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Executive summary

This study critically examines Kazakhstan’s current financing model for inclusive education,
identifying gaps and potential improvements from practitioners’ perspectives. It explores the
literature on Kazakhstan’s inclusive education, historical context, reform efforts, and
international experiences. It notes that the number of children needing special tutors is rising
and more collaboration between government, schools, NGOs, and society is needed. When
the children, families, communities, authorities, and practitioners are all engaged and work
together they can provide the best possible educational resources (Cox-Petersen, A., 2010).
The paper explains the per capita funding model which was developed in collaboration with
UNICEF in 2013 and explores practitioners’ perspectives on it and how, if at all, it was
implemented in schools. This model strives to increase accessibility, social inclusivity, and
budget efficiency. Our research problem is that the literature on per capita funding for
children with SEN does not include the practitioners’ feedback. The research questions focus
on those who implement this instrument and see it in practice. From the practitioner’s
perspective, how is this instrument working? How, if at all, should it be improved? The
mixed method methodology is used in our work, including self-completion surveys among
school administrators, teachers, and inclusive education tutors, and interviews.

The study examines practitioners’ perspectives on the per capita funding model's
effectiveness. It also gives policy recommendations for improving the system of funding
inclusive education. It argues that because the instrument is implemented in the whole
educational system of Kazakhstan, developing the instrument can affect the whole system’s

level of transparency and effectiveness.



Research is made using mixed methods approach providing quantitative angle through close
ended question of the survey and a correlation analysis of the results and a qualitative
approach through open ended questions of the survey and in-depth interviews.

There were 121+ schools and 53 teachers contacted directly, but due to limitations
concerning sensitivity of the topic the research has resulted in 26 survey responses and 6 in-
depth interviews from at least 8 schools from 7 different cities.

Findings show varied implementation stages, with no unified progress nationwide and
several challenges identified by practitioners. Key research findings do not directly prove the
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the instrument, as it is rated by 6.4 out of 10 by
practitioners. Many of the respondents find it inefficient in one way or the other. Findings
also highlight significant regional disparities in application, with 36.6% of respondents
reporting they are either in the early stages or have not begun implementation even six years
after the model's introduction. Lack of standardization and unified progress further hinders
effective implementation. Rural areas, in particular, face additional obstacles in accessing
resources and implementing inclusive practices. Budgetary concerns are also evident, with
reports of inconsistencies in fund allocation and a formula that fails to account for fixed costs
like utilities and maintenance. Tutors, who are crucial for supporting students with special
educational needs (SEN), face uniform pay structures that fail to reflect varying workloads,
which discourages staff and impacts the quality of support. Transparency and accountability
issues are prevalent, as the budgeting process lacks clarity, and there is insufficient
monitoring of fund usage. The absence of standardized progress tracking further contributes

to uneven implementation and accountability gaps.



Despite these challenges, some respondents noted the potential of the PCF model to enhance
resources for all students and raise awareness about the importance of inclusive education.

Policy recommendations have included following suggestions:

Standardize approaches and provide training for practitioners using the instrument
for SEN children.

- Simplification and transparency of the budgeting process. As the findings has stated
that the complexity of the budgeting process can cause barriers for schools in
receiving the budget allocated

- Research clearly states that the instrument needs improvement and recommendation
is to analyze existing instrument variations to improve current formula

- Given that this instrument was implemented 6 years ago and 36,6% of the
respondents stated that they are still at the early stage of the implementation or
haven’t started the process of implementation at all this may signal of a problem as
there in no unified progress across the country. Recommendation is to implement
project tracking when implementing instruments, as tracking progress is important.

The study identifies several limitations that may influence its results. One limitation is the
potential for sampling bias, as the use of the snowball sampling method could exclude less-
connected individuals, thereby affecting the representativeness of the sample. Additionally,
the sensitive nature of topics such as government funding and inclusive education may have
led respondents to withhold critical feedback. Furthermore, despite significant efforts to
reach a wide audience, the relatively small sample size limits the generalizability of the

findings.



The study concludes that while the instrument has potential there are areas for development
to ensure maximum effect of the instrument.

The broader implication of this research is its contribution to the discourse on
inclusive education reform in Kazakhstan. Inclusive education is a pressing contemporary
issue, with the number of diagnosed SEN children rising annually. The PCF instrument was
introduced to address this challenge, yet its implementation demonstrates the need for
continuous improvement to fulfill its intended goals. Ultimately, this research seeks to
contribute to creating a more equitable and effective education system in Kazakhstan by
informing policymakers and practitioners about the challenges and necessary reforms for the
PCF instrument. The findings and recommendations aim to contribute to policy discourse
and inform decision-making by the Ministry of Education and local authorities. By
addressing the identified gaps, Kazakhstan can build a more inclusive, transparent, and

effective education system, ultimately benefiting all students and their communities.



Abbreviations

ASD- Autism Spectrum Disorder.

SEN - Special educational needs.

OECD - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.
UNESCO- United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization.

UNICEF — United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund.
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Abstract

This study critically evaluates Kazakhstan's per capita funding instrument for inclusive
education, designed to allocate funds based on student enrollment to support equitable access
for students with special needs. Introduced in 2018 as a pilot program, the instrument has
since expanded nationwide; however, gaps remain between policy goals and practice, with
challenges around funding adequacy, inconsistent implementation, and varied practitioner
perspectives. Using a mixed-methods approach, including surveys and interviews with
educational staff, this research identifies critical issues, such as insufficient resources, lack

of standardization across regions, and disparities in tutor workloads.

Findings reveal an average effectiveness rating of 6.4 out of 10, underscoring areas for
improvement. Administrative staff reported greater challenges with operational
implementation compared to school management, highlighting a need for unified training.
Major recommendations include separating fixed operational costs from per capita funds,
providing differentiated pay for tutors based on workload, and establishing robust monitoring
mechanisms. These adjustments aim to improve the instrument’s transparency and

accountability, ensuring that funds are used effectively to meet inclusive education goals.

