO3UBHON WIIH
aJanTUBHON pu3znyeckoil KyapTypsl? [loueMy na wnu nouemy Het?
Pexomenpanum u 3aBepuieHue
13. Kakve u3MeHeHus: WK yJIydIIeHUs Bbl Obl MPEIONKIIN [T Ty4lIeld peaau3aiun
A®K B Bamei mkomue?
14. EcTb i1t 4TO-TO €mI€, 4eM BbI XOTEJIH ObI TIOJIETUTHCS O CBOEM OIIBITE PAOOTHI €
aJanTUBHON (GUZUYECKON KYIbTYpOii?
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Appendix C: Informed Consent

Study Title: Adaptive Physical Education in Astana Schools: Exploring Teacher Readiness, Attitudes, and
Challenges in Mainstream and Private Settings

Dear Teachers,

You are invited to be a part of this research study, which aims to explore your experiences with students who
have special educational needs (SEN), specifically how your experiences inform your readiness to teach,
your attitudes towards, and the challenges you encounter in implementing Adaptive Physical Education
(APE) programs for students with SEN. Your participation in this study will involve either a face-to-face or
online interview, where you are invited to share your insights and experiences of working with students with
SEN.

With your consent, the interview will be recorded for transcription purposes. The recorded material will be
securely archived on my password-protected computer. [ will preserve all data for three years post-thesis
submission, after which I will delete it permanently. I will make every effort to maintain confidentiality in all
written work and future publications and will eliminate all identifying information from the data before
analysis and inclusion in my thesis.

Time involvement: Your involvement is expected to take approximately 30 to 45 minutes.

Risks and Benefits: The risks associated with participating in this study are minimal.

The risks associated with participating in this study are relatively low. You have the option to not answer
specific questions or to withdraw from the study entirely at any point without incurring any penalties under
any circumstances, if any of the topics that were discussed during the interview caused you to feel
uncomfortable. I will ensure your comfort and address any concerns during the interview. All the
information that pertains to you will be removed without delay if you decide to withdraw from the study after
the interview has been completed.

You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your contribution could change perceptions
in our society regarding students with SEN. Your contribution to this research by sharing your experiences
may help educators, policymakers, and society in the process of fostering inclusive education practices. This
research may help other PE teachers facilitate better classroom management strategies for students with
SEN; they may be able to help PE teachers accommodate effective APE to students with SEN. In addition,
your participation can help raise awareness and eradicate the stigma that surrounds students with SEN, which
will ultimately contribute to the creation of a society that is more accepting and supportive of students with
special needs.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. In the case that you choose to withdraw from
study or decline to answer questions; you will not be penalized.

Contacts and Questions:

If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints regarding this research study, its procedures, risks, or
benefits, please feel free to contact my master’s Thesis Supervisor, Professor Janet Helmer,
janet.helmer@nu.edu.kz

For independent inquiries or concerns about the research process or your rights as a participant, you may
contact the NUGSE Research Committee at gse_researchcommittee(@nu.edu.kz

Thank you for your consideration to participate in this research.

I have carefully reviewed and understood the information provided above. I willingly consent to participate
in this study and permit the use of my data for research purposes.
I give your permission to record this interview.

Participant's Name:

Participant's Signature:

Date:
Researcher’s Name: Aizhan Zhumadilova
Researcher’s Signature:

Date:


