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Educators’ Perceptions about School Development Planning:
A Qualitative Case Study of One Kazakhstani School
Abstract
This study aimed to explore how School Development Planning (SDP) is understood and
implemented by school leaders and teachers in one Kazakhstani school. By exploring teachers’
and school leaders’ perceptions and experiences of SDP, this study also looked into the
challenges which educators encounter in developing and implementing SDP in their school.
Using a qualitative case study method, six participants including school teachers, a principal, a
vice principal, and a department head were recruited for face-to-face individual interviews,
applying stratified sampling method. The collected qualitative data was analyzed and the findings
point out that the participants define, understand and interpret SDP mainly in three ways: SDP as
a written document, as a process, as a combination of both. The major significant factors which
affect SDP are the capacity of school leadership, collaborative atmosphere and having sufficient
time for planning, according to the respondents. Overall, there are more advantages than
disadvantages of SDP both for the school and individuals in the organization as ascertained by
the participants. The evidence from the data reveals that implementation of SDP is attributed to
the creation of the school development plan (SDp) and its’ realization “by creating events”. It
turned out that SDP processes such as review and evaluation suggested in the reviewed literature
tend to be neglected by the research site since these two stages were not highlighted and depicted
by the interviewees. The noteworthy challenges in SDP implementation are linked to school
culture, leadership skills of educators, insufficient time for the creation of the SDp, lack of
trainings for school leaders. Further studies can look at students’ and parents’ perceptions of SDP

processes and the influences of these processes on students’ outcomes and learning experiences.
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BocnpusiTus nexaroros o NJIAaHUPOBAHUM Pa3BUTHS LIKOJIbI:
KauyeCcTBeHHBIN Kelic cTaau ogHoH Ka3zaxcTaHCcKol IKOJIbI
AbcTpakT
Lenbto JTaHHOTO KCCIIEOBAaHUS OBIJIO U3YUUTh KaK IJIaHUpOBaHUE pa3BuTHs mikois! (ITPILD)
NIOHMMAETCS M BHEAPSETCS JIMAEpaMu U YUUTeIssMU B o1HOM Kazaxcranckoii mkone. Mccnenys
BOCIIPUATHUE U OIIBIT yUUTEIEH U JInaepoB 1o BHeapeHuto [IPII, nanHOE HccieqoBaHue TakKe
paccMaTpuBalo TPYAHOCTH, ¢ KOTOPBIMU BCTPEYAOTCS [IEJAarOry B CO3JaHUU U BHEPEHUU IUIAHA
pa3BuTHs y ce0s B mKkosie. Mcrmonb3ys MeTo ucCie0BaHMsI KaUeCTBEHHBIN KEHC CTa/Iu, IIECTh
YYaCTHUKOB, BKJIFOYAsl YYUTENEH LIKOJIBI, JUPEKTOPA, 3aMECTUTEINS] JUPEKTOPA U PyKOBOIAUTEIIS
METOANYECKOT0 O0bETUHEHNUS, OBLIIN MPHUIJIALICHb] HA MHIUBUAYaJIbHOE HHTEPBBIO, C
NPUMEHEHHUEM PacCIOCHHO! (CTpaTu(UIIMPOBAHHOM) BEIOOPKH y4acTHHUKOB. CoOpaHHbIE
KayeCTBEHHbIC IaHHbIE ObLTN MPOAHAIIM3UPOBAHBI U BHIBOJIBI TOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO YYACTHUKHU JAIOT
orpeiesnieHue, MoHUMaroT 1 uHTepnpeTupyot [TPI, rimaBHbIM 006pa3oM, B TpeX HampaBJICHUIX:
ITPIII xax NUCBEMEHHBIN JOKYMEHT, KaK IIPOLIECC, KaK COYETAHUE JIBYX 3JIEMEHTOB. I J1aBHbIE
OCHOBHBIE (pakTOpBI, KOTOpHIE BiusOT Ha [TPII — 31O Muaepckue kadyecTBa, KomabopaTuBHAS
aTMocdepa 1 Halu4he JOCTaTOYHOTO BPEMEHH /ISl INITAHUPOBAHUS, COTJIACHO MHEHHIO
pecnoHieHTOB. B 1enoM, cymecTByeT Oosibliie npeumyiecTs, ueM HegoctaTko [1PLI kak s
IIKOJIBI, TAK U JUISL OTJIEJIBHBIX JIUI] B OpraHU3aliu 00pa30BaHMs, IO ONPEICIICHUIO YYaCTHUKOB.
JlokasarenbcTBa nokasbiBaroT, yTo BHeApeHue [IPII acconuupyercs ¢ co3nanueM IiaHa
pa3Butus mkoisl (MPIL) u ¢ ero peanu3zamnueii «uepes npoBeaeHne MeponpusaTuiy. Oxaszanocs,
yro npoueccsl [TPIII, Takue kak nmepecMoTp U OLIEHKA, MPEATIOKEHHbIE B 0030pe JIUTEPaTypHl,
yare MpeHeOperarTcs B UCCIeyeMO IIKoJIe, TaK KaK ATH JBa dTarna He ObLIIM OCBELIEHBI U

OIMMCAaHBblI YHaCTHUKAMHU UHTCPBBIO. 3HauYNMEIS TPYAHOCTHU BO BHCAPCHUU IIPII cBsi3aHBI C
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KYJIbTYpOH B LIKOJIE, TUACPCKUMU HABBIKAMM I1€1arOr0B, HEJOCTATKOM BPEMEHU JJIs CO3/IaHUs
nPIII, orcyTcTBHEM TPEHUHIOB U1 JIMAECPOB WIKOJIBLL. [locmenyronue uccie10BaHus MOIyT
paccMaTpuBath B3MIAAb! U BocupusTre npoueccos IIPII yuenukamu u poaurensiMu, a Takxke
paccMaTpuBaTh BIMSHUE JAHHBIX MPOILIECCOB HA PE3YJIbTAThl YUALIUXCS U UX 00yUeHHe.

Knioueswvie crosa: Pa3BUTHUC HIKOJIbI, INTAHUPOBAHUEC, BHCAPCHHUC
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IMegarorrapablH MeKTENTiH JaMYbIH JKOCHapJiay TYpPajbl KO3KapacTaphbl:
Ka3sakcTranabIk 0ip MekTenTi 3epTTey 0aiibIHIIA canajibl Keic cTaan
AHparna
3epTTeyaiH MakcaThl - MEKTENTiH namybiH xocnapiay (MJIXK) kazakctaHmslk Oip MEKTenTeri
MEKTeN Kelbacmbulapbl MEH MyFajJiMIEpiHiH Kajlail TYCIHETiIHIH JKOHE Kajail icke
aceIpbUIaTBIHBIH 3epTTey. MK MyFamimzuep MeH KembacuIbuUIapAblH HiKipJAepiH Tajjnail kene,
COHBIMEH KaTap OyJI 3epTTey MyFaIiMAEpAiH jKoHE KelOacIbUIapIblH 63 MEKTEeNITEPIH/Ie MEKTeIl
JaMy OKOCTapblH jkacay MEH JKy3ere achIpylarbl ToxipuOenepiHaeri KUBIHIBIKTAPbIH
KapacTeipazpl. Camnanbl Keic 3epTTey o/IiCiH KOJIJaHa OTBIPBIN alThl KaTBICYIIbI, COHBIH 1IIIHIE
MEKTENl MYFalTiMaepi, IUPEKTOp, IUPEKTOPABIH OpbIHOACAphl JKOHE OJICTEMENiK OiplecTikK
KETEKIIiCl Keke cyx0aTka MmakelpelIabl. KaTblcymbutapapl ipikTeyae crpaThuduuupiIeHreH
yiarici KonpaueUiibl. JKuHamFaH camanel JEpeKTep TalJaHAbl JKOHE KOPBITHIHIBLIAPABIH
HoTIKeciHne Karelcymbiap MJDK-gp1 ymr  OGarplT  OOMbIHINA aHBIKTaN, TYCIHIIpreHaepi
aliKbIHAAJIbL: xKa30ala Ky)KaT peTiHJe, Mpollecc peTiHAe KOHEe €Ki DIIEMEHTTIH YJiecyi peTiHae.
MJIK-ra ocep ereriH OacTbl Herisri (akropiap Oy KeIOacIIBUIBIK JaFabuiap, OipiecKeH
aTMocdepa jK9He JKocTapiayFa *KeTKUIIKTI yaKbITThIH 00Jybl 00Jibi TaOblIa kL. JKanmns! anranja,
KaTBICYIIBIIApABIH MiKipiepi OoMbIHIIA MEKTENKe e, COHAai-aK OuTiM Oepy YHBIMBIHBIH KeKe
TyrranapeiHa  ga  MJDK-HBIH — KeMIIUTIKTepiHe KapaFaHAa apThIKIIBUIBIKTApPbl  0achIM.
Honennemenep M/IDK-eri 6acTeichl MeKTeN Jamy >KOCTIapblH KYPYBIMEH >KOHE OHBI «ic-IIapaap
apKbUIbD» JKY3ere achIpbUIybIMEH OaillaHbICTBI €KEHIH pacTaiiipl. OaeduerTepai HIonyaa
YCBIHBUIFAH MEKTEI JlaMy JKOCTapblH KaiTa Kapay jKoHE OHbI Oarajiay CEeKUIIl ImpolecTepi »Kui
HazapJaH ThIC KalaJbl, OMTKEeHI Oy eKi Ke3eHal cyxOaTkepiep alTmaraH jKOHE CUIaTTaMaFraH.

MJIK sxysere acwlpyla MaHBI3AbBl KHBIHABIKTAD MEKTENTEri MOJIEHUETKE, MeAarortapIbiH
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KOIIOACIIBUIBIK KaCHETTEPiHe, MEKTEINTI JaMBITy >KOCIApbIH KYpPYFa YakbIT JKETiCIeyiHe >KoHe
MEKTeN OacliblIapblHAa AapHAIFaH TPEHUHITEPIIH OTKi3UIMeyiHe OallaHbICThL. AJIaFbl
3eprreynep MK Typansl oKymIsliap MEH aTa-aHalap/blH YCTaHbIMIAPhI MEH KO3KapacTapblH
3epAeneil anmajpl, COHAAM-aKk OChl YIEPICTepPAiH OKy ToXKIpuOeci MEH OKYIIBUIAPIBIH OKY
HOTIKECIHE Kalail acep eTeTiHiH KapacTbIpa anajbl.

Kinm ce3z0ep: MexTen namysl, )xocnapiay, )Ky3ere acbpy
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background

Since its independence in 1991, the Republic of Kazakhstan has been making efforts to
join the world arena, with an emphasis on modernizing its educational system. The current
educational reforms cover different aspects of schooling, and range from curriculum and
assessment to teacher professional development and language policies. The ambitious goal is to
bring the local educational system at par with international standards. With this purpose,
Autonomous Educational Organization (AEO) “Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools” (NIS) was
established in 2008. NIS in collaboration with Cambridge University was the first organization in
the country to make an “introduction of a cycle of school self-evaluation and improvement
planning” as a part of educational reform in Kazakhstan (Cambridge, n.d.). In “2020
Development Strategy” NIS aimed at receiving quality assurance from international
organizations (NIS, 2013, p. 19) and it was planned in 2013 that 5%, 30% and 100% of network
schools would get international accreditation by the years 2014, 2017 and 2020 respectively
(NIS, 2013, p. 30). As a result, to date, eighteen out of twenty Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools
have been accredited by the Council of International Schools, according to the official website
(NIS, n.d.).

Council of International Schools (CIS) is a global organization which awards
accreditation to those schools, which have achieved “high standards of professional performance”
and have “a commitment to continuous improvement”. In particular, an accreditation status
shows that the school “constantly seeks improvement in all areas of the school, plans strategically
for the future”. The already accredited schools have to follow CIS accreditation cycle, according

to which they should “provide an annual accreditation report which provides an update on school
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improvement practices and substantive developments” (CIS, n.d.). Thus, one way to demonstrate
commitment to school improvement (SI) as well as to prove sustained developments tends to be
the creation of a comprehensible school development plan (SDp), its effective and timely
implementation, monitoring and evaluation, and the reflection on how it works. Both sets of
schools: those which have recently applied for accreditation; and those which have already
gained an accreditation status are required to have clearly written and realistically working SDps.
According to “The rules on the creation and approval of School Development Plans for
Intellectual schools, their monitoring and evaluation of their implementation”, school
development plan is “a document which is based on Development Strategy of the organization
and which determines directions of activities in a school” (NIS, 2017).

However, the practice of creating SDps has not always been the case in our country.
Before the creation of NIS network and their application for an international accreditation,
Kazakhstani mainstream schools created their yearly school plans. These plans covered different
school life areas such as upbringing process including monthly events and celebrations;
educational academic activities including Pedagogical Council meetings’ dates, examination
timelines; scientific and methodological work including teachers’ professional development and
students’ projects, Olympiads and so on. However, several issues remained questionable in this
planning. For instance, how were all the plans related to each other? What was one bigger goal
behind smaller plans? Who created the plans? What was the role of the school community both in
planning, implementation and evaluation of the school development (SD)?

Although the practice of writing yearly separate plans still exists in many mainstream
schools, the situation now is changing. More recently some mainstream schools have started

posting their SDps on school websites. Thus, for instance, one can easily download and view
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SDps from different regions in Kazakhstan such as Aktobe, Shymkent, Ekibastuz and Pavlodar.
The available plans make it obvious that SDps’ formats vary from school to school. Also it is not
clear which legal documents and requirements were followed in the creation of those SDps as
well as which process was applied in planning and what was the need and rationale for their
creation. The search of prescribing procedures for SDP on the official governmental websites,
e.g. Ministry of Education and Science (MoES), did not bring any fruitful results in this respect.
From the above discussion, I can conclude that Kazakhstani experience in SDP tends to
be drastically different from how SDP is done elsewhere in the world. Some Kazakhstani schools
have no SDps and write separate yearly plans; some schools create SDps which vary in content
and formats and other schools create their plans in accordance with their best knowledge and
abilities; some schools apply for and gain an international accreditation and follow international
requirements in SDP. This was one of the reasons why I became interested in researching SDP.
There are some other reasons as well. As a researcher I am eager to have a closer look at how
educational reform on SDP is being implemented in one particular school. I have some
experience in SDP as a practitioner in one public funded school in Kazakhstan. However, SDP
processes have never been researched neither in a broader Kazakhstani schooling context nor at
my own school, in particular. Moreover, since SDP was initiated as a “top-down” reform in
response to the need to get the status of “an internationally accredited school” and this innovation
was planned strategically by the top leadership of the organization, it is of vital importance to
understand the perceptions and opinions of the educators who implement this reform locally, i.e.
at schools, at the grassroots. I am interested to explore questions such as, how practitioners
understand SDP; how they interpret SDP; what their experience was when creating the SDp;

what the process looks like in the eyes of those who work “in the field”; what challenges teachers
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and school leaders experience while implementing SDP; what value is attached to SDP by
teachers and school leaders. Seeking answers to these questions brought me to my investigations.
Problem Statement

SDP is a broad and complex concept, first initiated in USA in the 1980s (Edmonds,
1982), followed by UK, Australia and Denmark in the 1990s (Hargreaves & Hopkins, 1994).
SDP is viewed and interpreted from many different perspectives. For instance, SDP is linked to
“organization development” theory (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002), school improvement (Harris,
2002), building capacity and human power (Altun & Aydin, 2010). Some researchers claim that
SDP can become either “a bureaucratic management strategy” or make “a positive difference”
(Stoll & Fink, 2008, p. 79); while other educators state that SDP ““is not a simple activity or
approach but a powerful set of processes that can significantly enhance the quality of teaching
and learning” (Harris, 2002, p. 5). Thus, there seems to be no single definition or a common
understanding regarding SDP, both internationally and locally. Therefore, there is a genuine need
to investigate how SDP is understood and done in Kazakhstani schools.