Overall, the study emphasizes that while the per capita funding instrument holds potential,
substantive reforms are required to align it with Kazakhstan’s goals for inclusive education.
Implementing these recommendations could bridge policy-practice gaps, fostering a more

equitable and effective system for inclusive education funding.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Problem statement

By 2022, 188,144 children in Kazakhstan had mental disabilities, a 7% increase from the
previous year, with nearly 5% of 2022 births diagnosed with developmental disabilities,
many undiagnosed in rural areas (Bureau of National Statistics, Number of Children with
Disabilities Health and Welfare Statistics 2023) and this proportion is growing every year.
Parental ignorance, especially in rural areas, leaves many children undiagnosed and
underrepresented. Educating children with special educational needs is a contemporary

problem that needs solutions.

Inclusive education ensures all children learn together, regardless of ability, as emphasized
by The Salamanca Statement. UNESCO formulated it during the Salamanca Conference on
SEN in 1994, it was ratified by 92 countries including Kazakhstan (Miles, S. and Singal N.,
2010). The Salamanca Statement shifted focus from segregation to inclusivity for children
with disabilities (The UNESCO Salamanca Statement, n.d.). To attend school, they had to
undergo special training to meet certain standards (Saloviita, T., 2018). The Statement
steered the focus toward a “student-centered pedagogy”, persuading schools to modify their
environments to be more inclusive (Saloviita, T., 2018). True inclusive education means
granting everyone an equal standard of schooling without any form of discrimination
(Inclusive Education, n.d.). Kazakhstan’s Constitution prohibits discrimination based on

origin, social status, race, or other factors. (Akorda.kz, n.d.).
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Historically, children with disabilities faced discrimination, with teachers more accepting of
physical than mental disabilities (Shaikheslyamova A., 2018; Vlast.kz, 2018). Older teachers

and males tend to be more unsupportive to improving inclusive education.

The per capita funding instrument was developed in 2013 in collaboration with UNICEF and
its main goal is to increase accessibility, social inclusivity, and effectiveness of budget
spending of the current educational system in Kazakhstan (UNICEF, 2013). Before the
implementation, spending on inclusive education was disproportionately less, implementing
a new instrument made the process fairer and motivating for the implementation of
inclusivity. In prior system of budgeting the amount paid was different according to the
school status, quantity of shifts, class capacity, and availability of specialized classes
(UNICEF, 2013). The funding for inclusive education for pupils with special educational
needs is complex and costly and it is difficult to contain budgets within agreed limits (Marsh,
A.J.,2003). Unequal payment to the schools has resulted in unequal distribution of
knowledge quality. The new implemented per capita instrument allocates a budget per
person, with different coefficients applicable to typically developing children and children
with SEN. Inclusivity in this program was considered for children with health disabilities,
mental disabilities, and other special educational needs. In our work, SEN are focused on
both health and mental disabilities. Per capita instrument offers a starting point for support,
each country decides what version of the formula works best for them. For schools to be able
to educate these pupils appropriately, it may be necessary to implement weighted formulas

(Peters, S. J., 2004).
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The instrument of per capita subsidizing was developed in 2013 (Vlast.kz, 2018).
Implementation piloted in Shymkent and Almaty schools, and final implementation
throughout the country was planned for 2020. Despite the nationwide implementation there
is a limited existing study and literature on assessing this financing instrument from the
perspective of professionals who work in the system. Therefore, the research problem is that
the literature on per capita funding for children with special educational needs does not
include the practitioners’ feedback as our goal is to assess the instrument itself and if it needs

improvement.

1.2 Research questions of the study
Research questions are: From the practitioners’ perspective, how is this instrument working?
How, if at all, should it be improved?
Acknowledging the limitations of the instrument from the practitioner’s perspective, research
can identify the problems that need to be addressed. Their direct experience provides crucial

insights into the tool’s shortcomings and the areas requiring immediate attention.

1.3 The object, scope and purpose of the study

The object of the study is the per-capita instrument of funding education for children with
SEN. The scope of research is the evaluation of this instrument implementation and
effectiveness across different schools as rated by the practitioners. The main purpose of the
study is to analyze if practitioners find this instrument effective, understand if this
instrument needs improvement from their perspective and if yes gather their suggestions

and provide policy recommendations.
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1.4 The structure of the study

The study is organized into seven chapters, where Chapter 1 (Introduction) provides
background of the inclusive education and its financing, purpose of the study and
underlines main research objectives. Chapter 2 (Literature review) reviews existing
literature on the different variations of the instrument across the countries and challenges
both in Kazakhstan and in different countries. Chapter 3 (Methods) describes research
instruments used, sample targeted and followed by Chapter 4 (Research findings) which
lays out the results of the survey, in-depth interviews and correlation analysis conducted.
Final Chapters 6 and 7 (Policy recommendations, Conclusion) provide implication of the
research findings, suggestions made on their basis and improvements of the instrument

suggested as the outcome of the research.



16

Chapter 2 Literature review

2.1 Relevant concepts

Educational authorities around the world have developed and implemented a range of
funding policies and subsidizing instruments. There is much discussion over funding models
that are based on census data versus those that are based on diagnoses. Determining whether
funds should be divided based on enrollment or student labels is critical in a per capita
financing instrument (Whitley, J., Klan, A., D’Agostino, B., 2020). The main purpose is to
provide financial subsidies to schools most effectively, part of which is to address various
issues related to inclusive education. In addition to covering operating expenses, funding
should go toward enhancing school facilities, educating tutors, and offering sufficient
assistance to pupils with SEN (Meijer, C. J. W., & Watkins, A., 2019). These tasks include
hiring teachers’ assistants (referred to as “tutors” hereafter), providing equipment for
children with disabilities, purchasing adaptive materials, redeveloping classrooms, creating
new teaching methods, modifying assessment methods, developing the professional skills of

staff (Golubeva, L.,2014).