mailto:janet.helmer@nu.edu.kz
mailto:gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
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®opma Uudopmuposannoro Cornacus 1Js Y4uuTenei
Ha3Banme ucciaegoBanusi: AnantuBHas GpH3HIecKas KyIbTypa B IIKoJaX AcTaHsl: [3ydeHne TOTOBHOCTH yUHUTENeH; HX
OTHOILICHNUS U CIIOKHOCTH B pean3aliy aJalTHBHON (U3MIeckol KyIbTyphl B TOCYTapCTBEHHBIX M YAaCTHBIX IIKOJIAX
YBaxkaemble yuuTes,
IIpurnamaem Bac MpUHATH yyacTHe B JAHHOM HMCCIEIOBAHUM, KOTOPOE HANPABICHO HA N3Y4YEHHE BaIllETO OMBITA PaOOThHI
C yJaIuMucs ¢ 0coobIMU 00pa3oBaTeabHbIMU ToTpeOHOCTsIMU (OOIT). B yacTHOCTH, MBI XOTHUM y3HaTh, KaK Balll OIIBIT
BJIMSET HA Ballly TOTOBHOCTH IIPETIOIaBaTh, Ballle OTHOLIEHUE K IpOorpaMMaM aJanTuBHOH ¢usndeckoil KyabTypsl (ADK)
st yaanmxes ¢ OOl a Takxke ¢ KakuMH IpoOJieMaMH BB CTIKUBaeTeCh IIPU UX peanu3alyy. Bame ygactue B 3ToM
HCCIIeI0OBaHNUY OyZeT BKIIOYATh MHMBHUYJIbHOE HHTEPBHIO (BXKUBYIO HJIM OHJIAlH), B X0JIe KOTOPOTO BaM OyAeT
MPEUTOKEHO TTOJIEITUTHCS CBOMMH MBICTISIMU 1 OTIBITOM paboThl ¢ ydammmucs ¢ OOIT.
MHTepBrio OyzmeT 3anmcaHo Ui paciIu(pOBKH C BAIIETO COTNIACHS. 3alMCaHHbIH MaTepHall OyaeT HaJleKHO XPaHUTHCS
Ha MOEeM KOMIIBIOTEpE, 3aIlUIIEHHOM HapoiieM. S OyIy XpaHUTh BCE JaHHBIE B TEUECHUE TPEX JIET MOCTIE 3aAIIUThI
JHCcepTaluH, TIocyIe Yero oHU Oy ayT 6€3B03BpaTHO yaaneHsbl. Sl IpHUIoy Bce ycunus Juis oOecriedeH s Baueit
AQHOHUMHOCTH M KOH(GHIECHIIMATHOCTH BO BCEX MUCBMEHHBIX paboTax u OyAaylux MyOanKanusx, a TakkKe yJalmo BClO
UJICHTUGUIUPYIONTYIO HHPOPMALMIO M3 JAHHBIX MEepe/l aHATU30M M BKIFOYEHHEM HX B MOIO AUCCEPTALHIO.
3anumaemoe Bpemsi: Baie yuyacrue, kak oxunaercs, 3aiimet npumepHo ot 30 10 45 MUHYT.
Pucku n npenmymecTBa: Prcky, CBI3aHHBIE C YIaCTHEM B 3TOM HCCIEAOBAHNH, MUHUMAIBHEL.
Pucku, cBsi3aHHBIE C yYacTHEM B 3TOM HCCJIECAOBaHUN, OTHOCHTEIBHO HU3KU. BBl MMeeTe paBo 0TKa3aThCs OTBEYATh Ha
KOHKPETHBIE BOIIPOCHI MJIH TIOJIHOCTBIO BBINTH M3 MCCIIEIOBAaHUS B JIIO00H MOMEHT, B CIIydae eCiH Kakasi-JIM0o 13
00Cy’KIaeMBIX TEM BBI30BET Y Bac IUCKOM(OPT, HE HECS PH ITOM HUKAKOH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH. SI obecriedy Bamt
KoM(OpT BO BpeMsI HHTEpBBI0. Best mH(OpMarus, kacaromasics Bac, OyAeT He3aMeNIUTEbHO yaaleHa B ClIy4ae, eCIIH Bbl
pelnTe BBIMTH U3 HCCIEIOBAHNS MOCIE 3aBEPIICHIS HHTEPBLIO.
Bbrl MokeTe He MOIyduTh NPSMOM BBITOABI OT yYaCTHS B 3TOM HCCIIEOBAHUM, HO BAIl BKJIAJ MOXKET H3MEHUTD
OTHOILICHUE B HameM obmecTBe Kk yqamumes ¢ OOIL. Bamr Bkiaz B 3T0 HccineioBaHue, TOCPEICTBOM 0OMEHa OITBITOM
MOXKET [IOMOYb ITe/IaroraM, HOJIMTUKaM B OOLIECTBY B IIEJIOM, B IIPOIECCE COASHCTBHS HHKIIIO3MBHBIM 00pa30BaTeIbHBIM
HpaKTHKaM. DTO MCCIIEOBaHUE MOXKET IOMOYB JPYTUM yUHUTEISIM (pU3NIECKOH KyIbTY Pl IPUMEHATH Oojiee
3¢ QeKTHBHBIE CTPATETHHN yIpaBiIeHus KiaccoM Juis yyanmxcs ¢ OOIT; oHu MOTYT MOMOYb yUnuTesIM (usudeckoit
KyJIbTYpbI 3¢ dextuBHO agantupoBath ADK mis yuamuxcs ¢ OOIL Kpome Toro, Bamie yyactiue MOXKET IIOMOYb
MOBBICUTH OCBEJJOMIICHHOCTh M ICKOPEHUTH CTHUIMY, OKpy>Katomryto yqamuxcs ¢ OOII, uro B utore 6yzaer
CHOCOOCTBOBATH CO3/IaHHIO 0OJIee MPHUHUMAIOLIETO U MOICPKUBAIOIIET0 O0IIECTBA IS YIAIIUXCA C OCOOBIMH
notpedHOCTAME. [00pOBO/ILHBII XapaKkTep HCCIeI0BAHUS
Bame yuactuie B JaHHOM HCCIIEJOBAaHUH SIBIISIETCSI IOTHOCTEIO TOOPOBOJIBHBIM. B citydae, eciun BB peInTe 0TKa3aThest
OT y4acTHsl B MCCJIEZIOBAaHMHU MJIM OTKa3aThCsl OTBEUATh Ha OIpe/eJIeHHbIE BOIIPOCHI, BBl He OyieTe HECTH HUKaKon
OTBECTBEHHOCTH.
KonTakThl 1 BonpocsI:
Ecnu y Bac BO3HUKHYT KakHe-TM00 BOIPOCHI, OIIACCHUS UITH YKaJI00bI OTHOCHTEIIBHO ITAHHOTO HCCIIEI0BATEIbCKOTO
HCCIII0OBAHMS, €T0 MPOIEIYp, PUCKOB MM MIPEUMYIIECTB, TOKATYHCTA, CBSHKUTECH C HAYIHBIM PyKOBOIUTEIIEM
MarucTepckoit auccepranun, npodeccopom Ixaner Xenmep, janet.helmer@nu.edu.kz
J1nst He3aBUCHMBIX 3aIIPOCOB MM OMACCHHUH TI0 MOBOJLY MCCIEN0BATEILCKOTO POIIEcca MM BAIINX IPaB KaK yJaCcTHHUKA,
BBI MOXeTe cBs3aThes ¢ KomureToMm mo nccnenoBanusiM Beiciieit mkomsl o6pa3oBanms HasapbaeB YHuBepcurera
(NUGSE Research Committee) o aapecy gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
brnaronmapuM Bac 3a pacCMOTpEHHE BO3MOXKHOCTH y4acTHsI B JAHHOM HCCIIEJOBaHUH.