Being a complex phenomenon, SDP requires a rigorous consideration for many reasons.
Firstly, every school is unique and operates differently. No two schools are identical. Slavin
(2005) rightly emphasizes that “for some schools implementing change is like “trying to build a
structure out of sand”, whereas in others “the soil is fertile and the seed...only needs time,
nurturing and protection” (p. 269). Likewise the SDP processes are, in my mind. Being closely
associated with implementing change at schools, SDP tends to go smoothly and hurtless at one
school, while for the other school the same procedures can create challenges in implementation
(Harris, 2002). Subsequently, researching the same processes at different schools can produce

different results, when dealing with SDP.
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Secondly, SDP is a relatively new concept for Kazakhstani educational system and like
any innovation it creates challenges for educators in practice. From my personal experience as a
school administrator, I can state that the first experience of SDP was challenging not only for me
but for all members of the school leadership team, and teaching staff. The challenges were related
to lack of experience in creating new types of plans, not fully understanding how creating a SDp
is different from previous experience of writing yearly plans, no clear understanding of the
requirements for crafting the SDp and no clear understanding of the processes for SDP. When
trying to search for supportive literature, guidelines, recommendations or research related to SDP
in our local context, our team failed to find resources of Kazakhstani origin. This can be justified
by the fact that almost all Kazakhstani schools were in similar conditions since they all were
going through SDP processes for the first time, without any official guidelines for the process.
What we had to do was to rely on international guidelines in SDP which did not always fit our
reality. We always had to critically analyze the sources and adapt them for application in our
experience. Finally, being a new phenomenon implies that there was no research carried out in
our local context by the moment, so not much was known about how effective the SDP was.

So, the practical problems raised here including lack of prior knowledge and experience
in SDP, vague understanding of SDP processes, lack of supportive research and guidelines of
Kazakhstani origin added to the complexity of SDP. The research in the area highlights some
important findings about the process of successful school change (Harris, 2002). She summarizes
that school improvement requires working with school culture and improving teaching and
learning conditions. All the elements Harris enumerates (i.e. teacher development, leadership,
school culture, teaching learning conditions, no “recipe”) appear to be broad and complex

systems, which are strongly interdependent because, according to the “learning school” theory,
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organizations (including schools) are “like living systems”, they are “not static”” and have their
own cycles and development phases (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002, p. xvii). On top of that, there is
“no one blueprint for action” (Harris, 2002, pp. 11-12).
Significance of the Study
While implementing substantial changes in Kazakhstani schools such as updated
curriculum, new model for teacher appraisal and others, there is a scarce body of knowledge and
research about ongoing reforms. For instance, there is almost no scientific investigation of SDP
processes in the context of Kazakhstan. Although there is a growing body of educational research
in Kazakhstan about teaching profession and different aspects of it, there is no scientific
investigation of SDP. In addition, deeper understanding of how SDP is conceptualized by
educators as well as figuring out the current practices in the creation of SDps can help to create
professional development programs for school leaders and teachers on how to conduct SDP. So,
the current study can become a timely contribution to the scarce body of knowledge regarding
SDP in Kazakhstani educational system. Hence, this study sets the following objectives:
e Producing empirical data on how SDP is understood by key stakeholders;
e Determining, describing and defining the processes which are followed by school
members in implementing SDP;
e Identifying the main challenges which educators face and experience in practice when
incorporating SDP into school life.
It is significant to investigate these aspects in order to better understand whether SDP is
beneficial for schools or it creates extra work and burden for teachers and leaders, in their
opinions. Only after revealing the educators’ understandings of the processes and highlighting the

current practices and challenges, it can be possible to work out the solutions for the relevant
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support for those who will continue the implementation of SDP processes as well as to inform
and increase awareness of those educators who plan or will be involved in SDP in their future
career.

The study can be of benefit for many parties: individual educators including teachers,
school leaders, educational researchers, schools, policy makers and other interested educational
institutions. For instance, the research results can inform school leaders about the existing
perceptions regarding SDP. It is advised that these perceptions are taken into account in
subsequent SDP and decision-making processes. For researchers, the current study can become a
basis for further investigations. Additionally, practical guidelines and policy documents can be
created for schools, using the findings and conclusions of this research. This research can help
practitioners to better understand SDP in local contexts and achieve a common understanding in
the field along with the subsequent improvements of current practices.

Research Purpose

The purpose of the study is to explore how SDP is understood and implemented by school
leaders and teachers in one Kazakhstani school. The research will help to identify the challenges
which educators experience in their current SDP practices. This exploration can inform educators
about how to further improve the process and effectiveness of SDP.

Research Questions

So, the following questions are guiding my research:

1. How is SDP understood by school leadership and teachers in one public funded school in

Kazakhstan?

2. What processes are followed for developing and implementing the SDp at this school?

3. What challenges are faced in SDP at this school?
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Structure of Thesis
The thesis consists of the following chapters: introduction, literature review,

methodology, findings, discussion, and conclusion. Chapter 1 discusses the background of the
study, the problem statement, research questions, purpose of the study and significance of the
study. Chapter 2 provides a review of literature relevant to the topic of my study. It also presents
the theoretical framework that guided this study. Chapter 3 discusses the research design and
methodology used in this study. Chapter 4 presents the findings of this study, whereas Chapter 5
provides an analysis and discussion on key findings in light of both empirical data and insights
from literature. The last Chapter (6) talks about the conclusions and recommendations made in

this study.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction

At present times, many countries including Kazakhstan are faced with numerous
challenges of providing quality education to their children. One of them is preparing learners for
unpredictable and uncertain future, in times of a rapidly growing technological and digital era,
where both adults and children receive a plethora of information to process and critically analyze
on a daily basis. As a response to such a challenge, schools and education systems around the
globe are initiating fundamental reforms. Such educational reforms range from school curriculum
mapping being integrated in school improvement efforts (Mills, 2001) and modernization of
teachers’ professional development models though the establishment of professional learning
communities (DuFour & Eaker, 2009) and digging deep into student data within “Data Wise”
improvement processes (Boudett, City & Murnane, 2006). These are only to name a few. The
educational reforms tend to be driven by the fact that schools have to adapt to change quickly and
effectively. Although some educators claim that there is no blueprint for managing change
(Harris, 2002, p. 4), one way to become adaptive to change and to effectively manage change and
innovations at schools is learning to plan for their own development, or plan strategically (Davies
& Ellison, 2003).

In this chapter, I review and discuss literature under the subheadings of “Unpacking the
term and notions of SDP”, “SDP process and steps”, “School stakeholders’ perceptions about
SDP, and associated opportunities and challenges”, “Theoretical framework”, and “Conclusion”.

Unpacking the Term and Notions of School Development Planning
In order to better understand SDP elements and processes, it is necessary to clarify the

terminology. According to Hopkins (2001), the term school development (SD) appeared as a
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result of “four major phases in the study of planned educational change” (p. 37) pointed out by
Fullan: 1) “adoption of curriculum materials” (from mid 1960s); 2) “understanding the process of
implementation” (most of the 1970s); 3) “school development” (the late 1970s - the late 1980s)
and 4) “systemic reform” (throughout the 1990s). Hopkins (2001) states that during the SD phase
the prevailing change strategy, namely self-evaluation, was mainly school-based (p. 36). At the
same period the first Effective Schools research along with initial School Improvement (SI)
projects were piloted. Thus, Hopkins (2001) follows Fullan’s interpretation, where SD is
understood as one of the phases in educational change with the dominant strategy for change
being a school-based self-evaluation.

Other researchers attribute SD to “organization development” (OD) theory, which has its’
roots in the business world and “has become an important strategy for building organizational
capacity in many different kinds of organizations, including schools” (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002,
p. 42). Some key elements of OD include the focus on people and structures’ development, a
reflection of values, collaboration and self-determination, organizational self-renewal, an
emphasis on rational planning, including goal-setting. OD, and subsequently SD, is considered to
be “an ongoing process which reflects...experiential learning cycle of ongoing planning, action
and reflection” (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002, p. 43). These main characteristics became the basis
for a “learning organization” or a “learning school” concept, which implies that such a school is
“able to understand and make sense of its own patterns and organizational reality” because it “has
learnt how to learn about itself” (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002, p. 49). It means that the better the
school knows itself, the more proactive and responsive to change and innovation it can become.

The responsiveness results in a more efficient planning.
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Dalin (2005) emphasizes that increased testing does not lead to quality development.
What is most significant for SD is that “the dialogue can be established between internal and
external interests and viewpoints” (p. 241). He explains that the process starts with an internal
school evaluation, followed by the external inspectorate once every three or four years. SDp is
created after the internal school evaluation and it is revised after the external inspectorate and
school reflection but “before the final report is written and sent to the Ministry and the school”
(Dalin, 2005, p. 243). During the next six months, the school head is contacted by the inspector
“to determine whether anything can be done externally to assist in further school development (in
relation to the revised development plan)” (Dalin, 2005, p. 243). It is obvious that an external
evaluation performs the role of a development strategy, and it is provided for schools as a
supportive and guiding tool. The SDP process as a whole, thus, is a longitudinal activity which
takes place between internal and external evaluations, as well as after the external inspectorate.

Still another view on SD proposes that:

school development is a process that occurs as a result of the interacting influences of

three sources of change - that which is deliberately planned; that which is naturally

occurring in the life-cycle of organizations; and that which is unforeseen or unknowable

in advance (Riley & Louis, 2000, p. 216).
This definition is mostly in line with the previous interpretations of SD in terms of close
relationship to change concept and OD theory. The new element appearing here is “unforeseen
and unknowable in advance” which means that change can hardly be predicted, that it is difficult
to embed it and that it is difficult to plan for it (Riley & Louis, 2000, p. 216). Therefore, it is
advised that a SDp is treated as a roadmap for the development and a “living” document which

can be adapted and modified when need arises rather than a strict prescription of all actions.
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Davies and Ellison (2003) believe that SDP is a “short-term planning” and it often
becomes “over-prescriptive and reductionist in its approach” (p. 2). The authors believe that SDP
is mainly used as the need to respond to the pressures of OFSTED inspections. Instead, these
authors suggest a model for planning which consists of “three interactive strands to the process”
such as “futures perspective” for 5-10 years; “strategic dimension” including a strategic plan up
to 3-5 years; “operational dimension” or action planning for 1-2 years. Thus, there is a long-term,
middle-term and short-term planning, according to this view.

There is no definition of what SD or SDP means in Kazakhstani educational context.
However, there is a term “school improvement plan” derived from a typical cycle of school
improvement planning by Cambridge International Examinations and used by Sekenova and
Sadyk (2014) who apply it in the context of six Nazarbayev Intellectual schools’ experience
when they first “piloted the project of self-evaluation” which “was conducted for the seven
month period”. The terms “school improvement plan”, and “school development plan” seem to
be interchangeably used by the authors and although not clearly defined, appear in “procedure 6”
and “procedure 7” of the “first stage” of self-evaluation. Thus, “with identified areas for
improvement and strong points, schools started to work on their school improvement plans” with
the subsequent next step when “the schools are working on according to the cycle is identifying
priorities for improvement and putting them down into the school improvement plan” (Sekenova
& Sadyk, 2014). Overall, despite the fact that the article is not a representation of an educational
empirical research, the authors claim that procedures such as improvement planning along with
self-evaluation, and validation visits “are used as an assessment tool for the school

improvement”.



EDUCATORS’ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
13

School Development Planning Process and Steps

While acknowledging the importance of an “outcome” or a “product” of a SDp such as
written goals, targets in a plan, most research emphasizes the significance of the “processes”
which lead to SD (O’Hara & McNamara, 2001, p. 100). For instance, Ettinger (2015) suggests
that Cambridge schools should move from a plan to a process. According to Ettinger’s
investigations, there is little research about whether the existence of a SDp improved teaching
and learning. Opposingly, the research “on the impact of ongoing improvement processes” is
more promising. He concludes that “facilitating a structured process to reflect on those goals can
begin to drive an ongoing process of improvement” (Ettinger, 2015, p. 7). His research reveals
that creating a SDp was viewed as an exercise “in compliance”, meaning that it alone does not
bring any change and improvements in quality of teaching and learning as opposed to the
processes which tend to lead to SD.

Similarly, Government of Ireland in 1999 in “School Development Planning: An
Introduction for Second Level Schools” stresses the importance of the process, stating that “SD
planning is an ongoing process that helps schools as complex communities to meet the dual
challenge of enhancing quality and managing change” (p. 9). The Irish view is that schools
should have a systematic approach to planning for the sake of coping with complex changes. The
Irish Ministry of Education advocates for “a process for integrating all ... planning activities into
the coherent structure of an overall plan” (1999, p. 8). Thus, the extended definition for SDP is
“...a process undertaken by the school community to give direction to the work of the school in
order to ensure that all pupils receive a quality education in terms of both holistic development
and academic achievement” (p. 12). The Irish education policy development related to the school

plan rooted in 1967 with the introduction of Free education, gradually commenced by The Green
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Paper in 1992, the National Education Convention in 1994, the White Paper in 1995, and
Education Act in 1998. All these reforms included structural, cultural and curricular changes
aiming at individual schools undertaking “their own initiatives in relation to whole-school
development and school planning” (p. 10).