Compared to other similar benchmark countries Kazakhstan doesn’t spend enough on its
education, which results in several problems in this area (Pons, 2015). The total budget spent
on education is rather stable and even when it increases yearly stays relatively the same if
counted in % of GDP. Before the per capita funding instrument local government was

responsible for allocating the budget to schools according to a whole number of pupils and
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other changing criteria, which meant it was a biased decision according to organizations’

priority.

Educating SEN pupils costs 2-3 times more, requiring tailored per capita funding for
specialized resources, particularly in developing countries facing funding challenges and
urban-rural disparities like Kazakhstan (Eleweke, C. J., & Rodda, M.,2002). In 2013
UNICEF and the Ministry of Education of Kazakhstan collaborated on a report on the
education system in Kazakhstan. It concluded that per capita funding would be the most
applicable and effective instrument for budget spending in Kazakhstan to develop education

provision and therefore promote the development of inclusive education (UNICEF, 2013).

Per capita funding allocates budget per student to reduce disparities and improve equity
(UNICEF, 2013). Supporters of the policy argue that per capita funding is a transparent and
equitable tool to fund inclusive education. The formula is easy to understand and apply and
ensure that all schools receive a fair share of funding (UNICEF, 2013). This instrument
provides schools with more flexibility in how they use funding. It allows schools to tailor
spending of the budget to the specific needs of students, improves the quality of education,
requires less administrative regulation, and frees up more resources for direct instruction and

other educational activities (Ait Si Mhamed et al., 2023).

Our research problem is that the literature on per capita funding for children with special

educational needs does not include the practitioners’ feedback. This literature review
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analyzes the Kazakhstan instrument in question and examines international experiences with

the implementation of similar instruments.

2.2 Kazakhstani context

According to Alonso et al. (2011), Central Asian countries during the 1990°s-2000’s have
experienced major governance reforms because of the Soviet Union collapse. This period
was economically hard, and this was when the governments experienced a need for reforms
and attempted to develop it into a more democratized market economy and decentralize from
the central government, giving educational institutions a chance to be less dependent on the

state. Per capita funding has been seen as a more impartial and objective option.

Kazakhstan’s per capita funding model is a standard ratio of financing per student for the full
period of study, depending on the type of education (pre-school, school, post-secondary
education, etc.) to the total labor intensity. Funding for students with SEN is doubled,

providing an incentive for schools to implement inclusive education.

According to regulatory acts (https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/\VV1700016137), normative
financing is the costs of the educational process in a certain educational environment that
considers the following aspects of secondary education:
° Numbers of hours by the Standard Curriculum
e Estimated occupancy of classes by the state compulsory standards (24 students
in the city’s general education schools; 20 pupils in rural general education

schools, in special (correctional) classes — 12 students)
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° Standard Teaching Load Per Week (18 hours for secondary education

organizations)

2.3 Theoretical background

Per capita financing instrument legislation was approved in 2017 and has been updated 10
times ever since, almost every year and sometimes even twice a year
(https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/\V1700016137). The per capita financing calculator is
published on the website of the state financial center (https://fincenter.kz/) and includes
forms, that schools fill in, that consists of the information about the total number of students
including students in general education classes, students with SEN, studying in general
education classes, in special (corrective) classes, studying at home and other factors in the
context of primary, middle years and graduating classes.

At the same time, the per capita funding instrument provides additional payments to
specialists for work in rural areas, for the qualification level of teachers, and for living in an
environmental disaster zone or radiation risk zone.

The calculation of the volume of per capita standard basis financing is carried out according

to the following formula:

Nz=[(Ez+L)*(kL+k2)]+Al + A2+ A3

This formula is a school-level payment of the budget allocated by the government per child.
Per capita standard financing of each student is multiplied by the average annual number of

pupils. Coefficient Nz that represents the financing per student is different for typically



20

developing pupils and pupils with SEN. The sum sign represents that the amount of per capita
normative financing is determined cumulatively, based on standards of financing per student
by type. The formula is given in detail in the Appendix 5. Overall, the instrument is supposed
to give incentives to schools to implement inclusive education and create equal opportunities
for children with special educational needs. The per capita funding instrument allows
opening schools with fewer students with SEN in the class, as the budget is twice the standard

fund.

Omarova T.K. (2016) in her article indicates that today the national mechanism for assessing
the development of inclusive education remains underdeveloped. The lack of clear criteria
about which educational organization can be considered inclusive has led to inconsistencies
in some statistics, there is no unified approach and no clear control from the government.
The data is generated based on the information provided by the regional Departments of
Education. Schools in the regions independently determine the amount of conditions

provided for the inclusion of children with SEN in the education process.

M. Turlubekova and R. Bugubaeva (Turlubekova M., Bugubayeva R., 2021), in their
research, indicate that in Kazakhstan, issues related to inclusion are relevant and it is
necessary to attract the government and public attention to these problems. They assert that
inclusion is a top priority for most countries worldwide and that there is a pressing need to
reassess existing conceptual approaches. They emphasize that education authorities must
establish clear criteria for evaluating the progress being made in inclusive education and

allocate adequate budgetary resources to support effective measures.
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Per capita instrument implementation in Kazakhstan is underexplored and can be defined as
a gap in the study. The only scholar identified in this research theme is Professor Kasa, along
with her co-authors, (Kasa R. et al, 2023) who have offered research initiated and funded by
the Ministry of Education, which assessed the impact of per capita school funding in
Kazakhstan on improving education for students with SEN. The purpose of their work was
to assess existing processes, including admissions and the status quo. The paper offers a
comprehensive examination of global literature on inclusive education financing models,
combined with an analysis of Kazakhstan’s specific experience. The information presented
stems from a survey involving approximately 500 principals of secondary schools in urban
regions across Kazakhstan. She has found that schools receiving per capita funding are likely
to integrate students with SEN into general education classes. The factors that influence
enrollment of students with SEN include school selectivity, language of instruction, SEN-
related policies, and hiring of specialized staff. Selection process of school admissions
negatively impacts enrollment of students with SEN. Kazakh-language schools tend to have
fewer students with SEN. Schools that keep students with SEN in homeschooling are less
likely to integrate them into mainstream classes. She also noted that teacher professional
development, school infrastructure, and autonomy of school principals in decision-making
are critical for successful inclusive education within the per capita funding model. (Kasa et
al., 2023)