S BHMMaTENBHO 03HAKOMUJICA(Ach) M MOHsLI(a) MPEA0CTaBIeHHYO Bblle HHMopMaIuio. S 100pOBOJIBHO JIafo coracue
Ha y9JacTHe B JaHHOM HCCIEAOBAHHHU M Pa3peIIaro NCIONb30BaHNEe MOUX JAHHBIX B UCCIIEIOBATENbCKHIX HETISX.

Vms yyacTHUKa:

HOZ[HI/ICI) Y4aCTHHKaA:

Jlara:
Nms uccnenosatens: Aibkan XXymanmiosa

HOZ[HI/ICI) HCCICOOBATCIIA:

Jlara:
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Myrajnimaepre ApHaiaran AKnaparranasipbliral Keiiciv Heicansl
3epTTey TaKBIPBIOBI: ACTaHa MEKTEeNTepiHAeri OeHiMIeNneTiH MIBIHBIKTHIPY: MEMJICKETTIK JKOHE JKeKEMEHIIIIK
MEKTeNTep/ieri MyFaliMIep/iH JaibIHABIK AeHIeHiH, KO3KapachlH KOHCKUBIHABIKTAPBIH 3ePTTEY
Kypmerti myramximaep,
Ciznepai epekuie 6i1imM Oepy KakeTTinikrepi 6ap okymsuiapmer (OP) sxymbIc ToxxipuOeHi3 i 3epTTeyre OarbITTalIFaH
OCBI 3epTTeyTe KaThICyFa IaKbIpaMbl3. ATal alTKaHza, 0i3 Ci3AiH ToxIpHOEHi3 Ci311H OKBITYFa JaibIHABIFBIHBI3FA KaJlai
acep eretiHiH, OP Oap okymIsUIapra apHanFaH OeiiMIenTinl JeHe MWHIHBIKTEIPY OaraapaamanapsiHa (ROS) neren
KO3KapachIHBI3IBI JKOHE OJIap.Ibl JKY3ere achlpy Ke3iH/e KaHaall KHBIHIBIKTapFa Tall OOJFaHBIHEI3AB! OlIrimMi3 keeni. by
3epTTeyre KaThICYBIHBI3 JKeKe CyX0aTThI (Tikeneil HeMece OHJIaliH) KaMTHAbI, oHja ci3neH OP Gap cTyneHTTepMeH o3
olmapeIHBI3 OeH TaXipuOenepinizoeH 6emicy cypanapl.

Cyx0ar ci3aiH KeiciMiHI30eH TpaHCKpUIIIMAIAY YILiH jKa3bliaabl. JKaspuiran MaTepuan MEeHiH MapoJbMeH KOpFaJiFaH
KOMITBIOTEpiMIE Kayilci3 cakTanaasl. MeH Oapiiblk AepeKTep i TUccepTalysHbl KOpFaFaHHAH KeWiH YII KbUT OOMbI
CaKTalfMBbIH, COZaH KeiiH oJap Oipxoa sxoibuiansl. MeH 6apiblk xka30ala sKyMbeIcTapa )koHe Ooarak
JKapusUTaHbIMIApAa Ci3/1iH aHOHUMALTITiHI3 OeH KYIHSIbUIBIFBIHBI3AbI KAMTaMAChI3 €Ty YIIiH 0ap KYIIiMAi caJaMbIH
JKOHE OJIap.Ibl TaJ/Iall, JIccepTalysiIMa KOoCac OyphIH JepeKTepIeH OapIIblK CoHKeCTeHAIPETIH aKnapaTThl ajlblIl
TacTalMBbIH.

VYaKpIT: Ci3[liH KaThICYBIHbI3 IIaMaMeH 30—45 MUHYTTHI alajbl Jen KyTiTyae.

Taoyekenaep MEH apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAP: OCBI 3ePTTEyTe KaThICyFa OailIaHbICTBI TOYEKeIIep as3.

By 3eprreyre KaTbiCyMeH OaiiTaHBICTBI TOYEKeIIep CaBICTBIPMAIIBI TYp/ie TOMeH. Erep TalKbUIaHATHIH
TaKBIPBIITAPIBIH KE3-KENT'eHi Ci3re BIHFAICHI3ABIK TybIpCca, eIKaHAal xKayanKkepIinikceiz 6enrini 0ip cypakTapra xayan
OepyzeH 0ac TapTyFa HeMece Ke3-KeJII'eH YaKbITTa 3epPTTeYCH TOJBIKTAl NIBIFyFa KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap. Cyx0ar ke3inae MeH
Ci3JIiH KalTBLUTBIFBIHBI3IBI KAMTaMacki3 eTeMiH. Erep ci3 cyx0ar askTanfaHHaH KEeHiH 3epTTeY/ICH IIBIFYIbI ICIICCHI3,
ci3re KaThICThI OAPIIBIK aKIapar JAepey *KOUbUIAIbL.