Although there seems to be a lack of a consensus as to the number, names of the SDP
stages and their sequence from the literature reviewed, general steps and approaches remain very
identical. For instance, Stoll and Fink (2008) conceptualize SDP as consisting of four stages: 1)
assessment or audit, 2) planning where “assessment information is used to establish a plan with
specific priorities or targets generated from results of the audit”, 3) implementation when all
actions in the plan should be followed and carried out and, 4) evaluation being “the final stage of
development planning” (pp. 65-66). These steps (assessment/audit, planning, implementation,
evaluation) have very much in common with the Irish model of SDP processes (review, design,
implementation, evaluation), although named slightly different.

Duke, Carr and Sterret (2013) suggest “seven important steps in the development and
implementation of School Improvement Plans” such as 1) data gathering, 2) diagnosing, 3)
assessing context, constraints and capacity, 4) focusing on goals, 5) determining strategies, 6)
developing the plan, 7) managing and monitoring the plan (pp. 16-17). Although these steps were
proposed in the context of SI planning, analogy with the SDP is obvious. What makes the
approaches similar is the fact that improvement or development does not directly start with the
creation of the plan itself. The greatest significance is attached to building and establishing
processes and assessing the current state and conditions, or what is sometimes called audit, self-

evaluation, or self-assessment.
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Sekenova and Sadyk (2014) describe the procedures and experience of self-evaluation
conducted by several schools in Kazakhstan. The process started with “agreeing upon a set of
standards” against which the participating schools were to be evaluated; then, there was “a
completion of the self-evaluation process”; followed by the external review. The comprehensive
reports provided by international experts were preceded by the validation visits to schools. The
reports contained areas for school improvement as well as identified strengths. From this point
the schools “started to work on their school improvement plans”, according to the authors. So,
self-evaluation is seen as “the catalyzer of the changes within a system towards a strategic
planning of the school system and for the sustainable growth”, at the same time being a tool for
school accountability and a tool for school development.

School Stakeholders’ Perceptions about School Development Planning and Associated
Opportunities and Challenges

SDP is a complex process and it involves challenges along with the provision of new
opportunities for people involved and organization as a whole. For example, challenges in SDP
are associated with coordination of the process, fundamental conditions of school culture,
commitment to a few goals, engagement in an ongoing and dynamic process (Stoll & Fink, 2008)
and some others. Along with the challenges, SDP provides opportunities for growth. Based on
the results of the case study carried out in five schools in Virginia in the beginning of 1990s,
Jones and Ross (1994) report that “...school personnel acknowledged that the process that gave
them greater flexibility and provided them with new decision-making prerogatives did not
necessarily make their work easier or their position more comfortable” (p. 20). However, this
process “...stimulated them to think creatively about new ways to solve old problems, and to

forestall or address new ones” (p. 20). Having gone through the cycle of SD, administrative and
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instructional personnel also “acknowledged that their innovative efforts were not always totally
successful. What was important, however, was that learning took place” (p. 20). For example,
“they had learned better ways to assess programs and achievement and to make corrections that
would lead to continuous improvement in the instruction and achievement of students” (p. 20). It
is evident that while recognizing such advantages as flexibility, decision-making opportunities,
promoting creative thinking in problem solving, and the new learning experience, the educators
realized that their work became harder at times, and that failure was an inevitable part of new
experiences.

School culture and leadership skills of educators while being involved in SDP processes
can be considered both as a challenge and as an opportunity for development. On the one hand,
going through the cycles of SD such as assessment, planning, implementation and evaluation
may help in the establishment of cultural norms in the organization as well as become a
“platform” for the reinforcement of leadership skills of both teachers and leaders. On the other
hand, establishing new school culture which is expected to promote collaboration and reflection,
and insufficient leadership on behalf of educators can cause serious obstacles on the way of SD.
This could be one of the reasons why the learning school theory places the school culture at the
centre as the core element of a school as an organization. Culture includes “the values, the
underlying norms that are given expression in daily practice, and the overall ethos of the school”
(Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002, p. 22) and they are likely to be essential in SDP because, as
described earlier in this chapter, creating a SDp as well as establishing the implementation and
review of the plan would require particular values and norms, and visionary leadership. In this

regards, important findings were pointed out by Harris (2002). Based on the research of Hopkins,
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Fullan and her own studies, she summarizes that teacher development and school leaders who
have vision and drive change forward are essential elements of successful SI.

Stoll and Fink (2008) note that SDP can become either “a bureaucratic management
strategy” or make “a positive difference”, with the most complex challenge being a school culture
(p. 79). The challenges which they figured out tend to be closely related to the importance of a
strong leadership which is an obligatory attribute of any SDP. Similarly, Yikici and Altinay
(2017) highlight the role of education and manpower as essential for the development of schools
and strategic planning. This is in line with Stoll (2009), who associates SI with sustainability,
which in turn can be addressed via “changing conceptions of leadership” (p. 122). He states that a
single person cannot be capable of SI and developing leadership capacity, and including teachers,
is crucial (p. 122). In general, Stoll (2009) supports the idea that SDP cannot be separated from
the concept of capacity building and development of leadership skills.

Dunaway, Kim and Szad (2012) strongly believe that “the perceptions of the purpose and
value of the process significantly affect its success” (p. 158). At the same time their study in the
US revealed that “the principals and teachers possessed very divergent perceptions regarding all
phases of the SIP process” (p. 158). As a result, the researchers emphasize the practical
significance of ‘“organizational coherence on basic aims and values before engaging in
organization-wide school improvement” (p. 158). In other words, they claim that there should be
an agreement and compromise regarding the reasons and goals of SD initiatives before getting on
board and starting SDP processes at schools.

Theoretical Framework
My research study is guided by the learning school theory, where it is defined as an

organization which constantly and systematically reflects on its own practice, and makes
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“appropriate adjustments and changes as a result of new insights gained through that reflection”
(Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002, p. 41). The particular elements of a school as a learning organization
consist of school culture at the centre, surrounded by identity (vision and core purpose), strategy,
structures and procedures, technical support and human resources. “At the heart of a school life
are leadership, management and governance” and school culture (p. 36). To better understand the
school’s weaknesses and strengths, educators have to know better each element of the school
system as well as to learn how these elements interrelate and function. It is essential that each
element functions “healthily for the whole to be healthy” because “any unhealthy or
malfunctioning element will have a negative ripple effect throughout the system” (p. 19).

While the learning school model depicts the elements of a school as an organization
thoroughly, what seems to be less enlightened is the process of planning. That is why there seems
to be a need for employing the Irish framework of SDP process comprising four key operations
such as review, design, implementation and evaluation which revolve around a central core of the
school's mission, vision and fundamental aims (Government of Ireland, 1999, p. 16). Based on
the two concepts - the learning school theory and Irish SDP framework - SDP can be represented
and depicted in a more detailed and comprehensive way. SDP then would include all the
elements of a learning school and four main steps - review, design, implementation and
evaluation - through which these elements will be considered.

The learning school theory and the Irish framework for SDP guided my data collection in
the sense that during the interviews I explored the participants’ views and experiences of SDP in
terms of the four stages: review, design, implementation and evaluation. Thus, for instance, my
interviews aimed to reveal how the school identifies its priorities for development and inclusion

of the priorities in the SDp, or which data is collected and how it is used in decision-making
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(relates to Review); how the school plan is designed, who takes part in the process of planning
(relates to Design); how the planned activities are conducted, whether there is any ongoing
evaluation if the plan is working and assessing how well it is working, getting feedback on the
appropriateness of the targets (relates to Implementation); how the school evaluates the success
of the implementation (relates to Evaluation). In addition, the document analysis helped to
identify which elements are in the main focus or covered in the SDp; and if there is any similarity
of those elements to the learning school theory.
Conclusion

Many researchers agree that SDP is not a linear process (Harris, 2002; Hopkins, 2001);
neither has it a certain unique order or steps for its realization. The literature summarizes that
SDP is directly related to change concept and implementing innovations at schools. There are
numerous factors and elements in a school which can affect SDP such as school culture,
leadership, staff capacity, selection of priorities. These conclusions are applicable to the
international research, whereas Kazakhstani SDP processes are not widely researched. While
international research of SDP implementation started more than half a century ago, our country is
making its first steps in the direction of implementing this educational “innovation”. The current

study is an attempt to make a contribution to bridge that huge gap.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Research Design

A qualitative research design was employed to explore educators’ perceptions about the
processes of SDP and the challenges they face in these processes because “exploring a problem is
a characteristic of a qualitative research” (Cresswell, 2012, p. 63). Qualitative research is
preferred because “the views of individuals” (Cresswell, 2012, p. 64) are central in this study.
The central phenomenon under investigation is SDP, which is associated with understanding the
processes through having in-depth discussions with the people involved in the processes. And the
processes can hardly be understood through the lens of “mathematical analysis” or in a “numeric
form” (Cresswell, 2012, p. 19). Qualitative research design where “the inquirer analyzes words”
was more suitable, in my case. In turn, the words were grouped into larger meanings of
understanding (Cresswell, 2012, p. 19) at a later stage.

Within qualitative research design a case study method was chosen to “investigate and
report the complex dynamic and unfolding interactions” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007, p.
254) of the school community members about SDP implementation at one Kazakhstani school.
Jones and Ross (1994) claim that “each school’s state of readiness and approach to the
improvement process would invariably differ, sometimes dramatically, from one school to
another” (p. 11). This is why it was important to investigate one particular school, its’ experience
in implementing SDP, and the views of educators from this school formed the basis for making
conclusions within this research study. It was expected that the case study participants would
provide in depth insights into “a particular situation”, “in its real-life context” (Cohen et al, 2007,
p. 254). The research explored the participants’ “lived experience of, thoughts about and feeling

for a situation” of SDP practices (Cohen et al, 2007, p. 254).
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A single case study design was employed (Yin, 2009, p. 46). The unit of analysis was the
whole organization, namely one school in Southern Kazakhstan. Yin (2009) argues that one of
the rationales for a single case is “where the case represents ... a unique case” (p. 47). The school
under investigation can be referred to as unique because it tends to constantly work on the
improvement of its practices. While doing so, the school has not researched its own SDP
processes and the aim of the current study was to fill in that gap.

Research site

The research site was one public-funded school in the South of Kazakhstan. It is a new
school led by the second principal for its’ less than 10 years’ history. The school has been
implementing a number of reform initiatives among which are updated curriculum, new teacher
appraisal model, teachers’ professional development by utilizing action research and lesson study
and others. This school was chosen as a research site due to its’ openness to innovation and
research. In addition, the school is led by the principal who has experience in carrying out
educational research, which might mean that the head would be interested in the results of the
research for the sake of improving the current practices. Also, it was convenient for me as a
researcher to get access to the school due to its location.

Sampling

To “ensure that the range and diversity of different groups in a population are included”
(Braun & Clarke, 2013, p. 57), stratified sampling was employed. Stratification in terms of
representing different job positions and representing different lengths of experience at current
school was applied. Thus, six positions were involved: a school principal, a vice principal (VP),
one department head (DH), one teacher who has been working at school from its’ opening, one

international teacher, one novice teacher. Although the last three people belong to the same job
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position (i.e. teacher), they were assumed to be able to provide differing perspectives either
because of the number of years spent in the school and in the teaching profession or because of
their previous exposure to international schooling systems. Undoubtedly, it was critical to listen
to the school leadership (i.e. principal, VP, DH) because they are assumed to lead the whole
process of SDP, set the vision for the school, build the culture and the capacity of school teachers
along with many other important responsibilities on the way of SD.
Recruitment of the Participants

Recruitment of the participants for interviews was done by sending an advertisement
(Appendix A) to 17 school members’ corporate emails. A brief description of the research
purposes and procedures was provided. Volunteers, for taking part in the interviews, were asked
to email the researcher back or contact via mobile phone number attached to the advertisement.
Out of 17 potential participants, eight people responded positively. The final decision regarding
whom to invite for the interviews was made by me as a researcher, following the stratified
sampling strategy described above.

Data Collection

Three data collection instruments were utilized. They are semi-structured interviews,
document analysis and reflective field notes of the researcher.
Interviews

I conducted semi-structured interviews, “in which a person is interviewed for a short
period of time” (Yin, 2009, p. 107). The interview with each participant took approximately 40 -
50 minutes. Every participant was interviewed once. Focused on the main topic, the interviews
remained “open-ended and assumed a conversational manner”, and I was “following a certain set

of questions derived from the case study protocol” (Yin, 2009, p. 107). Sample interview



EDUCATORS’ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
23

questions are provided in Appendix B. During the interview I probed through some more
questions in order to gain more insightful and meaningful responses. During the interview, the
participants had the right to skip any question, if they felt they did not want to or could not
respond the question. The interviews were conducted in Russian or English language, depending
on which language the participants were most comfortable with for taking the interviews.

Interviews were conducted in December, 2018 — January, 2019 (Appendix C). The
interviews were conducted at a location which was most suitable and convenient for the
participants. At times it was the leader’s (principal’s, or a vice principal’s) office locked for the
interview time or it was an empty classroom with the door locked for the interview time. The
appropriate individual negotiations regarding the place and time for interviews were made prior
to the process.

The purpose of the interviews was to figure out different stakeholders’ vision for the
process of SDP; to let them verbalize their experiences and challenges in SDP. Although the
school seems to have gone through the same process, the perceptions and beliefs were assumed to
be different due to various reasons: experience, personal beliefs, leadership role and capacity,
involvement in school life etc. What was important for me as a researcher was to build one
consolidated picture of SDP processes from all the responses. It was also crucial to see where the
views differed and why they might have done so.