There are debates among academics that schools benefiting from financial support were more
inclined to adopt inclusive education practices compared to those without subsidies. These
practices encompassed actions like hiring extra teachers, providing professional

development for educators, and acquiring adaptive materials (OECD, 2012). Another study
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observed that students with disabilities attending subsidized schools were more likely to
participate in general education classrooms compared to their counterparts in non-subsidized
schools (Conor D., 2015). Nevertheless, it’s important to note that not all studies are
unanimous in asserting the effectiveness of subsidies in addressing all challenges related to
inclusive education. To illustrate, one study indicated that subsidies did not effectively
increase the enrollment of students with disabilities in special education classrooms,
suggesting that barriers to inclusive education may persist despite financial support (Harry,

B., Klingner, J., 2006).

2.4 International instrument varieties

Countries like Serbia, Armenia, and Poland use varied per capita funding policies, from
simple to complex formulas. Some models use vouchers to allow parental choice and
competition between schools. In Armenia per capita funding was introduced in 1999 under
the supervision of the World Bank, the pilot program excluded schools with less than 100
pupils, and at first, was implemented in 136 schools. The instrument was based on the
simplest formula with no adjustment factors, total school budget equals per student cost
multiplied by the number of students plus fixed costs (maintenance costs) (Alonso et al.,
2011). During the trial period, there was an obligatory condition that no budget be lower than
the previous year. Implementing the instrument meant exercising financial autonomy,
receiving a budget straight from the Ministry of Finance excluding extra layers, and
additional education for accountants and headmasters. Schools were allowed to raise funds

themselves from extracurricular activities.
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Georgia implemented a per capita instrument in 2005, the main aim was to build a transparent
system, excluding extra steps while transferring the budget (Alonso et al., 2011). Funding
was provided through standardized vouchers per student, with no adjustments apart from
only additional transfers in conflict zones (due to reduced safety and migrants) and second -
funds for payment increased for the teachers (Alonso et al., 2011). Vouchers are easier when
the data is not trustworthy but can be imbalanced because some schools are under or over-
funded. The introduction of the voucher system in Georgia also allowed parents to have
flexible attachment to any school of their choice (Tabatadze S. and Gorgadze N., 2018).
Schools receive a budget per student applied, therefore voucher implementation creates
competitive conditions and creates incentives for schools to provide better services.
Vouchers are stated to provide equal rights, equal access, and equal distribution of education

(Tabatadze S. and Gorgadze N., 2018).

Another example is Estonia where the per capita instrument was implemented in 1998.
Payments per student are not differentiated by grade and coefficients are different according
to the municipality, corresponding additional coefficients are applied to special needs for
home teaching, psychiatry, language integration, prison education, distance learning, etc

(Alonso et al., 2011).

Poland introduced this instrument in 2000, it included adjustments according to the level of
education, extracurricular activities, boarding specificity, supplement for costly forms of
provision, special needs, and need in social therapy, recurrent expenditures subvention,

coefficients for school sizes, for SEN, for specialized schools such as music, ballet, art
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schools, according to the level of the teacher and experience, the national average salary of
every type of the teacher (Alonso et al., 2011). Poland and Estonia represent a more
complicated approach, that takes away the independence from schools of distributing their

own budget and builds a motivational payment system.

Per capita financing is wide in its variety and complexity, Armenian and Georgian have the
simplest and least number of adjustments, it assumes all children in the same grade have the
same needs. Some of the critics claim that the introduction of vouchers reinforces existing
segregation among social classes (Tabatadze S. and Gorgadze N., 2018). More complicated
formulas are seen as the development, second generation. The Kazakhstani model is more

like Poland or Estonia in its complexity.

There is evidence that schools receiving financial support may be more likely to adopt
inclusive practices, but not all studies agree on the consistency of this outcome. In their
investigation, Sharma, U., Forlin, C., and Furlonger, B. (2015) examine different funding
models across Australia to identify the most appropriate funding model for inclusive
education for students with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). They have found that there’s
no universal approach to ASD funding and most jurisdictions’ funding is based on the level
of student needs rather than a specific disability diagnosis. In the report, it is recommended
to use a tailored approach to unigue student needs and focus on improving student learning
outcomes. The authors support school autonomy in decision-making balanced with

accountability for student outcomes and stress the importance of investing in teacher training
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and development to ensure all instructors know how to support students with special

educational needs in inclusive settings.

Goldan, Janka, Loreman, and Lambrecht (2022) discuss the challenging nature of the
inclusive education implementation process. They stress that different funding models have
unintended consequences. Those include the over-diagnosis of students to get more funding
and the possibility of limiting access for students with genuine needs. They underline the
importance of resource allocation and stress that a deep understanding of this complex topic
is essential for maximizing the effectiveness of inclusive education. Pulkkinen, Réikkdnen,
Jahnukainen, and Pirttimaa (2020) have found a similar correlation between the type of
funding and the possibility of over-diagnosing while studying educational reforms in
Finland. In the study, they explore why identification rates vary among municipalities. They
have concluded that funding incentivizes either segregated or integrated placement,
depending on how the funding is allocated. Authors argue that census-based funding

discourages identification of students with SEN.