Ci3 Oyu1 3epTTeyre KaTblcyIaH TiKeNeH maiia kepe anmMaybIHbI3 MYMKIiH, Oipak ci3[iH yleciHi3 0i31iH Koramaarel OP Gap
CTYAEHTTEpre JeTeH Ko3KapacThl 03repTyi MyMKiH. Ci3[iH OCHI 3epTTeyre KOCKaH YJIECiHi3 TOKIprOe aIMacy apKbUIbI
TopOHerIiiepre, casicaTkepiaepre KoOHe JKaNIbl KOFaMFa WHKITIO3UBTI OiM Oepy MpaKTUKACHIH UITeplIeTy MpoLeciHe
KeMeKTece anaabl. by 3epTrey 6acka JeHe MIBIHBIKTEIPY MyFaixiMaepine OP Oap oKymIbIIap yIiH CBIHBIITHI
GacKapyAbIH THIMII CTpaTerHsUIapblH KOJIIaHyFa KOMEKTeCyi MyMKiH; oJlap AeHe IUBIHBIKTEIpY MyFanimaepine OP 6ap
okymibuiap yurie ROS-Te1 THiMAL Oeftimaeyre kemekTecei. COHbIMEH KaTap, Ci3[iH KaThICybIHBI3 OP 0ap cTyaeHTTepain
xabapIapJIbIFbIH apTTHIPYFa JKOHE OJIap/IbIH aifHaIaChIHIAFbl CTUTMAaHbI KOIOFa KOMEKTECe]Il, HOTHKECIHIe epeKIe
KaxeTTitikTepi 6ap CTyIeHTTep YIIiH KaObUIaayIIbl )KaHe KOJIJayIIbl KOFaM KYPYyFa BIKITal eTei.

3eprTeyaiH epikTi cUnAaThI:
Ci3niH OCBI 3epTTeyre KaThICYBIHBI3 TOJNBIFBIMEH epikTi. Erep ci3 3epTreyre Kateicyjan 6ac TapTyasl Hemece Oenrii 0ip
cypakrapra xayar oepyzaeH 0ac TapTyabl mremiceHi3, Ci3 emkanaaii xayankepuiikke TapThUIMaiChI3.

Baiisianbic :koHe cypakTap:

Erep cizne ocbl 3epTTeyre, OHbIH NpPOLeypalapbiHa, TOyeKeIepiHe HeMece apThIKIIBUIBIKTapbIHA KATBICTHI
CYpaKTapbIHbI3, alaHJayIBUIBIKTAPBIHEI3 HEMece HMIaFbIMAAPBIHBI3 00JIca, MAarUCTPIIK JMCCEPTALUSHBIH FEUIBIMU
kerekmrici, mpogeccop xkaner XempMepre xabapiaceHb3, janet.helmer@nu.edu.kz

3epTTey npoleciHe HeMece KaThICYIIbl PETIHIETi KYKBIKTaphIHBI3Fa KATHICTHI TOYENICi3 cypayap HeMece
anagnaymeuisikTap yiuria Hasapbaes YHuBepcutertinig XKorapsl Oinim 6epy mektebiHiH 3eprTey komuterine (NUGSE
Research Committee) xabapnacyra Oomazabl gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Ochl 3epTTeyre KaThiCy MYMKIH/ITH KapacThIPFaHbIHbI3 YIIiH paxMeT

MeH MYKHAT TaHBICBIIT, )KOFapbla KENTIPUIreH akmapaTThl TYCIHAIM. MeH 03 epKiMMEeH OChl 3epTTeyre KaThICyFa Kellicim
OepeMiH jKoHEe MEHIH JepeKTepiM/Ii 3epTTey MaKCcaThIHIa NaliaTaHyFa pyKcaT OepeMiH.

KaTLICyIHI)IHI)IH aThI-KOHI1:

KaTbICyIBIHBIH KOJBIL:

Jlara:
3eprTeymiHin aTel-keHi: Aibkan XXymanunosa
3epTTeymIiHiH KOJIbI:

Kysi:
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Appendix D: Open-Ended Questions

Biographical Information

1. What is your current school, and your role as a PE teacher?

2. How many years of experience do you have as a PE teacher?

3. Do you have any working experience in an inclusive setting as a PE teacher? If yes, how
many years?

Definitions and Understandings

4. How do you personally define “inclusive education” in the context of physical
education?

5. What does “Adaptive Physical Education” mean to you?

Experiences and Challenges

6. In your experience, how does APE support the inclusion of students with disabilities?

7. Can you describe any specific challenges you’ve encountered when trying to adapt your
PE curriculum for students with disabilities?

8. What types of disabilities or special needs have you encountered in your PE classes?

9. What challenges do you face when attempting to adapt your physical education lessons
for students with disabilities?

Attitudes and Support

10. How much autonomy do you have in modifying the curriculum to fit individual student
needs?

11. How would you describe your attitude toward teaching students with disabilities in
PE?

12. Do you feel your school environment supports the implementation of inclusive or
adaptive PE? Why or why not?

Recommendations and Closing

13. What changes or improvements would you suggest to better support the
implementation of APE in your school?

14. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experiences with Adaptive
Physical Education?