Interview questions were specified in advance and piloted with two teachers from the
school who did not take part in the interviews. As a result, poorly formulated or confusing
questions were eliminated and reformulated for final interviews. There were four main blocks of
questions covered during the interviews:

1) General understanding of SDP
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2) Implementation of SDP processes and implementation of the SDp at the research site
3) Challenges in implementing SDP and the SDp
4) Suggestions for improvement of SDP practices
All interviews were audio-taped, transcribed and coded. Upon the completion of coding,
within and across analysis of codes was conducted with the subsequent categorization of themes.
Documentary analysis
The second source of evidence was documentary analysis which included the analysis of
different versions of SDps covering the period of 2014-2020, and other relevant documents.
From a thorough review of documentary evidence, some inferences regarding SDP processes
were made. For instance, earlier versions of SDps compared to the latest versions demonstrated
different understandings of SDP process. The documents were analyzed in parallel with interview
analysis, i.e. January - March, 2019 (Appendix C).
Reflective Field Notes
Finally, field notes helped me to carry out a deeper analysis. The field notes include the
researcher’s reflections before, during and after interviewing participants as well as reflections
and findings from school’s documentary analysis.
Ethical Issues
Access
I scheduled the meeting with the school principal prior to the start of the research. During
the meeting, the written letter (Appendix D) briefly describing the goals and the general
procedure of the research, was provided to the principal. I asked permission for accessing the

research site, staff, documents, and employees' corporate emails. Only after getting the school
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principal’s official written permission for carrying out the investigation, the participants were
approached and all relevant data was collected.
Consent Form

All the participants were asked to sign the informed consent (Ritchie, Lewis, Nicholls &
Ormston, 2013, p. 91). This form (Appendix E) contained a brief description of the research
project and purposes, the rights of the participants such as voluntary participation and their right
to withdraw at any stage of the research, procedures for keeping anonymity and confidentiality of
all information and the cases of disclosing information. The consent was signed freely and
voluntarily. Upon request, the participants were allowed to have some time for making their
decision regarding participation. Consent forms were provided in the convenient language for the
participant: either English or Russian. After signing the form, the participants returned them to
the researcher, who filed them and will keep for two years.
Anonymity and Confidentiality

For keeping anonymity of the participants, I did not name the participants or directly
linked comments to individuals. For instance, a principal, a vice principal and a department head
were labeled as Leader 1, Leader 2, Leader 3, where numbers did not imply the seniority of the
position but helped to keep the participants not identifiable. Similarly, teachers were called
Teacher 1, Teacher 2 and Teacher 3. No gender assumption could be made either, in this way.
Notes for identifying personality were kept in my code book, passworded and available to me
only. All interview verbatims and audio files were available to me only, password-protected
electronically as well. The participants were informed that some data such as excerpts of
interviews or documentary analysis could be made available to the broader audience through

publications, final thesis, conferences and workshops, but no individual names or other
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personally identifiable information would be used. The full confidentiality was not guaranteed to
the participants, though. The participants were informed about the cases of information disclosure
in their written consent forms.

Potential Risks and Benefits

There is no more than minimal risk to the participants. Some risks were associated with
the participants’ fears that their responses would be revealed to their supervisors, i.e. DHs, VPs,
the principal, the supervising departments or the head office. This could have lead to a situation
when the participants would feel reluctant to provide honest responses and in-depth insights. To
avoid such an unwillingness, I assured the interviewees about the strictly confidential character of
conversations and about how the data would be treated, and in which form it might appear in
public.

More broadly, benefits of the proposed research for the participants and the research site
were related to making a contribution to the development of new knowledge in the field of SDP
in Kazakhstani context. Locally, it is advantageous for the research participants to obtain the
research findings and conclusions for improving their current practices. The participants were
informed that there would be no financial benefits for them.

Position of the Researcher

It is important to note that although the research site was very familiar to me, I was

performing purely as an outsider during the data collection period of this study.
Conclusion

This chapter describes and justifies the research design, data collection methods and

instruments as well as where the research took place and how the participants were selected and

invited for interviews. In addition, the chapter thoroughly outlines all ethical considerations as
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prescribed by NU GSE such as providing anonymity and confidentiality, minimizing possible

risks for the participants and the research site, position of the researcher.
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Chapter 4: Findings
Introduction

This chapter presents findings which emerged from analysis of the data collected in one
public-funded school in Southern Kazakhstan. Three sets of data including semi-structured
interviews, documentary analysis and researcher’s reflective notes are presented in this chapter in
order to explore the participants’ perceptions and experiences of SDP, the development and
implementation of the SDp, as well as the challenges attached to SDP processes at this school.

The research site was a relatively new school, with 126 teaching staff, about 650 students,
numerous support staff, and its’ leadership comprising a principal, six VPs, and 12 DHs. The
school has been implementing a number of educational reforms including SDP initiative. The
research participants were six educators from this school, each participant representing different
job positions or/and a different length of experience at this school. Thus, a novice teacher, an
international teacher, a local teacher, a DH, a VP, and the principal were interviewed; each
participant had different work experiences, ranging from four months to five and a half years at
this school.

Interview questions were designed purposefully to determine participants’ perceptions in
four main areas: 1) understanding SDP processes, 2) implementation of SDP and the SDp, 3)
challenges in implementing SDP, and 4) recommendations for improvement in SDP processes.
All interviews were conducted face-to-face, individually. The shortest interview was with the
novice teacher and it took 32 minutes only; while the longest one lasted for 75 minutes upon the
participant’s permission to go beyond the previously agreed time limit of 50 minutes. Other

interviews took an average time between 45-55 minutes. All the interviews were transcribed and
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coded. Based on the collected data and analysis of codes, a number of findings emerged and they
are presented under the following headings:

e Understanding SDP and its’ importance

e Implementation of SDP processes and the SDp

e Challenges in SDP implementation

In order to present each part in-depth, each heading contains several subheadings. Thus,
under “Understanding SDP and its’ importance” three subheadings describing the notion of SDP,
advantages and disadvantages of SDP, and factors which affect SDP from the participants’
perspectives are outlined in detail. For “Implementation of SDP processes and the SDp”, the
subheadings depicting the format of the SDp, processes followed by the school in their journey of
SDP, along with the steps and actions taken by the school community in the creation of the SDp
are presented. In addition, the participants’ views in regards to the involvement of the school
community in SDP, how the revision of the plan is conducted, as well as the access to the SDp
are revealed. Finally, there is the participants’ interpretation about how the SDp is accepted by
school members along with the resources and support available for SDP. The last part in this
chapter, titled “Challenges in SDP implementation” does not contain any subheadings as it
narrates the challenges by discussing and grouping them one by one, in sequence, as perceived by
the research participants.
Understanding School Development Planning and its’ Importance
The Notion of School Development Planning
The participants expressed different interpretations of SDP in their own language. They

were not deliberately asked to give any particular definitions but rather were suggested to provide

their own understanding of SDP, in general. This notion was depicted variously by the



EDUCATORS’ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
30

interviewees and I gained comprehensive explanations. For example, one of the teachers
perceived SDP as “a futuristic looking activity” of “where we want to be and how we shall get
there”. This teacher tended to describe looking into the future and having a vision of where the
school goes and how the school can get there. The teacher extended his answer by providing
three “levels for SDP: strategic, middle level and operational” as well as specifying the resources
required for SDP such as human resources (HR), technology, structure, and financial resources.
The strategic planning was interpreted in a way that planning generally begins before the
organization is established; that there should be “looking at how the organization should run and
how it should be in the future”. This is “the strategic planning for education service delivery”.
Then, there are “the middle levels of the school that also require planning in order for the
objectives of the organization to be achieved and to ensure that every activity and process is
running smoothly”. And then there are “the operational levels at which the work of teaching and
learning happens. That must also have operational planning”. The teacher made a conclusion to
what he understood as SDP: “SDP is a very comprehensive process for setting up the future of an
organization and then working towards achieving that, based on something written”. The teacher
provided a very detailed and meaningful explanation for the notion of SDP. While explaining the
processes for SDP, the teacher emphasized the importance of a written procedure or a document
for achieving the established goals.

Another teacher explained SDP as “a document based on the current problems, related to
teaching and learning, students’ upbringing, providing safety and technological equipment of the
school”. This view described SDP as a document which integrates different sections of school
life and prescribes “our work”. This document helps “to follow the goals, reach results, analyze

them”. This perception was described by an experienced teacher; she is aware that the SDp is an
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“action plan where responsible people are assigned tasks, timelines are set, and expected
outcomes are reflected”.

One of the leaders in this school explained SDP both as a process and a document
(product). Thus, SDP is understood “as a process because certain processes need to be undertaken
in order the document to occur” and “as a formal document with written goals that should be
present and available to everyone”. The leader stated that there is a strong interrelation between
these two terms, a process and a document. According to this participant, the SDp is considered
as an “accountability tool”, and it is acknowledged that “the SDp gives clarity to people about
what should we aim for and it allows to prioritize [school needs]”. Although the participant
attempted to highlight the importance of processes in SDP, it was not clearly stated which
particular processes should be in place. The leader preferred the formulation “certain processes”.

Leader Three directly dived into the steps for SDP claiming that: “First, analysis of the
current situation in a school, generalizing and making conclusions” should be conducted; then
there can follow several “discussions and identification of strengths and weaknesses”. The first
step is understood as “diagnostic”. Then “in areas for improvement we need to identify the steps
and actions; create a plan for sustaining the strengths and a plan for development, solutions for
areas of improvement. This is the planning process”. The presented view tended to enumerate
steps of the planning process such as analysis, identifying strengths and weaknesses, creating a
plan for development.

Another participant in the leadership team perceived SDP as a way to analyze situation
and then develop the SDp. She thinks that SDP should start with “analysis of the current
situation and data”. She suggested that first the school should “analyze all available and existing

data” in different school sectors and identify needs, e.g. financial needs, academic life of school,
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teachers’ needs in professional development etc. Although the first step seems to be identical
with the previous view, the purpose of such analysis appears to be different: identifying strengths
and weaknesses as opposed to identifying needs. Seemingly alike procedure such as identifying
weaknesses and identifying needs has different implications for further steps. Leader One
continues that after analysis “each responsible person should discuss the whole plan together and
then compile one unified plan because, I think, there are overlaps”. And then they [implies senior
leadership] should “inform the whole school community”. A strong reason for why the plan
should be presented to the whole school faculty is provided, although not asked about these
reasons: “...because maybe, as a part of a school community, I do not agree with the plan but it is
already there, it is planned”. After that for every action “some clear indicators and activities
should be constructed. During the process, every time to control and change or help people to
achieve those indicators”. There are two important insights from this interview: first, this leader
puts forward the idea that the plan and future steps should be negotiated with the school
community; secondly, she communicates the necessity for monitoring and appropriate support on
behalf of the responsible people in fulfillment of the tasks.

So, interviews revealed different interpretations of SDP concept. Thus, on the one hand,
SDP is considered as strategic planning which can happen at three levels; on the other hand, SDP
is understood as a written document where all tasks, responsible people, timelines, and outcomes
are indicated. In addition, there is an “intermediary” position, according to which, SDP can be
interpreted in two ways: as a process and as a document. Finally, steps such as analysis of the
current situation and identifying strengths and weaknesses, working out the solutions for

weaknesses are defined as SDP.
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There is some important documentary evidence which, to some extent, conceptualizes
SDP in the local context. For example, there is a definition of a SDp in one of the documents
which were analyzed during the field work. There SDp is defined as “a document which is based
on Development Strategy of the organization and which determines directions of activities in a
school”. Although the interviewees did not directly refer to this definition from the official
document and the official document itself, there is an understanding and appreciation of the fact
that strategic directions have been set out for the school. For example, one teacher expressed his
thoughts:
I have read in some policy documents what the school is supposed to be, what it is
supposed to be doing. I understand that there is, shall we say “super policy”, above the
SDp that is feeding into it. And largely the SDp is then able to achieve the goals of the
organization;
and later in the interview he reiterated the same belief: “To my best knowledge, much of our plan
is already dictated by” the organization, “...which has overriding power and requirements. Then
the rest of what we can do in terms of managing here...” is carried out locally. Similarly the
school leaders state that
priority number one are strategic aims; these aims, these goals should be present in the SDp
by default, 100%. All other goals can be created by the school community itself but number
one priority is that the strategic plan of the organization should be in the school’s plan.
The above-mentioned document contains a template for a SDp. This template coincides
with what has been described by interview participants, who named such sections in a SDp as
actions, responsible people, timelines, expected outcomes. This template will be later referred to

when reporting findings regarding the perceptions of the SDp format.
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Comparison of different versions of SDps revealed interesting findings. The available
SDp versions were the SDp for 2015-17 school years, for 2016-17 school year, and for 2017-
2020 school years. It is obvious that the plans were created for different time frames: 2 years, one
year, and three years. It can be inferred that either the school was not fully confident about which
time period they should have planned for or the school might have updated its” SDp and have
made some adjustments at different periods. Another valuable insight from the documentary
analysis is that the earliest version of a SDp (2015-17) contained references for books and authors
in particular areas, e.g. “How to Help Your School Thrive Without Breaking the Bank”, or “Test
Better, Teach Better” etc. There are fewer or no references to literature in the latest versions of
the SDps. This fact can tell that the school’s earlier attempts on development were based on
international research findings, thriving towards learning from others, learning from books;
whereas the latest approaches in planning were more oriented on the achievement of
organizational priorities without realization of what the research says in the area. Finally, one
important feature of 2016-17 SDp is that it contains accreditor’s recommendations, which can be
due to the fact that the school reviewed and updated its’ previous SDp and incorporated the
recommendations before the start of the 2016-17 school year.

One of the documents revealed that there is a comprehensive description of the processes
for creating a SDp. This document contained a visual graph for the process of development and
approval. The document is of value because it offers the format for a SDp in the appendix and the
format of the expected report on the SDp implementation. According to the suggested template,
the report does not have to be an extended written piece but rather should include one more
column for “Information on completion/non-completion”. This seems to be very practical for

schools because it would not require schools to spend much time on reporting. It is assumed that
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the school would tick completion or non-completion box, provide some evidence or cross
reference to other school documents. However, the fact that this document was approved in May,
2017 and presumably made available to the school at the same time, may explain why the school
did not follow all the suggested steps for implementing SDP in full, according to the educators’
views.

Advantages and Disadvantages of School Development Planning

Interviews smoothly turned to some important questions such as “What is the value of
SDP? What are some advantages and disadvantages, benefits and drawbacks of SDP? Who can
benefit from SDP? Why and how?” The questions were not particularly asking about the
advantages and disadvantages of SDP at the research site but were targeted at identifying the
value or possible shortcomings of SDP, in general.

The interviews revealed that the first beneficiary of SDP is the principal, according to one
leader’s view, because it can help in decision making at operational level, e.g. “who does what
depending on the set goals [for the school]”. The leader seems to imply distributing
responsibilities in accordance with the capacity levels, strengths and weaknesses of employees.
Another advantage which was articulated by a teacher is that “analysis of current results allows to
move forward” because “the SDp helps not only to solve problems but also to identify them”.
“Better understanding of the school’s goal and mission by every member”, “visualizing clear
goals and analyzing actions” were among other advantages listed in relation to SDP. One vivid
advantage of having a SDp for one teacher was that “you know what to do and when” and the
“work is organized”. This is similar to the opinion that “the value of a SDp is that it guides and

coordinates what will be done, how will be done and who will do it; it specifies the resources for
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achieving the mission and vision of the school”. Leader Three also reiterated the idea that SDp is
significant in visualizing the goals, and that the plan guides and directs all school actions.

When asked about drawbacks of SDP, one educator mentioned that “some actions can
remain not accomplished for various reasons. And this is normal because we can never achieve
everything”. Another negative side of SDP is that some actions in the SDp are “...given as orders.
Although not planned by myself, I have to achieve that”. This person elaborated that she feels
like there is imposing from the top of school leadership hierarchy. The same feeling was
articulated by a different educator who explained that “It comes like “Do this! Do that! Urgent!”
Overall, there were not so many disadvantages in SDP listed by the interviewees: “I don’t see the
clear drawbacks about planning” as opposed to advantages. Some educators tended to turn this
question into the conversation about challenges rather than disadvantages. Thus, one leader
explicitly followed: “I wouldn’t say drawbacks, I would say challenges we need to cope with”;
while the previously mentioned teacher continued her thoughts: “I don’t see the clear drawbacks
about planning, however, may be some people struggle with the time, the timeframes, time
limit”.