According to the research by Lazarus, Johnstone, and Lazetic (2012) introduction of the first
per capita financing formula in Serbia for inclusive education was determined by analyzing
demographic data and current financial records from ten municipalities. The calculation
considered both the average cost per student in regular schools and the expenses associated
with services for children with SEN. Required minimum service packages for inclusive

education were established to cater to the needs of children under 4 categories outlined by
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the OECD: disabilities, learning difficulties, disadvantages, and any combination of
mentioned factors (Lazarus et al., 2012). The minimum standard expenses for each category
were used to determine weights. These weights reflect the comparative costs of delivering
the minimum service packages in contrast to the expenses associated with educating a

typically developing pupil. Weights were calculated based on the following formula:

Inclusive Education Weight = (Cost of providing Minimal Standards Package for 1 student
in a SEN group)/(Average per student cost in Serbia ).

Categorizing assumes that each category of special needs includes either additional support
specific to the category’s needs during school hours, supplementary sessions, or expenses
associated with various social and material support, such as receiving clothing or snacks, as
part of the services provided in special schools (Lazarus et al., 2012).

Serbia also uses a per capita financing model, but unlike all the above-mentioned examples
it is formed from the bottom to the top, starting with the needs of the pupils forming the cost
for each category separately for typical children and children with SEN. Whereas all the
others have made it top-down, have created the formula for neurotypical pupils and applying

a coefficient and how this budget was allocated especially in SEN is questionable.

The research by Dohmen, Dieter (2005) indicated that the per capita financing model in
Tajikistan led to inadequate budget allocation. Under the previous approach to budget
distribution, many schools, especially smaller ones received larger budgets compared to what
they get under the per capita financing scheme. The presented research gives a wide

understanding of the existing processes and the implementation of the instrument.
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2.5 Conclusion

Main goal of this project is to analyze this instrument and research it from the practitioners’
perspective. Every school has an individual approach and different priorities. How the
program is implemented, and how inclusivity is developed in schools depends on several
factors. While how this instrument is constructed technically, how it could be developed and
regulated would affect all the schools and inclusive education in general. Our research
problem is that the literature on per capita funding for children with special educational

needs does not include the practitioners’ feedback.

This represents a significant gap in the existing literature concerning the analysis of the
instrument from the practitioners’ perspectives on the use of this new instrument to subsidize
inclusive education. Kazakhstan’s per capita instrument is implemented from top to down,
is more complex than the examples of Georgia and Armenia and is more similar to the second
generation of implementers like Poland. Each country adjusts the instruments according to
its needs, creating adjustments that reflect the country’s specifics (radiation zone, conflict

zone etc.), raising additional funds, and categorizing SEN.



28

Chapter 3 Methods

3.1 Purpose of the survey

Our research problem is that the literature on per capita funding for children with special
educational needs does not include the practitioners’ feedback. This problem shows that
there is a gap in our knowledge of the instrument of subsidizing inclusive education.
Inclusive education is an important element within the contemporary education system,
striving to make sure that all students have equal access to the same level of quality education
regardless of their physical or mental limitations. To shed light on this lack of information
the aim was to find out how this tool is rated by practitioners and if it needs further

improvement.

Research indicated that even though sufficient funds are allocated for inclusive students,
schools have not utilized those resources properly. Special tutors are underpaid, schools are
lacking special equipment for students with special needs. The per capita funding mechanism
can impact how resources are allocated to individual students, schools, and regions, and

should therefore affect the quality of special education.

3.2 Subject of the survey

The unit of observation of our research would be professionals who implement special
education in the schools of Kazakhstan. Because our research gives anonymity to the

respondents it is impossible to identify the schools and cannot detect which of the
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respondents were from the same schools, this is a trade-off for allowing them to express their
point of view without fear or bias. The unit of analysis is the per capita instrument. Main
stakeholders affected by the instrument would be the state, schools, practitioners, school

staff, and pupils.

For the interviews main sites were:

Public Fund “Innovation of Social Initiatives, Astana” www.fond-isi.kz
e “School-gymnasium No. 65” of the Akimat of the city of Astana

e Public Fund “AQYLSANA”, Karaganda Region

e Rita Kasa, Associate professor, researcher, Latvia

e A teacher from a public school in Aktobe

Tutor from a public school in Astana

These sites represent both schools and public funds that are actively involved in the
development of inclusive education. Interviews with these sites helped to narrow down the

topic of the research and informed on the existing problems in the system from their views.

Dr. Kasa examined the influence of the per capita funding instrument on the improvement
of inclusive education for pupils with SEN in Kazakhstan. An interview with Rita Kasa
suggested that the overall impact of the per capita funding instrument is positive and
contributes to the development of inclusive education in Kazakhstan. However, she
acknowledges that school management can freely redistribute the budget and does not solely

use it for inclusive education purposes.
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Research questions are: How do practitioners assess the quality of this funding

instrument? How, if at all, should it be improved?

3.3 Sample size

The survey targeted teachers, administrators, and tutors from at least 10 public schools
nationwide. A minimum of 15 survey responses were anticipated. Interviews of at least 5
practitioners from the field for in-depth interviews were expected. The adequacy of this
sample will depend on theoretical saturation, and adjustments to the number of respondents
and schools may be made if necessary. If further information is required, those involved in

the interviews were planned to be re-approached.

3.4 Data collection instruments

One-to-one interviews and online surveys were used to capture practitioners' perspectives.
This triangulation concept is used to enhance the validity of the analysis (Bryman, 2012, p.
392). On any issue there can be more than one view on things, triangulation and more in-
depth analysis via interviews create an opportunity to enhance the credibility of our findings

(Bryman, 2012, p.390).

To assess how practitioners rate the tool, it is essential to understand how various groups
perceive its usage in different educational settings. It is important to consider which aspects
of the per capita funding tool are most frequently identified as effective or ineffective based

on practitioners’ practical experiences. It is also important to anticipate that the perception
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of the tool’s effectiveness may vary across different regions and levels of school such as
primary, secondary, and types of disabilities addressed. Likewise, it is also important to find

out if practitioners compare the new instrument to previous funding practices.