80

OTkpobiThie Bonpochbl
buorpajduyeckas undopmanus
1. B xakoii mkose Bbl paboTaeTe U KakoBa Ballla POJIb KaK yUUTeNs (GU3HIECKOM
KyJIbTYpbI?
2. CKOJIBKO JIET y Bac OmbITa paboThl yUuTeneM GU3HIECKON KyJIbTyPhl?
3. EcTb 11 y Bac onbIT paboThl yunuTeneM (GU3KyIbTYyphl B HHKIIO3UBHOH cpene? Ecnu na,
TO CKOJIBKO JIET?
OnpenesneHusi ¥ NOHUMaHHUe
4. Kak 114HO BbI ONpeAeNsieTe «MHKI03UBHOE 00pa30BaHUE» B KOHTEKCTE (prusnueckon
KyJIbTYpbI?
5. Uto a1 Bac 03HauyaeT «aJanTUBHas GU3NYECKas KyJIbTypa»?
OnbIT ¥ TPYAHOCTH
6. Mcxoas U3 Balero onbiTa, KakuM oopaszom 3ansatus ADK nomorarot BKIo4ath aereil ¢
OTrpaHMYEHHBIMU BO3MOXKHOCTSIMU B IIKOJIbHYIO JKU3Hb U CIIOPT?
7. MoeTte 11 Bbl OnMcaTh KOHKPETHBIE TPYAHOCTH, C KOTOPBIMH CTaJIKUBAINCh IIPU
aJianTanuy y4eOHOM MPOrpaMMBI 1o (pU3HUECKON KyJIbType IS yYEHHKOB C
OTrpaHMYEHHBIMHU BO3MOXKHOCTSAMU?
8. C KaKuMH BUJAMH OTPAaHUYCHUH UK OCOOBIMH MOTPEOHOCTSMU BBl CTAJIKUBAINCH HA
ypokax (u3KyJIbTyphl?
9. C kakuMu TPYIHOCTSIMH Bbl CTAJIKUBAE€TECh IIPU MOMNBITKAX alallTUPOBATh YPOKU
(bu3nuecKoil KyJabTyphl Ul YYSHUKOB C OrPaHMYEHHBIMH BO3MOKHOCTSAMU?
OTHoOLIEeHNS U NOEPKKA
10. Kakyto cTenenb cBOOObI Bbl UMEETE B U3MEHEHUH ITPOrpaMMBbl 7S yueTa
MHAUBUAYAJIbHBIX TOTPEOHOCTEN YUEHUKOB?
11. Kak ObI BbI onucany CBOE OTHOLIEHHE K 00yYEHHIO YUEHUKOB C OTPaHUYEHHBIMU
BO3MOXKHOCTSIMHU Ha ypOKax QU3KyIbTypbl?
12. Cunraere 1 Bbl, YTO HIKOJIBHAS CPela MOJAECPKUBACT BHEIPEHUE NHKIIIO3UBHON WIIH
aJanTUBHON pu3nyeckoil KyapTypsl? [louemy na wnu nouemy Het?
Pexomenpanum u 3aBepuieHue
13. Kakye u3aMeHeHus WK yJIydIleHUs Bbl Obl MPEIOAKIIN JUIs Ty4lIeld peaau3ainun
A®K B Bameit mkosne?
14. Ectb 11 yTO-TO €€, YeM Bbl XOTEJIN Obl OJIEIUTHCSI O CBOEM OMBITE PaOOTHI €
a/IalITUBHON (PU3UYECKOM KyIbTypoit?
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Ambik Cypakrap
OMmipOasiHABIK aKnapaT
1. Ci3 Kait MEKTEITe KYMBIC ICTEHCI3 )KOHE JICHE IMIBIHBIKTBIPY MYFaIiMi PETIHAETI POJIiHI3
KaHjan?
2. JleHe MIBIHBIKTBHIPY MYFaIIMi PETiHJIC KAHIIIA XKbUT TOXIpUOCHI3 6ap?
3. IHKIII03HMBTI OpTa/ia IeHe IIBIHBIKTHIPY MYFaIiMi peTinze ToxipudeHiz 6ap ma? bap
0osca, Hellle JKbT?
AHBIKTaMaJIap KJHe TYCiHY
4. JleHe MIBIHBIKTHIPY KOHTEKCTIH/IE ""MHKIIIO3UBTI O11iM Oepyai" Kaytaii Tycinecis?
5. "BeitimaeneTin neHe MBHBIKTBHIPY" ¢i3 YIIiH HeHi Ouiaipeni?
Toxipude KoHe KUBIHABIKTAP
6. Ciznig Toxipubenisre cyiiene oreipsin, bJIII cabakrapbl MyMKiHAIT MIEKTEYJTi
Oananappl MEKTEIl eMipiHe )KOHE CIIOPTKA KOCyFa Kajail keMekTecei?
7. MyMKIHAIT MEKTeY i OKyIIbIIapFa apHaIFaH JIeHe MIBIHBIKTBIPY OKYy OaraapiaMachiH
Oeifimziey Ke31H/Ie Ke3/1eCeTiH HaKThl KUbIHIBIKTap bl CUTIATTal anachl3 6a?
8. JleHe WIbIHBIKTBIPY cabaKTapbIH/a KaH/ail leKTeyiepre HEeMece epeKIie
KOKETTUTIKTEpre Tan 00JIbIHbI3?
9. MyMKIHAIr MEKTeYJIi OKyIIbUIapFa JIeHe MIBIHBIKTRIPY cabaKTapblH OeiiMaeyre
THIPBICKAH/1a KaHJIall KUbIHIBIKTapFa Tar 00Jachi3?
KapbIM-KaTbIHAC KIHE KOJIIay
10. OxymbIapabIy JKeKe KaKeTTUIIKTEPIH ecernKe ally YIIiH OaraapiiaMaHbl e3repTye
ci3Jleri epKiHJIIK Jopexeci Kanmaaii?
11. Jlene mbIHBIKTBIPY cabaKTapbIHIa MYMKIH/IT MIEKTEYl OKYIIbLIap/bl OKBITYFa JereH
KO3KapachIHbI3/Ibl KaJlall CUIIaTTalChI3?
12. MekTen opTackl HHKIIFO3UBTI HEMece OeiiMIeNeTIH IeHe MBIHBIKTHIPYAbI €HT13Y/11
KOJIIaiiibl Jen oinaiicel3 6a? Here no Hemece Here K0K?
YcbIHbICTAP KIHe KOpBITHIHABI
13. Ciznin MekTeOiH13ae beilimaeneTin 1eHe MbIHBIKTHIPY bl KAKChI KY3€re acblpy YILIIH
KaHJall e3repicTep HeMece KakcapTyJiap YChIHAp €/1iHi3?
14. BeitlimaeneTiH eHe MIBIHBIKTBIPY TOKIpUOeci Typasibl O6IICKIHI3 KEJIETIH TaFrbl O1p
Hopce Oap ma?
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Appendix E: Interview Protocol