In general, the conversation about advantages and disadvantages of SDP highlighted that
the participants spoke in favour of SDP, being able to give clear reasons for why it is beneficial
for the school to plan for its continuous development, rather than articulating the negative aspects
of SDP. It is important to note that all participants spoke about the plan itself rather than the SDP
processes.

The participants not only listed the possible advantages and disadvantages of SDP, they
also clarified for whom SDP can become advantageous. For instance, one of the respondents

articulated that SDP is beneficial for teachers and students. Leader Two included the principal,
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VPs, DHs and teachers as the ones for whom SDP can be beneficial because the SDp contains
indicators and the dates by which certain targets should be achieved.
Factors that Affect School Development Planning

The participants were asked about the factors which affect SDP, either positively or
negatively. Some educators defined two groups of factors which affect SDP: “external and
internal” (one teacher’s terminology), “micro level and macro level” (one leader’s terminology).

Among external factors Teacher Three named “the requirements of bosses” [meaning that
the school has to develop and share its SDp with higher authorities]; while internal factors were
attributed to the capacity of school leadership to handle the planning process strategically. “Are
they trained for it? Do they know what to do? These are all important considerations because they
are the main leaders of the process towards the achievement of the SDp”. In addition, “people in
the school, changes in the law” and the image of Kazakhstan “to engage with the rest of the
world” influence how the school should be planning and teaching, in the opinion of one teacher
in this school.

Leader Three listed some similar factors but categorized them into different groups. So,
“micro level factors are professional skills, human capacity of teachers”, “macro level factors
include economic, political and financial condition of the country, educational system and
Ministry of Education”. There is an awareness that some of these macro factors influence the
school and SDP, not directly but indirectly because “we are a part of the society”.

Without any division, Teacher Two singled out such factors as “human resources,
technical equipment of the school, environment, economic condition of the country because we

receive finance from the government, quality of the lessons, level of preparation for lessons,
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emotional atmosphere of the school”. The teacher tended to enumerate a long list of factors and
was not limited with the above mentioned ones. She followed:
For SDP processes there should be collaborative atmosphere, listening to each
other, having a common understanding, making decisions together. People who
make decisions should have a clear vision of their goals; if they can’t see them,
it’s hard to plan any achievements.
This teacher was able to give deep insights into the factors which affect SDP, adding that “lack of
personal motivation, job dissatisfaction including dissatisfaction with salaries, internal conflicts
and bullying” can negatively impact SDP.

Leader Two named the only factor which was “having sufficient time for the creation of
the plan”. Leader One stressed “the human factor, his/her attitudes to work”, along with “the way
the planning is implemented: Is it “You must!” or creating conditions for achievement of the set
goals and explanation?” Finally, “coordination and well-organized work™ were named as key
factors for effective SDP implementation. In contrast, “additional and unpredictable, not planned
work from above; lack of time; postponements; poor time management” can inhibit SDP.

Implementation of School Development Planning Processes and the School
Development Plan

Before introducing each subheading, it should be emphasized that all participants
confirmed the existence of the SDp at the research site. Despite the fact that some participants
honestly confessed that they either did not see the full document or they are not familiar with the
plan, they know or at least heard from their colleagues about the SDp.

When asked about implementation of SDP, some participants mentioned that

implementation is carried out “by events, creating policy documents, summative assessments’
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results, both internal and external” or as one of the teachers noticed: “The implementation of the
SDp is very strong. SDp gives coordination, we are all moving in the same direction. For
example, recently there was a whole school meeting in the main hall to discuss the
recommendations of the accreditors”. It is obvious that these two responses are similar in the way
that they both discuss the events which are carried out, in accordance with the plan.

Format of the School Development Plan

Earlier in this chapter there was an introduction to the sections which exist in the SDp,
from the participants’ perspectives. These sections are actions, responsible people, resources,
timelines, expected outcomes. These headings are identical to the ones which were found in all
versions of the plan: actions, link to strategic documents, responsible person(s), resources,
monitoring, progress/completion. These are the sections which are prescribed by the regulating
policy (NIS, 2017) and which are given in the template for a SDp in the same document. It is
evident that the school follows the regulations in this part. As for the participants, they were very
close to the prescribed headings, and they all admitted that they might have forgotten some of the
headings because they were retrieving the names from their memories.

When identifying the key element or the main focus of the current school’s plan, the
school members talked about different aspects of the plan. For instance, Leader Three claimed
that “Student is the main focus”. Whereas Teacher Three said that “The key element of the plan
is Guiding Statements”. Guiding Statements (GS) is a special terminology. GS include mission,
vision and values of the school. The same teacher also added that “The main focus of the SDp is
students’ high achievements, high grades, performance at external and internal summative
assessments”. From this statement, it is evident that academic performance is prioritized in the

SDp. There is a similar perception from Leader Two, who said that “The key element is
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outcomes”. Teacher Two, however, believes that “Key areas in the SDp are teachers’
professional development, development of language competencies, career guidance, students’
enrollment to universities, tech supplies of the school, safety measures”. There is a number of
different school priorities included in this statement. Teacher One thinks that “The main focus of
the plan is school objectives such as bring benefit to our country”. This statement belongs to the
novice teacher who is likely not to know much information about the school and directions for
the SD. And the last view of Leader One is that “The main focus of the plan is students’ results,
teachers’ professional development”. Although there is some similarity in all responses, it
appears that school members have various vision and understanding in regards to what they see
as the main focus of the SDp.
Processes and Steps for the Creation of the School Development Plan

The respondents disclosed the procedures which were followed by the school in the
creation of the SDp. Leader One described the desired process for SDP where there should be a
lot of discussion, agreement or disagreement at a planning stage, drafting and communicating
with the school community a couple of times for feedback, negotiations regarding the
achievability of targets. The leader confirmed that this was not in practice when creating the final
version of the current plan and concluded that “the process does not fully work. This is an official
document which does not always work”. According to this leader’s perceptions, “plan is
communicated and then individual work is done”. The participant continues that she hasn’t “seen
the planning process. There is no assessment of the effectiveness of the steps in the SDp”.

Leader Two confessed that “due to time constraints SDp was created by senior leadership

team. There was no discussion with teachers and DHs at that time. Later access to the plan was
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provided by sending it to teachers’ emails”. From this quote it is hard to determine which
processes took place for planning, although it is transparent who conducted the planning.

Leader Three depicted the planning process as follows:

There is a plan template, each VP completes his/her part. Then the principal or the

responsible VP compiles all parts, it is discussed and the plan is designed. Discussions are

held with the DHs, or relevant staff members. Teachers can voice their opinions which

could be taken into account but for now I do not see the teachers’ constructive participation.

The teachers position themselves as executors of the plan.
Again the process is not traceable from the response, it is more about who performs the planning.

Teacher One believes that SDp is not created by the school and at the school, she is
hesitant that “may be, the school receives something from above [top hierarchy]”. Teacher Two
shares that “that the first plan was simple. Thanks to detailed analysis our plan changed
drastically. In the latest plan all existing problems were figured out such as differentiation, work
with the school alumni, work with the library and IT”. This response seems to contradict the
documentary analysis which revealed that the latest version of the SDp (2017-2020) either
directly copied most priorities from strategic documents or reworded slightly the priorities from
the earlier versions of SDps, instead of identifying school’s priorities based on the school’s actual
needs.
Teacher Two sees the following “steps in SDP: 1) analysis of the past, 2) identifying the

new problems, 3) creating the plan (problem, individuals who can solve it, resources, timelines,
outcomes), 4) review of what has changed”. Although not very confident about review intervals,

i.e. every half year or every year, the revision step was listed as a part of SDP process.
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Leader Three sincerely confessed that she does not clearly understand the processes for
SDP at this school. She feels that SDP is perceived not as a part of the job responsibility but as
something that is imposed by the governing organization:
It [SDP] happens not because we should plan, discuss it and achieve this plan, and from
time to time to edit the plan but because from time to time it is required that we should
submit the plan, and at that time, in a hurry, something is done and submitted. The planning
must not be like that. In this case we do not ensure the outcomes. It turns out that there is
no organized management and processes for planning.
This leader feels that planning had “a formal character because it should have been done as an
evidence [for accreditors] and we had to submit the plan” to the governing organization.
Involvement of the School Community in School Development Planning
Teacher Two claimed that “all people take part in SDP, to some extent or in different
parts of the planning process and in the implementation of the plan”. Then, an explanation of who
writes the plan follows. “School administration then writes the plan and this is correct because
they have more information, they know the reasons of the problems, they know human resources
well”. She added that “students and parents can see the problems but how to solve them..., only
administration knows how to solve these problems because they know more information”. This
teacher seemed to give a contradictory response again because in the beginning she said that “all
people take part in SDP”, whereas later when I probed further she stated: “the opinions of all
stakeholders are not taken into account and they can never be all taken into consideration” for
different reasons.
Although Teacher Two perceived the planning process as a participatory activity, other

participants (Leader Two and Three) confirmed that there was no proper discussion with school
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stakeholders, one saying that there is no “constructive participation from the teachers” and the
teachers would rather “position themselves as executors of the plan”’; whereas the second leader
confessed that “there was no discussion with teachers or Department Heads at that time” since the
current plan was created hastily. Teacher Three believed that “planning for the school should go
to all stakeholders including parents, students and other people who support us”. So, this teacher
emphasized the importance of involving all stakeholders into the planning process but he did not
confirm whether this is practiced at this school. The teacher voiced that “idea gathering for SDP
should be better managed” because currently “teachers’ ideas tend to be implemented half and
ignored half” from his observations. Leader One criticized the current SDP process: “There is no
discussion of the plan with our involvement. I would definitely wish if there was a discussion of
indicators with us. Why 5, for example, why not 4 or 10? Which analysis these indicators are
based on?” This quote reflects that certain indicators are set and given to schools by higher
authorities and school-based leadership has no voice in setting those indicators but have to
include them in the SDp. Thus, there seems to be a lack of understanding and a sense of
discontent in this regard.
Revision of the School Development Plan

There seems to be no clear understanding about how and when the SDp is revised; what
steps are followed for the revision and who takes the lead for that. The educators talked about
different time intervals as revision periods starting from half a year and finishing with three
years. At the same time, the participants always confirmed their uncertainty saying that they are
either “not sure”, or may be “wrong”, or do not “remember” the exact time period. For instance,
one leader said: “Every three years the school reviews its plan but analyzing results is carried out

yearly”. Leader Three believed that there are yearly reviews of the SDp, however, “there were no
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reviews including the whole school”. Teacher Two thinks that the school reviews its plan every
year and “may be administration reviews the plan every half of the year, I don’t know”. Leader
Two stated that the plan is revised “once a year, at the summertime”.

From the interview responses, it is not clear what is understood by revision: whether the
participants mean changing and adapting the plan, or editing some actions or looking at and
analyzing the achieved outcomes. It did not come out from the interviews who leads the revision,
what particularly was revised, i.e. the actions, the resources, the responsible people, the strategies
to achieve the goals, the timelines, the processes adapted or something else. The participants
tended to only talk about the timeframe of the revision process in most cases.

Access to the School Development Plan

Teacher Two shared that “the plan is in the outlook (outlook is a shared drive folder). In
the first Pedagogical Meeting the plan is presented, and discussed, the directions are identified,
and then each VP coordinates his/her work, in accordance with their job descriptions”. “The plan
1s sent to emails” said one of the school leaders; whereas the other leader stated: “I did not see the
plan in open access. I know, there is one drive, and may be it’s there but there is such a mixture
of documents in there”. At the same time this leader admitted the fact that she did not know how,
for instance, new teachers get access to the plan, whether at all this plan is presented to them and
made available or not. This answer was confirmed by the novice teacher who was not sure but
assumed that “may be, the SDp is available on the school website”. The other teacher claimed
that

I have seen some of it a few times. I have not seen all of it. I think because some of it only
need to know basis, although I would think that the SDp should be out there so that all of us

are using it.
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Acceptance of the School Development Plan by the School Community

The SDp is accepted differently: some teachers treat it negatively, some teachers
understand the plan very well, according to Leader One. At the same time this leader claimed that
“for some teachers the SDp serves as a message where to go, how to grow and develop, in which
direction”. An experienced teacher believed that “the SDp is differently accepted by the school
community: some people perceive it as a duty, some people ignore it, some people don’t know
about the plan but do everything as they should be doing”. The other teacher believed that “the
teachers know about the existence of the SDp and the teachers do what has to be done as far as
the SDp is concerned”; however, “the teachers need to be pushed”. It is interesting that on the one
hand, this teacher criticizes the school leadership for “giving orders” but, on the other hand, he
realizes that “the teachers need to be pushed” in some initiatives such as Action Research or self-
led trainings. Teacher One said that she has “never heard about the SDp from the colleagues” and
consequently she did not know how the SDp is accepted by the teachers.

Overall, all the responses tended to express a similar opinion that there is a mixed
acceptance of the SDp by the school members.
Resources and Support Available for School Development Planning

Leader One believes that “training for SDP should be mandatory”. At the same time, she
is not aware of “what documents the school refers to in SDP”. Some teachers listed the
documents, regulations and policies prescribing the educational process as a support for SDP. For
instance, strategic documents of the organization, yearly reports of the organization, accreditors’
previous report, analytical reports from supervising departments. Leader Three indicated that

there is support from the supervising departments, for instance, in the form of communication
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and negotiations with them. There is an open channel for “discussions by phone, by emails,
sharing documents”.

Neither did the school leaders nor did the teachers mention that there were any trainings
to support them in SDP processes or guide through the creation of a SDp. The documentary
analysis revealed the existence of one regulation dated May, 2017. This regulation prescribed the
procedure for the creation and approval of the SDp, although the document did not contain any
steps or procedures on how to work out the priorities for the SD, or how to work out the solutions
to problems, for example.