The research design incorporates both interviews and surveys to address the research
questions. This approach combines primarily qualitative open-ended questions in the surveys
and interviews, alongside quantitative descriptive data obtained from the survey's close-
ended questions. This allows more robust analysis as each method can compensate
limitations of the other. The purpose here is to blend the depth and detail of interviews with
the larger number of responses that can be collected through surveys. Data from the survey
responses should allow our findings to speak to the Kazakh education context with greater

confidence. The largest number of responses was expected to come from surveys.

Surveys targeted school administrators, teachers, and tutors involved in funding
implementation. Even though not all people surveyed are actively engaged in the finances of
the schools, they might have useful perspectives on whether prospective funding is
reasonable or not, and potential reasons for that. Compared to interviews, surveys are easier
to conduct and more comfortable for participants to take part in as it is less time-consuming
and allows receiving responses from a more geographically spread area that can be

distributed in larger quantities simultaneously (Bryman, 2012, p. 231).

For some respondents’ online surveys are more convenient in a sense of anonymity and

absence of eye contact. Online surveys were conducted via the third-party platform “Google
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Forms” ensuring that no information regarding participants’ IP addresses was received or
stored. Invitation for participation in the survey was sent via email (Appendix 6) to the
recipients with no read receipt to exclude any potential pressure on the participants, as the
participation was voluntary. A letter of consent explaining all the details of our work was
presented to both survey and interview respondents (Appendix 3). The majority of the survey
questions were close ended, for the survey to be not so time-consuming. Open-ended
questions at the end of the survey are used to gather more detailed responses, provide an
opportunity to give a detailed answer, and make suggestions. Both governmental budgets
and children with disabilities are sensitive topics, so our survey allows withdrawing at any
point respondents feel uncomfortable. In surveys there is no opportunity to ask additional
questions or elaborate on some topics (Bryman, 2012, p. 231), this is where one-to-one

interviews step in.

In this case, a semi-structured interview was used, allowing interviewees to explain their
points of view in detail and providing flexibility in the structure of the interview, including
the opportunity to ask additional clarifying questions (Appendix 2) (Bryman, 2012, p. 468-

471).

The researcher prepares a list of questions or topics for discussion, known as an interview
guide. However, the person being interviewed has freedom in how they choose to respond.
Interviews were conducted primarily online for flexibility and participants' convenience,
providing an opportunity to overcome geographical barriers. Coding is used for organizing

and interpreting data. In the coding process, main concepts are identified, labeled, organized,
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and patterns are recognized. In the first round of coding, the focus is on identifying the most
basic themes and patterns in the in-depth interview responses. Once recurring patterns and
themes are identified across the initial codes, deeper insights are uncovered by connecting
the dots.

The analysis focuses on identifying commonalities in practitioners’ perceptions of:

e Tool’s quality assessment

e  Barriers and challenges to implementation

e  Suggestions for improvement
Layers of coding are introduced to enhance depth and organization in the analysis.

Example:

e  Main category: quality assessment

e  Sub-Category: outcomes.

° Codes: high quality of the instrument, average quality, lower than average

quality

Although a random sampling method is preferred, snowball sampling enables the collection
of data on a topic where the literature is lacking. This approach facilitated interviews with a

diverse group of individuals involved in the subsidizing process of special education.

3.5 Limitations
Snowball sampling may introduce bias as participants recommend similar peers. For this
reason, the results may not be fully representative and might be biased. The risk of

inaccuracies associated with this approach is recognized.
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Before starting our research, a small pilot study was conducted to determine how well the
research tools work. Our surveys were piloted among our peers and some of the practitioners
from our sites to ensure our questions in the survey and interview were clear and coherent

(Bryman, 2012, p.263-264).

Schools had no incentive to take part in our research, the initial plan was to get at least 15
proper respondents and contact at least 2-3 times more schools. Most of the responses would

be conducted online.
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Chapter 4 Research findings

4.1 Scope of research

First, to understand the amount of the work done and the context of the research it is
important to know that this survey was spread among 121+ schools. As it was planned,
spreading started via a purposive approach, first contacting 53 teachers, tutors, and
administrative staff already known, and acquainted during preliminary research then we
proceeded with snowball sampling and asked respondents to distribute it among people they
know that might be helpful to the research. They resent them in school groups, but still, the
response was low. Then practitioners through governmental agencies whose work coincided
with inclusivity were contacted asking to participate and help to distribute. As a final attempt,
121 schools were directly contacted via email with a request to participate. All these attempts
resulted in only 26 replies from practitioners, and two practitioners went through a link and
further declined to continue. The response rate was low as it was expected in the

Methodology section, but the actual received rate was higher than expected.
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Table 4-1 How long ago did your school implement the per-capita funding instrument?

How long ago did your school implement the

per-capita funding instrument?

Not Implemented

It was implemented this year 5
1-3 years 10
4+ years 4
Grand Total 25

The institutional voice problems were predicted correctly among school staff, first of all
because it is a question of governmental funding which is a sensitive topic, survey
participants were informed in every way that all surveys are anonymous and will not include

questions about the actual money or its spending.

Another issue was that the questions regarding the effectiveness of the instrument were
partially confused by the respondents with a general assessment of inclusivity in schools,

which became evident in the responses to the open-ended questions.
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Chart 4-1 What type of school do you work in?

What type of school do you work in?

Public: 42.3%

Private: 57.7% —

M public M Private
Chart 1 (26 responses)

Chart 4-2 How do you evaluate per capita budget allocation for students with SEN?(23

responses)

How do you evaluate per capita budget allocation for students with SEN?