Introduction (script)

“Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. The purpose of this interview is to
learn about your experiences and perspectives regarding adaptive physical education in
mainstream and private schools in Astana. Your responses will remain confidential, and
pseudonyms will be used. The interview will take around 30—45 minutes. With your
permission, [ would like to audio-record the session. You may skip any question or stop
the interview at any time.”

Warm-up questions

1. Can you tell me a little about your background as a teacher (years of experience, subject
specialization)?

2. What is your current role and responsibility in teaching physical education?

Core Questions

Teacher Readiness

3. How prepared do you feel to teach students with diverse needs in physical education
classes?

4. What kind of training or support have you received related to adaptive physical
education?

Attitudes

5. How do you personally view the importance of including students with disabilities in
mainstream PE classes?

6. What are some positive experiences you have had in teaching inclusive or adaptive PE?
Challenges

7. What challenges do you face when implementing adaptive physical education in your
school?

8. How do resources (equipment, facilities, class size, school support) influence your
ability to provide inclusive PE?

Support and Improvements

9. What kind of support or professional development would help you feel more confident
in teaching adaptive PE?

10. What recommendations would you give to improve adaptive and inclusive PE in
mainstream and private schools in Kazakhstan?

Closing script

“Thank you for sharing your experiences. Your input is very valuable for understanding
how adaptive physical education can be improved in Astana’s mainstream and private
schools. Is there anything else you would like to add that we have not discussed?”
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IIporokoa UHTepBbHIO
BBenenue (TeKCT A 3a4UTHIBAHNS)
«Cnacubo, 4TO COTJacHIMCh IPUHATH yYacTHE B 3TOM HccaenoBanuu. Llens atoro
WHTEPBHIO — y3HATH O BAaIIEM OTIBITE M B3TJIAaX, CBSI3AHHBIX C QIaITUBHON (PU3NYECKOM
KyJbTYPOH B MacCCOBBIX U YAaCTHBIX IIKOJIaX AcTaHbl. Baiu oTBeThI OCTaHyTCS
KOH(UICHIIMATLHBIMH, OYyT UCTIOIB30BaATHCS TICEBAOHUMBI. THTEPBBIO MPOIITUTCS
npumepHo 30—45 munyT. C Bamero paspenieHus s xores(a) Obl cieyaTh ayano3anuch. Bel
MOJKETE TPOIYCTUTH JIFO00H BOMPOC WM B TIO00K MOMEHT MPEKPATUTH HHTEPBHIOY.
Pa3zorpeBarwimme Bonpocsl
1. PacckaxuTe HEMHOTO O BallleM I€JarOTMYECKOM ONBITE (KOJUYECTBO JIET, IPeAMETHAS
CIIeIIAATU3aIIHS ).
2. Kak BbI onricanu ObI CBOXO pabOTy U OCHOBHBIE 00513aHHOCTH Ha YpOoKaxX (hU3HUECKOM
KYJbTYpbI?
OcHOBHBIE BONIPOCHI
T'omoenocmos yuumenei
3. HackoJIbKO BBI UyBCTBYETE CeOSI MOATOTOBICHHBIM K OOYYCHHUIO YICHHKOB C Pa3HBIMU
NOTPEOHOCTSMU Ha YpOKax PU3NYECKON KyIbTYpbI?
4. Kakoe 00y4eHune Wi MOAJCPKKY BbI ITOJTyYalld, CBSI3aHHYIO C aJanTUBHOW (HU3NIECKOI
KYJbTYpoii?
Ommnowenue
5. Kak nu4HO BbI OIIEHHBAETE 3HAYUMOCTD BKJIFOUEHHUSI YUEHUKOB C OTPaHUYCHHBIMU
BO3MOXXHOCTSIMU B MacCOBBIC YPOKH (DU3KYJIETYpPHI?
6. Kakue nonoxurenbHble MOMEHTBI Bbl HCIIBITHIBAIN MTPH 00YYSHUH WHKIIO3UBHOW WITH
aIanITUBHON (PU3UYECKOH KynbType?
Tpyonocmu