Challenges in School Development Planning Implementation

The participants in this study alluded to a number of challenges being faced at different
stages of SDP and in the implementation of the SDp. Leader Two enumerated challenges such as
“time constraints, lack of skills, culture and commitment to work and SD”. The educator
elaborated that “when the positive culture like commitment to the work is well established, then
the SDP should go easier. And vice versa, if there is an appropriate SDp, then the culture would
benefit from this”. Culture for change is described as “positive culture, culture of sharing, culture
of not being afraid of making mistakes, being ambitious” which is “not widely spread in the
school community that we are in”. Among all aforementioned, “trainings for senior leadership
team” are required along with “sufficient time for planning”. Leader One also strongly believed
that “training for SDP should be mandatory”. The new challenge is “staff’s motivation” as
indicated by one of the interviewees. Although challenge with “time” is similar to other
respondents’ views, “not planned activities” and “overlaps in the schedules of school events”
were emphasized additionally. Leader Three identified leadership skills as the main and the only

challenge because she believed that “the principal’s role is number one” in the SDP and in the
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implementation of the SDp. There is a strong belief that “there must be training for school
principals about setting priorities for the school”, “every responsible person should understand
his/her work and should have a vision because that vision determines, leads, and guides”. One
leader suggested that he needed more knowledge about how to create a positive culture at the
school: “I realize that I need to increase my own understanding of culture and how to create
positive culture”.

The leaders seemed to clearly express the challenges encountered in SDP implementation,
whereas the teachers tended to struggle in identifying and explaining the challenges of SDP. This
can be explained by the fact that, for instance, the novice teacher was not involved in SDP in any
way and consequently, she did not have enough knowledge about what SDP is, how it is
implemented. She did not provide any comments in this part. Teacher Two named “lack of
relevant information” as the only challenge. Teacher Three, however, vividly described the
challenges saying that: “...competitiveness among the teachers and the leaders ... tends to appear
in the implementation of the process of the SDP”. This feature is described as “a very sad part of
our school culture”. Apart from school culture, “a capacity issue” and “handling the SDP
comprehensively” are labeled as challenges. Capacity was explained as both the capacity of
teachers to perform their teaching duties at a high quality level as well as the capacity of school
leadership for managing and leading SDP processes effectively.

Conclusion

This chapter revealed the key findings from the collected data:

a) SDP is understood and interpreted in many different ways by the research participants.
Nevertheless, there is a clear understanding that SDP is complex and broad as it can be affected

by numerous factors both from within and outside of school. The research participants realize that
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if implemented effectively, SDP can bring multiple advantages for the school and for people
involved in the process and that advantages will prevail disadvantages.

b) However, implementation of SDP remains challenging for the school leaders and teachers
since they lack knowledge about the steps for implementing SDP as prescribed in the literature
and skills for making these steps, processes work and keep them sustainable. Since SDP is an
ongoing and collaborative process, not a one-time event, the school educators do not always
know how to identify corporate priorities for development, how to actively involve the relevant
stakeholders, how to develop the organizational culture. At the same time, all the participants are
aware of the SDp format and confirm the existence of the SDp at the research site, although there
is a different degree of acceptance of the plan by the school community and there is a limited
support for the creation of the SDp.

c¢) Challenges which inhibit successful implementation of SDP processes refer to time

constraints, lack of appropriate knowledge and skills, school culture, capacity issues.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

In this chapter, I discuss the key findings under the subheadings of “Participants’
understanding of SDP”, “Implementation of SDP”, and “Challenges faced in SDP
implementation”.

Participants’ Understanding of School Development Planning

Major findings in the previous chapter revealed that SDP is understood as a process
consisting of several steps, as a written document, or as a combination of both. This
understanding is partly aligned with the definition of SDP applied in this paper which states that
“School Development Planning is a process undertaken by the school community to give
direction to the work of the school in order to ensure that all pupils receive a quality education in
terms of both holistic development and academic achievement” (Government of Ireland, 1999). It
is obvious that the definition advocates for “process” approach to SDP with the main focus on
students’ achievement and development.

Analogically, “process” understanding was expressed by other participants of the research
site. Thus, for instance, one participant’s interpretation of SDP was that of a process which
consists of three levels: strategic, middle and operational levels. This interpretation is similar to
what is described by Davies and Ellison (2003) who single out “three strands” that should be
incorporated in a school improvement plan. The strands are futures perspective up to 5-10 years,
strategic dimension up to 3-5 years, operational dimension or action planning up to 1-2 years (p.
5). The fact that this teacher gave an interpretation of SDP which is very close to international
research can demonstrate that there is a deep understanding of SDP processes if not by every
member of the school, then at least by some school representatives. This knowledge and

understanding can be used for the benefit of an organization as “a within school variation”
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(Reynolds, 2010, p. 596) which can be utilized because “every person is a change agent” as
suggested by Fullan (1993, pp. 21-22). Or, more precisely, O’Hara and McNamara (2001) stress
that “the goal is to improve schools from within by employing teachers as active agents of change
within their own organizations” (p. 100).

The research participants who conceptualized SDP as a process agree on the fact that SDP
should start with the analysis of the current situation. This relates to “the process of strategic
analysis” described by Davies and Ellison (2003) as “three sequential processes: first, obtaining
strategic data from a variety of sources; second, analyzing, interpreting and integrating these data
to turn them into useful information; third, ... checking as to whether the organization’s context
and culture make that option feasible” (p. 49). Although analysis in the quote is given as a second
step, the authors clarify that “either a school can start with the analysis and write the plan or can
have a planning framework and undertake the analysis to develop different courses of action
within the plan” (p. 48). The perceptions of the research participants demonstrate a fairly deep
understanding regarding how the process starts and what are the initial steps for planning.

Findings revealed an understanding that SDP should represent and involve collaborative
efforts such as discussion, negotiations, reaching consensus on indicators and priorities of the
school. This understanding is in line with most of the existing research and literature in the area
which claims that SDP is a collaborative process (Government of Ireland, 1999; Harris, 2002, p.
5) and “direction setting as more of a shared responsibility” (Ylimaki, Gurr & Drysdale, 2011, p.
152) where all stakeholders are expected to not only take part in the process but to contribute
meaningfully. Similarly, Altun and Aydin (2010) conclude that “it is necessary to appreciate the

ideas of everybody taking part in the process” (p. 455).
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The interviewees confessed that there is an external requirement for implementing SDP
such as “bosses”, organizational goal, or accreditation. The data confirms the opinion that not
only innovations tend to be imposed from outside, the schools have to implement them “within
an unreasonably short time-frame” (Hopkins, 1994, p. 2). The same concern about time
constraints was expressed by the current research participants and this is not new and
characteristic of Kazakhstan only; this is what has happened in most educational systems
worldwide when “multiple innovations have to be implemented simultaneously” (Hopkins, 1994,
p. 2). The researchers proved that when educational change is externally pushed down, there is
often “a great gulf between rhetoric and reality” (Sikes, 2013) because change threatens teachers.
This contradicts the idea of the Learning school (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002), according to which,
a school should develop from within because it knows itself very well and because the school
“has learnt how to learn about itself” (p. 49). Similarly, Jones and Ross (1994) claim that SI is
“not a process that can be implemented or sustained when imposed top-down” (p. 11) and “each
school’s state of readiness and approach to the implementation process could not be hurried” (p.
12).

Evidence in this study proved that there are more advantages of SDP processes and the
SDp such as coordination of activities, guidance, goal orientation and vision for an organization,
than disadvantages both for the school and individuals in the school. Factors which affect SDP
include leadership skills, human capacity of teachers, collaboration between colleagues and
availability of time resources. These findings are important and were partly discussed above in
this chapter and international research findings in this regard were argued in the Literature
Review. What needs to be made clear here is that not only the qualities of a leader attain a

significant importance, but also the concept of “sustained leadership”, according to which
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“setting directions, developing people, developing the school, and managing teaching and
learning are the key leadership areas of action that lead to improvement” (Ylimaki et al., 2011, p.
163).
Implementation of School Development Planning

The research site implements SDP in a way that it creates the SDp, although not all school
members are involved in planning. The data revealed that there tends to be a selective
involvement of school community members in SDP processes. Some teachers confirmed that
they took part in SDP, as opposed to some leaders who are assumed to be involved but who said
they were not engaged in planning. Hargreaves and Hopkins (1994) state that “school
improvement often requires painful change in teacher practices, which is why their active
participation in some form is a prerequisite for commitment to innovation” (p. 5). At the same
time, the authors following Levine’s formulation that “little is known about how to shape and
carry out the planning process” (p. 5), conclude that simply giving more authority and engaging
teachers in decision-making “does not automatically improve schools” and “it cannot be assumed
that all the appropriate skills are already held”. As data and findings proved in this study, it
cannot be assumed in relation to the school leaders as well. Simply nominating former teachers to
leadership positions does not guarantee the success in leadership roles. The educators were
honest to say that they did not know how to prioritize their work, plan effectively, manage
change appropriately and develop school culture as needed for SD. Learning is mandatory both in
the perceptions of the participants in this study, in the Learning school theory where experiential
learning cycle takes place (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002) and in the views of other researchers

(Jones & Ross, 1994; Harris, 2002, p. 5).
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There is no clear vision of the processes for SDP as suggested in the reviewed literature;
processes are described as not fully working by the participants, or there is a different
representation of the planning process steps. The evidence suggests that what is called design and
implementation stages in the Irish model, they were described in depth; while review and
evaluation stages were not highlighted by the participants. It can be concluded that either the
latter two stages tend to be not appropriately implemented and are more likely to be neglected by
the school or the participants, for some unknown reason, were not able to explain the two steps.
Despite the fact that literature even proposes particular review instruments such as “surveys,
questionnaires, interviews, checklists, evaluation grids, SCOT analysis forms” (Government of
Ireland, 1999, p. 20) and scope of the review, the participants failed to describe the review stage
in this light. The empirical research (Dunaway et al., 2012), including the current one, prove that
“one critical aspect of organizational improvement was found to be consistently absent or vague -
measuring the effectiveness of the plan” (p. 159). For example, there is a “sequential development
process”, however, most of the US schools “stop short of including or explaining procedures for
evaluating the impact of the plan” (p. 159). The same finding appeared to be true for the research
site in this study, the review and evaluation stages were not depicted except for the attempts to
articulate the frequency of the SDp review, which also varied, according to the participants, from
every half-year to three years’ period.

The research revealed scarce information about the support available for SDP. It was
restricted to formal and informal communications with the managing company, having templates
and samples for a SDp. In addition, trainings for SDP were not listed as a support tool for
schools. On the contrary, literature suggests that SDP is impossible without appropriate training

and learning: “...assistance from the central office must be furnished primarily through technical
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support from persons, not forms to fill out and deadlines to meet on paper” (Levine & Leibert,
1987, p. 407). Technical assistance is assumed from people who can help to develop agreements
regarding priorities for change, who can help in identification of obstacles to change in practice
and who can help in working out “solutions to complex problems” within particular school
contexts (Levine & Leibert, 1987, p. 407).

Teacher One was not able to answer and comment most of the questions. This can mean
that a) there is no formal introduction to the SDp, for example, during induction programs for
novice teachers or b) the school does not prioritize the SDp and SDP in their daily regular work.
The novice teacher had very restricted knowledge about SDP.

The participants appeared to express stronger confidence in regards to the SDp’s format to
follow rather than explaining the processes which took place for planning. This can mean that
there exists a more formalized approach to planning at the research site rather than a qualitative
strategic view on planning. The leaders confirmed that planning was done as a compliance
strategy and planning was treated and interpreted as an accountability tool.

The perceptions tended to depict SDP as a process for the creation of the plan mainly.
Sometimes monitoring of the activities in the plan was mentioned. However, there is no vision of
SDP processes as a cyclic process, consisting of four steps, as suggested in the literature
(Government of Ireland, 1999).

SDP is described as fulfilling the events in the SDp. This perception is in conflict with
international views and experience. For instance, Davies and Ellison (2003) propose that “instead
of being the traditional school development plan “list of tasks to be done”, it would aggregate

these numerous activities into a limited number of strategic areas” (p. 45). Therefore, instead of
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planning a number of events, the school should focus on priorities and develop processes to
address those priorities.
Challenges Faced in School Development Planning Implementation

Challenges which educators face appear to be universal. They include insufficient level of
leadership skills of both teachers and school leaders (the principal, VPs, DHs), lack of relevant
training and education for SDP, time constraints for planning, inappropriate school culture,
including lack of collaboration among colleagues. Identifying priorities was described as an area
of concern for school leaders because they felt that “everything in our school is a priority”. They
reported about insufficient knowledge and skills in identifying the priorities for the SDp, likewise
Davies and Ellison emphasize that “the important factor in this process is for the leader in the
school to focus on aggregated strategic data and not to become involved in the detail of the action
planning process” (2003, p. 45). The school leaders in the research site, according to the findings,
were likely to be engaged more with day-to-day operational issues rather than focusing on global
priorities.

Durrant and Holden (2006) identified three main elements in the “framework for school
improvement” (p. 24) among which are “the givens”, “the strategic dimension” and “capacity
building dimension”. The last element in this framework should not only address the
development priorities but also “focus on internal, cultural conditions of the school”. Thus, SD is
not merely “a technical matter of getting the job done, but an organic process that has as much to
do with changing the culture of the school as with any specific pedagogical practices” (p. 24). It
is believed that school cultures which are collaborative, have high expectations of students and
staff who hold shared values, can form a solid foundation for authentic SD. This is in line with

my research findings. Most of the participants as well as the practical guidelines (Government of
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Ireland, 1999, p. 16) and research in the area (West, Jackson, Harris & Hopkins, 2000, p. 36)
argue that school culture is the core for successful SDP. The learning school theory proposes the
same vision, placing culture in the middle of school elements (Davidoff & Lazarus, 2002). As a
result, the data of this research agrees with the theory in this regard.

The research findings prove that there is restricted support for school teachers and leaders
in implementing SDP processes. According to the data, support was limited to formal and
informal communications with the Departments, having SDp samples or SDp templates to fill in.
However, there was no substantial support in how to develop the school priorities, for instance, or
how to create an effective plan. Although the documentary analysis revealed the existence of the
official document prescribing the creation of the SDp, none of the research participants
mentioned it or referred to it neither as a supporting resource, nor as a document clarifying the
SDP nature. Whereas the reviewed literature describes that “each state provides school
improvement planning guides and templates to assist schools in preparing school improvement
plans” and “many states have support teams or specialists to help give advice to schools on the
planning process” (Fernandez, 2011, p. 340). This means that internationally schools which are
engaged in SDP and who are supposed to submit their SDps to the top management, e.g.
Department of Education, tend to be supported in this process. They are likely to receive support
in the form of consultancy, gaining guides and resources for planning, or having “inspectors”
who provide external assistance to the school principal in SD by means of an open dialogue,
when “representatives from the school and the inspectorate meet for a planning and negotiation
meeting” (Dalin, 2005, p. 243).