‘ Far below what is necessary: 6 - 26.1%

Insufficient, only covers basic needs.: 8 - 34.8%

More than enough: 1 -4.3%

Approximately the necessary amount: 8 - 34.8%

I rar below what is necessary [l Insufficient, only covers basic needs. Approximately the necessary amount
[ More than enough
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Nevertheless, all of the attempts have resulted in a variation of schools by type, stage of
implementation, administrative staff, and geography, as seen in Table 1 and charts 1,2,3,4.
Responses included such cities as Astana, Karaganda, Temirtau, Almaty, Ekibastuz,
Shymkent, Aktobe, both private and public schools, and both administrative staff and school
management. Although the exact number of participating schools is not known, the mix and
other indicators led us to believe that at least 8 schools responded. Survey results capture

more teachers' and administrative staff perspectives than those of the management.

Chart 4-3 Which city are you currently living in? (25 responses)

Which city are you currently living in?

Shymkent: 4.0%

Ekibastuz: 4.0% ﬁ

Aktobe: 4.0%

Almaty: 4.0% '—\

Karaganda: 12.0%

“——— Astana: 56.0%

Temirtau: 16.0% /

I Astana M Temirtau Karaganda [ Almaty Aktobe M Ekibastuz Shymkent



39

Research questions are: How do practitioners assess the quality of this funding

instrument? How, if at all, should it be improved?

4.2 Interview results

As a part of the research, the first four interviews were gathered to understand the context of
this topic, which included a Public Fund “Innovation of Social Initiatives, Astana”, Public
Fund “AQYLSANA” from Karaganda Region, “School-gymnasium No. 65” of Astana, and
Rita Kasa, a researcher from Latvia. These interviews were informational and did not include
any private information, they were about a general understanding of the instrument, the
inclusivity state in Kazakhstan, and previous research of Mrs. Turlybekova and Professor

Kasa.

These interviews were conducted among four various experts who each represented their

seeing of the topic. The main findings of these interviews are:

- Founder of Public Fund “Innovation of Social Initiatives” in Astana assumed that if
there is no obligatory rule of providing a tutor to children with SEN there will be no

additional funding provided, while current funding she saw as insufficient.

- Founder of a private correctional center for children with autism and a public fund
concerning the education of children with SEN in Karaganda believes that the System
of diagnostics and certifying special needs is ineffective and is a potential ground for
corruption. She underlines advocacy as the most urgent matter in inclusivity, which
is not only about informing society but most importantly informing parents and

promoting early diagnostics. The problem with the funding instrument she claims is
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that in the process of getting the money to the schools, money is allocated on the
governmental level nominally in the regions, but not distributed further. Each year

regions underspend millions of tenge allocated on inclusivity.

- Anaccountant from Astana assumed money allocated on inclusive children based on
this instrument is spent on general needs of schools. She claims that the system is not
tailored enough to individualize payments according to the children’s educational
needs resulting in laybacks in tutorship. “Turnover of tutors, yes, lack of personnel,
because they do not have an adapted payment system, yes, depending on the
complexity of the child, yes, and depending on the fact that this entire labor activity

of the tutors is simply completely devalued, physically hard work in itself,” she says.

- An Associate professor and author of many publications on inclusivity underlined that
wherever the allocated money goes inclusive children still share the effect of it. “But
then again, we need to think about inclusive education, in the context of whole school
improvement. The child in inclusive education model studies in a classroom. So,
whatever the dynamics in the classroom affects the child as well”. She agrees that the
current formula doesn’t range the disabilities and doesn’t take into account all nuances,

but if it needs to be an arguable question that needs to be additionally researched.

Additionally, 2 interviews were conducted with practitioners afterwards according to the
protocol which was stated in the Methods section. Our interviewees were a teacher from

Aktobe and a tutor from Astana public school.

Main findings from additional interviews:
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- The interview with the teacher from Aktobe has given us a perspective that
corresponds with our literature review, stating that some teachers in rural
areas might think that segregated education is preferable and do not see the
positive effect of inclusive education. This doesn’t tell about the quality of
the instrument, but as a general concern might help understand the
unwillingness to participate in the survey or even affect the implementation
of the instrument. Also, the responses have shown that at the level of
practitioners, understanding is limited to what is heard about something
bought on per capita funding but have no understanding of the instrument.

- The tutor from a public school in Astana stated that the funds allocated for
inclusive children are mainly spent on general needs. The tutor was asked to
quantify and rate the assessment, as in our survey, her subjective opinion of
the instrument was 3 out of 10. According to her answer, the funding is
insufficient, and while educational programs for teachers are available, they

remain the same each year and are not tailored to specific needs.

4.3 Survey results

The main research findings from the survey would be the fact that the effectiveness of this
tool on a scale of 1 to 10 is rated by practitioners on average 6.4. The rating was based on 22
practitioners from 8 schools across 7 cities. The rate is not extremely high or low, showing
there is room for improvement. Another point to consider here is whether this level of

effectiveness is enough considering the budget spent on its implementation and the years
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already this system has been working. 60,9% of the respondents have assessed their funding
as insufficient or far below what is needed.

Even though the instrument was implemented in Astana in 2018 and all over Kazakhstan in
2020 the survey results show that 11.5% of the respondents assess their stage as not

implemented and 23.1% as the beginning stage of the implementation of the instrument.

Chart 4-4 How would you rate the degree of implementation of the tool in your school?(26

responses)

How would you rate the degree of implementation of the tool in your school?