7. C KakuMH TPYAHOCTSIMH BBl CTAJIKMBAETECh IPU BHEAPECHUH aIalITUBHON (PU3UUECKOM
KyJbTYpBI B Ballei mikose?
8. Kak pecypcsl (000pymoBaHue, TOMEIICHHS, HATIOIHAEMOCTh KJIACCOB, MOIJIEPKKa
IIKOJIBI) BIUSIOT Ha Ballly BO3MOXKHOCTH IMTPOBOJAUTH UHKIIFO3UBHBIE YPOKU (DUKYIBTYPHI?
Iloooeporcka u ynyumenusn
9. Kakas nmognepsxka uiu npodecCHoHaIbHOE Pa3BUTHE MOMOTIIN Obl BAM YyBCTBOBATh
ce0s1 yBEepeHHEE MPU MPENoIaBaHNH aTaNITUBHON PU3NUECKON KYIbTYpbI?
10. Kakue pekoMeHaIiuy Bbl MOTJIH ObI aTh A7 YAYYIICHUS aJalTUBHON U
WHKJIFO3UBHOM (PH3MUYECKOM KyJIBTYphl B MACCOBBIX M YaCTHBIX IIKoyax Kazaxcrana?
3akiounTeIbHAsS YaCTh (TEKCT Il 324U THIBAHUS)
«Cmacu00, 4TO MOJETMIINCH CBOUM OMBITOM. Bair Bkjiag oueHb BaXKeH JJIs TOHUMAaHUS
TOT0, KaK MOKHO YJIYYIIUTh aIalITUBHYIO (U3UUYECKYIO KYJIBTYPY B MAaCCOBBIX U YaCTHBIX
mKoax Acranbl. XoTenu Obl BBl JOOABHTH UTO-TO €IIE, 0 YEM MBI HE TOBOPHITU 7
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Cyx0at XaTrramacsl
Kipicne (okyra apHajfaH MITiH)
"Ochbl 3epTTeyre KaThICyFa KEIICKEHIHI3 YIIIiH paxMeT. byJ1 cyX0aTThIH MaKcaThI-
AcTaHaHBIH MEMJICKETTIK JKOHE )KEKEMEHIIIIK MEKTeTepiHAer OeHiMIeIeTiH qeHe
IIBIHBIKTBIPYMEH OalJIaHBICTBI TOXKIpHOEnepiHi3 OeH Ko3KapacTapblHbI3 TypajIbl OLTy.
Ci3giH kayanTapblHbI3 KyIHs OOJIBIN KaJIa b, TaKam aT Koiaaneuiaasl. Cyx0aT mamameH
30-45 munyTka co3putaabl. Ci3aiH pyKcaThIHBI30EH MEH ayiuoxasoa xacarbiM kenmi. Ci3
KE3-KEJITeH CYPAKThI OTKI3iI Kibepe anackl3 HeMece Ke3-KeJIreH YaKbITTa CyX0aTThl
TOKTAaTa ajacei3".
Kb131bIpy cypakTapbl
1. [TemarorukayibIk TOKIPUOCHI3 TypalIbl a37am aluThIn OepceHi3 (KbUIIAP CaHbl, TOHIIK
MaMaHAAHJIBIPY ).
2. JleHe UIBIHBIKTHIPY ca0arbIH/a 63 )KYMBICHIHBI3/IbI KOHE HET13T1 MiHJIETTepiHI3/1 Kanai
cunarTap eiHiz?
Herisri macenesep
MyraniMaepain 1ai bIHIABIFbI
3. JleHe MIBIHBIKTBIPY cabaKTapbIHAA OPTYPIIl KAKETTUIIKTepl Oap OKYIIbLIAp/Ibl OKBITYFa
KaHINAJIBIKTHI TalbIH €KEeHIHi3l ce3iHeci3?
4. beifimeneTiH IeHe MIBIHBIKTHIpYMEH OaiIaHbICThl KaHall OKBITY HeMece Koaay
AIIBIHBI3?
Karbinac
5. MyMKIHAIr MeKTey i OKyIIbLIap bl JKalai JeHe MIBIHBIKTRIPY cabaKTapblHa KOCYIBIH
MaHBI3/IbUIBIFBIH Kaaii Oaranaiichi3?
6. lHKITI03UBTI HEMece OeHIMIETIETiH AeHe IMBIHBIKTRIPYIbl YHPEHY Ke3iHe KaH1ai
JKAFBIMJIBI J)KaKTap/bl OacTaH OTKEPIiHI3?
KubiHabIKTap
7. Ci3aiH MekTeOiHI3re OeliM/IeNeTiH JeHe MIBIHBIKTHIPYIbI €HT13Y Ke31H e KaHaai
KHUBIHJIBIKTApFa Tar 0oyachi3?
8. Pecypcrap (>kabapikrap, YH-Kaiinap, CBIHBIITap bl TOATBHIPY, MEKTEMNTI KOJIIAY)
MHKJIIO3MBTI JIEHE IIBIHBIKTHIPY cabaKTapblH ©TKI3y KaOlIeTiHI3re Kajiail acep eremi?
Koanay koHe kakcaprty
9. beltiMaeneTiH AeHe UIBIHBIKTHIPY/ bl YHPETY K€31H/I€ ©31H13/1 CEeHIM/II Ce31HyTe KaH1ai
KoJIJJay Hemece KociOu 1aMy KeMeKTecei?
10. KazakcTaHHBIH MEMJIEKETTIK KOHE )KEKEMEHIIIK MEKTENTepiHae OCHIMICNIETIH KIHE
WHKITIO3UBTI JIEHE IIBIHBIKTHIPYABI )KaKcapTy YIIH KaHAal YChIHBICTap Oepe anachiz?
KopbIThIHIBI O6511M (OKYFa apHaJFaH MITIH)
"O3 ToxiprOeHi30eH OemickeHiHi3 yiIiH paxMeT. Ci3fiH yleciHi3 AcTaHaHbIH
MEMJIEKETTIK JKOHE KEeKEMEHIIIIK MeKTenTepine OeHiMIeNeTiH AeHE UIbIHBIKTBIPYIbI
KaJai )kakcapTyfa OOJNaThIHBIH TYCIHY YIIIH ©Te MaHbI3/bl. bi3 aliTnaran 0acka HOpCeHi
KOCKBIHBI3 Kelie Me?»
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Appendix F: Data Analysis — Transcript and Coding Samples