Conclusion
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Although there is no research of Kazakhstani origin about SDP and it was impossible to
build an argument relying on and referring to the local contextual data and findings, what has
been explored and proved in the international educational arena seem to match the current study’s
findings in terms of implementation and main challenges experienced in relation to SDP
elsewhere in the world. Thus, interpretations of SDP and SIP vary from country to country, from
institution to institution, from one author to the other. The same happened in this study. People
from one school represented and interpreted the same concept of SDP differently, naming
different factors which can affect it. Meanwhile, these diverse interpretations demonstrated a
deep level of understanding of what SDP is. However, simply understanding cannot be sufficient
for effective implementation of SDP because implementation implies the concurrent issues and
challenges. In my case, the challenges were identical to the ones described in international

research: capacity building, leadership skills, time constraints, reform being initiated “top-down”.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

The research questions in this study aimed at identifying the educators’ perceptions about
how they understand and interpret SDP, how SDP is implemented in one public-funded school
and what challenges are faced during its’ implementation. The findings of this study, as discussed
in the previous chapters, responded these questions. From analysis of the key findings, a number
of conclusions emerged.

There is no single definition and understanding of SDP in one Kazakhstani school which
proves the multidimensional character of the phenomenon under investigation. Whereas the
stakeholders realize the significance of the processes, they struggle in implementing SDP
effectively. Formal approach to planning seem to be dominating because the practitioners use the
format of the SDp but, in terms of the contents, they experience challenges related to setting
priorities, using and analyzing data for SD, building school culture appropriate for collaborative
work and promoting further improvement. The two stages in SDP such as review and evaluation
(Government of Ireland, 1999) tend to be neglected in practice at the research site. All findings in
this study are in line with the international research. The experienced challenges appear to be
quite universal.

Overall, according to the findings of this research, SDP is understood as both a document
and a process by the school members who were interviewed. What tends to cause difficulties is
implementation of SDP processes as prescribed in most literature sources, which can be because
of no clear vision and knowledge of the logical processes for SDP which proved to be the case at
the researched school. Furthermore, the participants in this study admitted that they lack the
desired set of skills for leading SDP processes effectively and do not get the needed support from

higher authorities in the form of practical trainings and resources, for instance.
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Another conclusion that this study draws is that SDP is done more as a requirement to
fulfill external demands than as a school-based initiative for SD. The school is accredited by CIS
and therefore needs to comply with the regulations and demands of CIS, one of which is SDP.
Therefore the SDP process involves mainly the school leadership and other members of the
school community have only a little role in its development. To develop a shared understanding
and collective vision as well as the required set of skills for SDP, it is important to involve all
school community members, especially teachers, in the processes and all stages of SDP.

The last conclusion is that the quality of any SDp depends on the richness of data and in-
depth analysis of the data covering all aspects of the school. Such a rich data requires the school
to continuously examine its’ structures, culture and processes, strengths and weaknesses. Based
on such in-depth review, needs can be identified and prioritized and then fed into the SDp. At
present, the school does not seem to having such a rigorous process of self-evaluation required to
generate reliable data base for SDP.

Taking into consideration the findings and conclusions of this research, a number of
recommendations arise.

Recommendations for Policy and Practice
There are a number of recommendations for practice. If the reform is to be disseminated
to mainstream schools in Kazakhstan, policy makers might think of providing:
e A deeper understanding of the nature, aims and strategies of SDP to school educators;
e Professional trainings and constant support for school leaders on how to develop and
implement SDP;
e C(learly written guidelines and policies for Kazakhstani schools which would explain what

SDP is and how it should be conducted in practice, describing each step of the SDP
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process.
Both policy makers and school leaders might need to:
e Allow sufficient time for in-depth review of whole school activities, reflection and
planning;
e Build the desired school culture and collaborative decision-making practices;
e Develop leadership skills and capacity of both teachers and leaders.
Limitations of the Study
My study revealed the perceptions of only a small group of people at one particular
school. The perceptions of six educators described and analyzed in this research can represent a
subjective view of the participants who took part in the study; the participants might have
provided not a full picture of SDP processes. This might mean that the school does much more in
reality than it was voiced during the interviews. Due to the fact that the study was designed as a
case study, the results represent only one school and the views of a particular group of educators
in this school. This does not represent a broader educational context of the country and other
types of schools in Kazakhstan, i.e. rural school, lyceums, gymnasiums, mainstream schools in
other regions. Since there is no “recipe” for SDP, the practices may differ from place to place and
other schools might have applied different practices resulting in varying outcomes. So, if the
same research was conducted in a different school, there is a likelihood of gaining different
findings and results.
Suggestions for Further Research
Further research can explore the experiences of different types of schools, in different
areas in Kazakhstan, as well as involve more and diverse population of participants such as

parents and students. Employing mixed-method research design can contribute to including a
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greater number of research participants and gaining broader and deeper insights about SDP

Processcs.
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Appendix A

Invitation Letter to Participants

Dear school community member!
You are invited to kindly read this email carefully!

If you think this is not relevant to you, ignore and delete it.

My name i§ ------------------ . I am a second year graduate student at Nazarbayev
University, Graduate School of Education (NUGSE). As part of my Master Degree Program at
NUGSE, I plan to conduct a qualitative case study to explore the school leaders’ and teachers’
views and experiences of school development (SD) planning processes and associated challenges.
This email is an advertisement for those who WANT to take part in this research!

The purpose of the study is NOT to evaluate the participants’ knowledge or their
performance of developing and implementing a SD plan but to explore their views and reflections
on how they experience the process of SD planning, and the suggestions they may offer for
improving the SD planning process.

Procedures: This email is an invitation to voluntarily participate in the study. Six
participants will be invited to take part in ONE face-to-face individual interview. The purpose of
the interview is to explore the participants’ views, feelings and experiences of SD planning and
any suggestions they may have for further improvement of this process. The interview will take
approximately 40 - 50 minutes.

There are no risks for participating in this study and anonymity and confidentiality are

fully assured. There is no compensation for participating in this study.
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If YOU are ready to make a contribution to my research or if you need more explanation
or have additional questions, please feel free to contact ME in person, or by email at (-------- ) or
by phone number 8 701 XXX XX XX. Other important information related to confidentiality
and anonymity, risks and benefits of the study will be provided in the consent form to those staff

members, who will express their interest to participate in this study.

Please, make sure you keep all information strictly confidential!!! (e.g., make sure you

DO NOT send an email to the WHOLE staff mailbox or DO NOT send it to the group’s mailbox)

Sincerely,

Graduate student of Nazarbayev University,

Graduate School of Education
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[Tpunoxxenue A
[TuceMo-npurnamieHue yyacTHUKaM
YBakaeMblii 41eH HIKOJIBHOI0 coo0mecTBa!
Toocanyticma, numamenvrHo npoymume 0aHHOE NUCbMO!
Ecnu Boi cuumaeme, umo oHo k Bam He umeem HUKAKO20 OMHOWEHU, YOaume e2o.
MeHst 30BYT ------------mmmmm- . S - wmaructpant BTOporo kypca Bsicmenn Illxoibr

Ob6pasoBanusi, Hazap6aes Yuusepcurera (BILIO, HY). B pamkax mMarucrepckoil mporpaMmsl B
BIIO, HY s mnanupyio npoBectu keic ctaau. Llenbio siBnsieTcs M3yuye€HHE MHEHMM M OIbITa
JUIEPOB LIKOJIBI U YUUTEJIEH O Mpoleccax MO IUIAHUPOBAHUMIO Pa3BUTHSI IIKOJIBI M CBSI3aHHBIX C
9TUM npobsiemami. JlaHHOEe MHCbMO - 3T0 npuriamenue st Tex, k1o XOUYET npunste yuyactue
B JJAHHOM HCCJIeJOBaHuU!

Llenvio  uccnedosanus HE sBnsiercs oOlleHMBaHME 3HAHUNW YYaCTHUKOB WIH UX
JEATEIBHOCTH 110 HANMCAaHWIO M BHEAPEHUIO IUIaHAa pa3BUTHUA ILIKoibl. llenp - uccienoBathb
MHEHHUS U Pe(IEKCHIO YIAaCTHUKOB I10 TIOBOJIY MX OIIBITA MO MpOIeccaM IUIaHUPOBAHUS Pa3BUTHS
IIKOJIBL, & TAKXKE KaKUE MPEIJIOKEHUS 10 YIYUILIEHUI0 OHU MOTYT JaTh.

Ilpoyeodypul: JlaHHOE€ THCBMO - 3TO NpUIJIAIIEHUE MPUHATH YYacTHE B JIaHHOM
UCCIIeIOBAaHUM Ha BOJIOHTepckoii ocHoBe. lllects yuacTHukoB OynyT mpuriamensl Ha OJHO
UHIMBUAYyaIbHOE MHTEPBBIO. Llenb MHTEPBBIO - MCCIEN0BaTh B3MIIAAbI, YOXKAECHUS U ONBIT IO
IUTAHUPOBAHMIO Pa3BUTHS LIKOJIbI,  TAKXKe JH0Oble pEKOMEHIALNH IS TAIbHEHINEro Yy deH s

naHHoro npouecca. MiHTrepBrlo 3aiiMeT npuMepHo 40 - 50 MUHYT.
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Yyactue B JaHHOM MCCIEAOBAHUHM HE HECET HHUKAKMX PUCKOB, aHOHHMHOCTb U
KOH(HICHIIMATBHOCTh MOJHOCTHIO TapaHTHPOBAHBL. 3a y4dacTHE B JAHHOM HCCIIEJOBAaHMM He
OyzeT BhIIUIAYeHA KOMITCHCAIHSL.

Ecau BBl roroBel BHecTH CBO#l BKJIaJ B MOE HCCIENOBaHUME WM BaM HeoOXOIUMBI
JanpHEeWIne pa3zbsCHEHus, Jubo y Bac ecTe JONMOJHHUTENbHBIE BOIPOCH, MOXalylcTa
CBSDKUTECh CO MHOW JTMYHO, OO MO umeiny (-------- ), unu o Homepy Tenedona § 701 XXX
XX XX. OcranpHas BaxHasg uHpopMmanus o0 oOecreyeHud KOH(MUIACHINAIBHOCTH M|
QHOHUMHOCTH, PHCKAaX M TNPEUMYIIECTBaX TAaHHOTO HCCJIEIOBaHUs, OyAeT NpeloCTaBlieHa B
¢dopme-coriacuu TeM COTPyIHUKAM, KTO MPOSBUT UHTEPEC K YUACTHUIO B UCCIICAOBAHHH.

Hoowcanyiicma, yoocmoeepvmecv, umo Bei coxpanume 6cto ungopmayuio cyzybo
Konguoenyuanvro!!! (n-p, ybeoumeco, umo Bvi HE paccvinaeme nucoemo 6cemy WKOIbHOMY

konnekmugy unu HE pacceinaeme nucbmo 8 noumosulil AuuK epynnol).

C ysaoicenuem,

Mazucmpaum Hazapbaes Ynusepcumema,

Buicwas Ilxona Obpazosanus
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Appendix B

Interview Protocol (contains sample interview questions)

Date:

Start time:

Finish time:

Location:

Interviewee’s name:

Job position:

Number of years worked at this school:

e Arrivals and greetings

e Introduction to the research project and purposes
o Brief description of the interview procedures

o Checking if the consent form has been signed

o Reminding the rights of the participants

e Tech preparation and sound checks

o Starting the interview
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Questions

Notes on the

responses

Researcher’s

reflective notes

1) Do you have a SD plan at your school? Who

creates it?

2) In your own words, can you define SDP?

3) Describe the steps which you follow for SDP at

your school?

4) What difficulties or obstacles do you experience in

SDP? Enumerate three biggest challenges.

5) How do you cope with or address these challenges?

6) What support and resources are available to you for

developing a SDp?
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IIpunoxenue B

[TpoToKOJI UHTEPBBIO (COAEPKUT IPUMEPHI BOIIPOCOB)

Hara:

Bpems Hauana UHTEPBBIO:

BpeMH OKOHYAaHUS UHTCPBBIO:

Mecro:

Nma Y4aCTHHUKAa UHTCPBBIO:

JlOMKHOCTB:

CkompKo JleT mpopaboTai B 3TOi IKOJIe:

o IIpubGbiTHE U PUBETCTBUE

e BaBezncHue B IPOEKT HUCCIIEI0BAaHUS U LIETIU UCCIIEI0BAaHUS
o Kopotkoe onucanne npoueaypsl HHTEPBbIO

o IIpoBepka nmoanucana jim ¢popma coriacus

o HanomuHaHue o npaBax y4acTHUKA HHTEPBBIO

e TexHuueckas MOArOTOBKA U IPOBEPKA 3ByKa

e Hauano unrepBsro
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Bomnpocsl

3aMeTKH 1o

oTBETAM

PeduiekcuBubie
3aluCcH

uccjieaoBareas

1) V Bac B mikosie ecth [1nan PazBuTus mkosibt

(ITPII)? Kto0 ero cozmaer/murier?

2) Coumu ciioBamMu, MokeTe Bl gaTh onpejeneHue

IMOHATHIO INITAHUPOBAHUC PA3BUTUA IIIKOJIBI?

3) Onmmute 3Tansl, KOTOPsIM BeI cnegyere mpu

MJIAHUPOBAHUY Pa3BUTHUA B Baiieil mkosne?

4) Kakue Tpy1HOCTH WM NPENSATCTBUS Bl
UCIBITHIBAJIA IPU [JIAHUPOBAHUM PA3BUTHS LIKOJIbI?

HazoBure Tpu cambie 601b111ME TPYAHOCTH.

5) Kak BrI cipaBiisieTech WM Kak paboTaeTe ¢

JAHHBIMHU TPYAHOCTSIMU?

6) Kakas noanepskka uinm pecypcsl Bam noctynssl ass

cosznauug [TPII?
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Appendix C

Timeline of the Research Steps

Date

Actions

October 2018

Submit Ethics Application Form

November 2018

Gain permission from the gatekeeper (Letter)
Recruit and select interview participants (Email)
Negotiate with the interviewees (Consent form)

Start document analysis

December 2018

Schedule interviews
Conduct two interviews
Start transcribing interviews

Continue document analysis

January 2019

Conduct four interviews
Transcribe interviews
Continue document analysis

Start coding interview transcripts

February 2019

Finish transcribing interviews
Continue coding interview transcripts

Start data analysis (rereading transcripts)
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March 2019 Data analysis

April 2019 Write Preliminary findings

May — June 2019 Write Findings and Conclusions
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Appendix D
Permission from Gatekeeper
Dear Principal!