Participant A (male PE teacher from public school).
1. What is your current school, and your role as a PE teacher?
“I am a PE teacher”.
2. How many years of experience do you have as a PE teacher?
“I have 13 years of working experience”.
3. Do you have any working experience in an inclusive setting as a PE teacher? If yes,
how many years?
“Yes, I have several years of working experience in an inclusive setting. I cannot tell the
exact number of years, unfortunately”.
4. How do you personally define “inclusive education” in the context of physical
education?
“Providing education to 'special’ children”.
5. What does “Adaptive Physical Education” mean to you?
“A type of physical education adapted for children with special needs. Some activities may
be too dangerous or difficult for them to do, so the program is adjusted to suit their
abilities and needs”.
6. In your experience, how does APE support the inclusion of students with
disabilities?
“Yes, it helps children like this. When other children play active or risky games, the child
with special needs finds it interesting and wants to join in, but they are usually separated. 1
think APE helps to put children on one team. There is usually not enough time for PE
teachers during the lesson to organise games like this. For instance, if there are I or 2
special students in class, we naturally focus on the majority, and those special ones are left
out”.
7. Can you describe any specific challenges you’ve encountered when trying to adapt
your PE curriculum for students with disabilities?
“Lack of time is the main challenge I experience. Also, in terms of facilities, [ would be
happy to see equipment and exercise machines designed to develop balance in
children. Also, s special treadmill for children with disabilities, so that they can run, and
upper body workout equipment”.
8. What types of disabilities or special needs have you encountered in your PE
classes?
“I had students with autism and cerebral palsy. They were not in wheelchairs, but some
couldn’t run or had limited use of their hands”.
9. What challenges do you face when attempting to adapt your physical education
lessons for students with disabilities?
“Large class sizes make it harder to adapt lessons and give students with disabilities the
support they need.”.
10. How much autonomy do you have in modifying the curriculum to fit individual
student needs?
“We can change the calendar-thematic plan. We cannot change the topics, but we can
rearrange their order at our discretion”.
11. How would you describe your attitude toward teaching students with disabilities in
PE?
“I believe children with special needs should be educated alongside their typically
developing peers”.
12. Do you feel your school environment supports the implementation of inclusive or
adaptive PE? Why or why not?
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“No, not really. School administration as well as teachers are very busy, and they do not
get paid enough, so there are no incentives for them to suggest any changes in school”.
13. What changes or improvements would you suggest to better support the
implementation of APE in your school?
“I know Adaptive Physical Education is becoming more popular now. But there are still
many challenges. For example, some parents don’t want their children to study or play
with kids who have special needs. I think we need to change people’s mindset first, and
then the system will also change. I also know that the number of students with disabilities
is increasing”.
14. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experiences with
Adaptive Physical Education?
“I would like to have an assistant to support me during lessons, someone who is qualified.
As a PE teacher, I want to get strong training in Adaptive Physical Education and
inclusive education to understand it better. Right now, we don’t have any training like
that”.

Descriptive/In Vivo Coding (First Cycle)

Participant | Quote Code Theme

A “PE adapted for children with Understanding of Knowledge
special needs.” APE

A “Special ones are left out.” Neglect Challenges

A “Lack of time, limited equipment.” | Time and resources | Challenges

A “We can rearrange calendar- Curriculum Practice
thematic plan.” flexibility

A “Children with special needs Positive attitude Attitudes
should be educated alongside
peers.”

A “No support from school Institutional support | Support
administration.”

A “Parents resist inclusive activities.” | Parental barriers Support

A “Need assistant and APE training.” | Support and training | Support