My name is ------------- . I am a second year graduate student at Nazarbayev University,
Graduate School of Education (NUGSE). This letter is a request to conduct a research study at
your school. As part of my Master Degree Program at NUGSE, I plan to conduct a qualitative
case study to explore the school leaders’ and teachers’ views and experiences of school
development (SD) planning processes and associated challenges. The purpose of the study is
NOT to evaluate the participants’ knowledge or their performance of developing and
implementing a SD plan but to explore their views and reflections on how they experience the
process of SD planning, and the suggestions they may offer for improving the SD planning
process. Therefore, I request for your permission to conduct my study at your school. I would
greatly appreciate your support in providing access to the location, school documents, staff
members and their corporate emails! Upon your permission, I will also invite you to take part in
ONE face-to-face individual interview as a research participant.

Procedures: Upon your permission, [ will send out an email to teaching staff’s corporate
emails about the research purpose and procedures and will invite them to voluntarily participate
in the study. After receiving expression of interest from the participants, I will select only six
participants comprising school leadership and teachers. I will then invite them to take part in
ONE face-to-face individual interview of about 40-50 minutes. The purpose of the interview is to
explore the participants’ views, feelings and experiences of SD planning and any suggestions

they may have for further improvement of this process.
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I will also request to have access to school documents for analysis. The documents can
include different versions of SD plans, meeting notes, departmental plans or training materials as
well as other prescriptive documents for SD planning processes.

Benefits and risks: There are no more than minimal risks to the research participants. The
only potential risk is the possible breach of anonymity and confidentiality and I will ensure that
this never happens by taking the measures discussed below. The benefits for the research
participants and the site include making a contribution to the generation of new knowledge about
SD planning in Kazakhstani context. Along with that, during interviews by verbalizing the
processes followed and the challenges met, the participants will reflect on their own experiences
and daily practices resulting in a deeper and better understanding of SD planning processes.

Anonymity and confidentiality: As the researcher from NUGSE, I will fully comply with
the ethical protocols of Nazarbayev University and ensure that all obtained information will
remain strictly confidential. I will not use real names of the school and participants in any part of
this study. Instead, I will use codes or pseudonyms for the school and participants to protect their
identity. However, I cannot guarantee full confidentiality for various reasons (e.g., access to
corporate emails by third parties, breach of confidentiality by some of the participants etc.). All
the responses from individual interviews will be kept anonymous and de-identified in the
research report as well as in any publications and presentations from this study.

If you need more explanation or have additional questions, please feel free to contact ME
in person, or by email at (-------- ) or by phone number 8 701 XXX XX XX. After granting
permission, if you are not satisfied with the way the study is conducted, you can withdraw your

permission or contact my supervisor at +7XXXXXXX or NUGSE Research Committee at --------
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----------------- . If YOU are ready to make a contribution to my research, please sign and return

this letter to me at your earliest.

Sincerely,

Graduate student of NUGSE

By signing this letter, I confirm that I give my permission for carrying out this research

Principal,

(write your name and surname)

day / month / year
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Appendix E

Informed consent form for participants
TITLE: “Educators’ Perceptions about School Development Planning: A Qualitative Case Study
of One Kazakhstani School”
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY: You are invited to voluntarily participate in this research
study, which will explore the teachers’ and leaders’ perceptions of the processes of school
development (SD) planning in one Kazakhstani school. The aim of the study is to produce
empirical data on how SD planning is understood by school leaders and teachers; the processes
which are followed by school members in implementing SD planning; and the main challenges
which educators face and experience in practice when incorporating SD planning into school life.
This exploration can inform educators about how to further improve the process and effectiveness
of SD planning.
TIME INVOLVEMENT: The interview will take approximately 40 - 50 minutes.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no more than minimal risks to the research participants.
The only potential risk is the possible breach of anonymity and confidentiality and I will ensure
that this never happens by taking the measures discussed below. The benefits for the research
participants and the site include making a contribution to the generation of new knowledge about
SD planning in Kazakhstani context. Along with that, during interviews by verbalizing the
processes followed and the challenges met, the participants will reflect on their own experiences
and daily practices resulting in a deeper and better understanding of SD planning processes.
CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY: As the researcher from NUGSE, I will fully comply
with the ethical protocols of Nazarbayev University and ensure that all obtained information will

remain strictly confidential. For keeping your anonymity, I will not name the school and
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participants or directly link comments to individuals. Instead, I will use codes or numbers, where
numbers will not imply the seniority of the position but will help to keep you de-identified.
Similarly, no gender assumption can be made either, in this way. Notes for identifying
personality will be kept in my code book, passworded and available to me only. All interview
transcripts and audio files will be saved in password protected files on my own personal
computer. All hard copies of transcripts and other data will be kept in a locked cabinet accessible
to me only. Some data such as excerpts of interviews or quotes from document analysis could be
available to the broader audience in publications, final thesis, conferences and workshops, but no
individual names or other personally identifiable information will be attached. The full
confidentiality will be attempted but I cannot guarantee it for various reasons (e.g., access to
corporate emails by third parties, breach of confidentiality by some of the participants etc.)
PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS: You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time
without giving a reason. During the interview, whenever you feel uncomfortable to answer any
question/questions, feel free to let the researcher know about that. In such cases, you can skip
the question or stop the interview or ask the researcher to go to the next question.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

If you have any questions about this research, contact the Thesis Supervisor at, -------------

If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if you have any concerns about
your rights as a participant, please contact NUGSE Research Committee at

gse researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

By signing this consent, you confirm that:

e You have carefully read the information provided,


mailto:gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

EDUCATORS’ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
81

e You have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the study;

e You understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential information
will be seen only by the researcher and will not be revealed to anyone else;

e You know that the collected data can be used in publications and presentations;

e You understand that you are free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a
reason;

» With full knowledge of all foregoing, you agree to participate in this study.

Please sign this form and return to the researcher. One copy of this signed and dated consent form

is for you to keep.

Signature: Date:
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[Ipunoxenue E

WNudopmupoBanHOE coriacue JUisi y9aCTHHKOB
TEMA HUCCIEAOBAHUSA: “Bocnpusitue IlnanupoBanus Pazsutus I[lxonel Ilegaroramu:
KauectBennoe Uccnenosanue Keiic Cranu Onnoit Hlkonsl B Kazaxcrane”
OIIUCAHUE HUCCJIEJAOBAHMUSA: Bpl npurnamensl J00pOBOJBHO HPHUHATH Y4YacTHE B
UCCJIEJIOBAaHUM, KOTOPOE HAIpaBJICHO Ha M3yYEHUE BOCHPUATHS MPOIECCOB IIAHUPOBAHUS
pazButusa wmkoisl ([IPIL) nunepamu mkon u yuurtensmu B oaHoi mkosie Kazaxcrana. Llens
UCCJIEIOBAHMSI - TOJYyYEHHE AMIMPUUYECKUX JAHHBIX O TOM, KaK IIKOJIbHBbIE PYKOBOJUTEIU U
yunrtens nonumatot [IPI; mporecchl, KOTOPBIM CIEAYIOT YI€HBI IIKOJBHOTO COOOIIECTBa MPHU
ocymiectBienun [IPII; u ocHOBHBIE NpoOIEMBbI, C KOTOPHIMU CTAJKHUBAIOTCS IEJAroru Ha
npaktuke npu BHeapenuu [IPII B peansHOCTh. JlaHHOE HMccenoBaHuE MOKET MHPOPMUPOBATH
MeJIaroroB O TOM, KakK e1ie 0oJIble yIyqIuTh rnpotecc u 3pdpexkruBHocTs [TPILI.
BPEMHSI: NUnTtepsbio 3aitmer npumepHo 40 - 50 MUHYT.
PUCKHU U ITPEUMYUIECTBA: Yuactue B JaHHOM HCCJIEIOBAHUN HE HECET HUKAKHX PUCKOB
JUIsS Y4aCTHUKOB. ENMHCTBEHHBIN PUCK - 3TO BO3MOXKHOE HapylleHHe KOH(UICHINAIBHOCTH, HO
s IPEIIPUMY MEpbI, ONIMCAaHHBIE HIDKE, U MPEIOTBPAIIEHHS TOTO, YTOOBI 3TO HE MPOU3OIILIO.
[IpeumyniecTBa [Uisi y4acTHUKOB M ILIKOJbl BKJIIOYAIOT BHECEHHME BKJIaJa B Pa3BUTHE HOBBIX
sHanuii B obnactu [IPII B koHtekcte Kaszaxcrana. Bpo0GaBok, BO BpemMs WHTEPBBIO depes
o3ByunBanue tmporeccoB I[IPII wu TpynHocTeli B WX peanu3aliy, YYacTHUKH OyIyT
peduiekcupoBaTh HaJl CBOMM OIBITOM M MOBCEIHEBHBIMH MPAKTUKAMH, YTO TO3BOJIUT JyYIIE U
riry0Oxe moHats npoueccst TP
KOHOUJEHIUAJIBHOCTDb U AHOHUMHOCTbD: B kauectBe uccienosarens BIIO

HY, s 6yay npuaep:xuBaThCs STHUECKUX HOpM npoTokona HY u obecneuy nonHyo



EDUCATORS’ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
83

KOH(HICHIIMATBHOCTb MOMYYSHHBIX JaHHBIX. 711 COXpaHEeHHUs Ballleii aHOHUMHOCTH, 51 He Oyay
Ha3bIBaTh CBOMMH UMEHAMH YYAaCTHUKOB H IIKOJTY, MO0 HANPSMYIO IPUCBAaUBAaTh KOMMEHTAPHU
mroasM. Bmecto atoro st Oyay MCIonb30BaTh KoAbI MO0 nudpsl, rae uudpsl He OyayT
HOJJpa3yMeBaTh UEPAPXUIO 110 3aHUMAEMOM JOJDKHOCTH, a HA000POT, TOMOTYT COXPAaHUTh
uHpopMaluio obe3nnyeHHoi. Takxke, TakuM 00pa3oM, HEBO3MOKHO OyIeT OMpeAeTUTh MO
YYaCTHHKA. 3aMETKH 110 ONPECICHUIO JUNYHOCTH YYaCTHUKA OyIyT COXpaHEHBI B MOCH KHUTeE
KOJIOB, ITOJT TAPOJIEM U JOCTYITHOM TOJNIBKO MHE. Bce TeKCcThl MHTEPBBIO U aynnodaiiist OyxyT
COXpaHEHHI B 3alllMIIEHHBIX MaposieM ¢aiinax, Ha MOeM JIMYHOM KoMmbioTepe. Bee
pacrieyaTaHHble TPAHCKPUITH HHTEPBBIO U JAPYTUe JaHHbIE OyIyT XPaHUTHCS B IIKA(UHKE MO
KJIFOYOM, JIOCTYITHOM TOJIbKO MHe. HekoTophle JaHHbIe, TaKHe KaK OTPBIBKH WHTEPBBIO JIHO0
LUTAThl U3 aHAJIN3a JOKYMEHTALUU MOT'YT OBITh JOCTYIIHBI IIUPOKON MyOInKe yepe3
nyOMKanuy, B OKOHYATEIbHON BEPCUH JUCCEPTALUH, B IPE3CHTALMAX HA KOH(PEPEHIHUIX U
CEeMMHapax, HO UMEHA YYaCTHUKOB JINOO JIMYHASA y3HaBaeMasi HH(popmMaius He OyayT
UCHOJIb30BaHBL. [1OMBITKM COXPAaHUTH MOTHYIO KOHPHUACHIIMAIBLHOCTh Oy Iy T NPEANPHUHSTHI, HO 5
HE MOTY €€ TapaHTUPOBATh M0 PA3JIMYHBIM IPUUUHAM (H-P, AOCTYI K KOPHOPATUBHOM MOYTE
TPETHUMH JIMIIAMH, HapyIIeHNE KOH(UACHINAIBHOCTH CAMUMH YYaCTHUKAMHU U T.[1.)

ITPABA YYACTHHKOB: VY Bac ecTh npaBo 0TKa3aThCsl OT Y4acTUs B HCCIEIOBAHUU B JII000€
BpeMs, He Ha3bIBas MpUUYMHY. Bo BpeMsi HHTEPBbIO, B CIIydae HE)KEJIaHUsI OTBEYaTh Ha JII000i
BOIIPOC/bI, JAWTE 3HATH UCCIIEIOBATENI0 00 3TOM. B Takux cimyyasx, Bel MoxeTe npomycTuTh
BOIIPOC, INOO OCTAHOBUTH UHTEPBBIO, JINOO MOMPOCUTH UCCIIEA0BATENS MIEPEUTH K CIICAYIOLIEMY
BOIIPOCY.

KOHTAKTHBIE JAHHBIE:
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Ecim y Bac ecth kakue-mubo BOMPOCHI 00 HCCIEOBAHUM, CBSDKUTECH C PYKOBOJIUTEIEM

HUCCICI0BAaHUA 110

Ecau Bbl HeTOBOILHEI TEM, KaK IIPOBOIUTCSA HCCICAOBAHHC, 1100 y Bac ectb comHenus o
Bammx IIpaBax B KA4YCCTBC YUACTHHKA, HO)KaHYﬁCTa cBspxuTech ¢ KomureToM 1Mo HccaenoBanus

o gse researchcommittee(@nu.edu.kz

[TonnuceiBas naHHOE cornacue, Bol moaTBepkaere, 4ro:

o BbI BHUMaTENBHO MPOYIH MTPEIOCTABICHHYIO HH(POPMAIIHIO;

o Bawm Obuta npenocrapnena noiaHas “H(GOpPMAIHMA OTHOCUTENBHO LeIeld U MpoLeryp
UCCIICIOBAHMS;

o Brbl nonnmaere, kak OyIyT HCIIOJIb30BaHbI COOpAaHHBIE TAaHHBIE, & TAKXKE TO, YTO JIr00ast
KOH(pHIeHIIMaTbHAs HHPOpMaLUs OyIeT TOCTyIHA TOJIBKO UCCIIEA0BATENIO U He OyAeT
pacKpbITa HUKOMY;

o Bri3nHaere, yTo cOOpaHHbBIE JaHHBIE MOTYT OBITH HCIIOJIB30BaHbI B IyOIUKAIMAX U
MIPE3CHTALHSX;

o Brl monumaete, uro Brl BiipaBe B J11000€ BpeMsi OTKa3aThCs OT YYaCTUS B UCCIIEJOBAHUHT
0e3 yKazaHus IPUYMHBL;

e C NOJHBIM MOHMMAHUEM BCETO MIEPEUNCIIEHHOT0, BBl COrIacHb NPUHATH y4acTHE B

HCCICIOBAaHUN.

HO)KEU'nyICT&, IMOAIMNIINTE JAHHOE COIJIaCu€ U BEPHUTE UCCICAOBATCIIIO. O,I[Ha KOIIMA AaHHOI'O

IMOAINMMUMCAHHOTO U AaTUPOBAHHOT'O COTJIaCHsA OJIA Bac.

Pocnuce: MHara:
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