Implemented in full: 7.7%
Not implemented: 11.5%

_——— Beginning stage of implementation: 23.1%

Almost completely implemented: 46.2%

Partially implemented: 11.5%

I Not implemented M Beginning stage of implementation Partially implemented
Almost completely implemented [l Implemented in full

Of 26 responses, 19% saw no change, 30% noted new equipment, and 15% reported more
tutors, highlighting inconsistent results. Benefits received by schools might be areas for

development to achieve uniform results.
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Respondents have stated the following related problems experienced while using and

implementing this tool:

Problems with funding:
e Not enough funds

e Low wages and no indexation

General problems:
e The children are receiving little knowledge, and besides education, they need
physical therapy and other types of support
e More training needed
e Limited opportunities for students with SEN to participate in extracurricular activities
e Low preparedness to effectively utilize the tool to improve the school experience for

students

According to the responses, the main problems are insufficient funds (including not enough
therapy, and low salaries) and insufficient preparational or educational basis of the
instrument.

The next open question is if this instrument needs improvement, and what would respondents
suggest. Some of the responses were generalized to a whole system of education and
inclusivity. Still, it is important to mention that 5 responses out of 17 which is 29% said there
was nothing to improve. Some of the general comments were about the quality of inclusive
education, the systematization of the process, the increase in funding, additional training, and

the attraction of more specialists.
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The most deserving of attention are two comments that suggest specifically about the

instrument:

e I believe that the payment structure needs to be thought through, including the
salaries of specialists. Adapting one child with SEN requires the work of many
instructors. In addition to teachers, there is a teacher assistant, a speech therapist, etc.,
but the amount allocated for one child cannot fully cover the teachers' salaries. We
might need to increase the payment amount.”

e “A part of a school’s expenses doesn’t depend on the number of students. A mixed
system is needed to cover basic needs like electricity, heating, water, etc., regardless

of the number of students, and then a per-student funding could be added on top.”

A suggestion of taking basic costs outside of per capita funding as it is unavoidable and does
not depend on the number of children is practiced in Armenia and, as was previously
mentioned in our Literature review according to Alonso et al. (2011). Another example of
such an approach would be Serbia (Lazarus et al., 2012) that have stated a formula per
person, but has an additional surcharge for standard expenses for children with SEN instead
of a coefficient, covering all additional extracurricular expenses such as tutors, materials,
and equipment. But as Harry and Klinger (2006) stated subsidies alone do not increase
inclusivity, the similar Armenian experience illustrates that apart from a simple formula and

subsidies, they provide required additional training above all.

As a part of our analysis, the word cloud in INVIVO application was created based on all

our interviews to understand the main patterns and if there were some new trends that haven’t
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been recognized. Cloud has reinstated the main patterns that confirm our survey findings that

funding, and the amount of the budget allocated are the urgent problems our practitioners

and experts mention.

4.4 Correlation analysis

Additionally, a correlation analysis was done (Appendix 9) that has led to the following

conclusions:

1.

2.

There is a medium negative correlation between the evaluation of per capita budget
allocations for students with inclusive education and the opinion that the tool needs
improvement. This means those who think that the allocated budget is not sufficient
also believe that the tool needs improvement. This correlation is logical, but still
confirms the validity of survey results and the instrument, as it demonstrates
answering in a similar way to related questions from a different angle.

There is a strong positive correlation between problems occurring during
implementation and the need for improvement of the tool. This is straightforward.
There is a medium positive correlation between participants’ need for improvement
and participant work positions. Meaning that teaching and administrational staff have
encountered more issues with implementation than management. This might be
explained by a greater level of understanding of the instrument itself by the
management, and by the institutional voice management is trying to protect their
institution.

Correlations between willingness to participate in the interview and the problems
encountered were positive, meaning those who have experienced bigger problems in

implementing the tool have more interest in participating in in-depth interviews. This
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might signalize a possibility of bias in the results of interviews, overrepresenting

negative experiences and a need for a more balanced representation in the interviews.
4.5 Conclusion
All the information gathered on Kazakhstan via interviews and surveys gives an impression
of fragmentation across the country. Different stages of development across the country are
not necessarily bad, but considering that the implementation started 6 years ago, and some
regions say that they still need to start, it signals a possible problem. Negotiations before our
interviews and surveys have shown that there is a lack of a clear vocabulary and
understanding of what inclusive education is about, a unified known system that is
transparent and clear. The main goal and advantage of the system are claimed to be the
independence that is given to the schools (Kasa, 2023) and the freedom to allocate budgets
on their own and according to their priorities.

Chart 4-5 What is your role? (26 responses)

What is your role?

/ School Management: 11.5%

Teaching staff : 88.5% /

B school Management Bl Teaching staff
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Chapter 5 Discussion
The instrument aims to enhance inclusive education quality and accessibility, assessed by
schools' experiences. The practitioners were asked if this instrument was able to resolve
issues and if it needed improvement. According to the interviews of the practitioners, there
is a lack of control on how the money is spent. Funding is easier to apply and receive, but
the quality of how the budget of the pupils with SEN is spent remains dependent on the
priorities of the school. Which is an arguable question, if this affects their quality of

education or not.

Administrative staff face more operational issues, leading to lower evaluations than
management. Management has a stronger institutional voice and urge to protect the interests
of their employer. Differences in roles may explain varied evaluations between
administrative staff and management. School management might also have more adequate

training on per capita funding instrument and therefore higher level of understanding.

5.1 Suggestions from the respondents

There were some suggestions during our research that were important to consider:

- Setting fixed costs aside, because there are expenses that are irrevocable such as utilities or
building repairs that must be paid regardless of how many children there are in school.

Whereas the number of children is not always something schools might influence.

Another proposition that will need further research is claimed by the founder of a public fund
in Astana, and states that there is not enough documentation and legal confirmation of

tutorship. She assumes that obligating schools to individual tutors for pupils with SEN will
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then force budgeting departments to take these expenses into account when planning
children’s needs and might result in setting tutor budgets apart from the existing per capita

financing.

- There might be a weak dependence between the quality of inclusive education and the
implementation of the instrument. Increased budget and lack of control of the spending from
the government could create perverse incentives among schools to spend it where they
subjectively think funds are needed the most. The rate of implementation of inclusive
education might be increased because of the implementation of this instrument, but the effect
on inclusive education is arguable. According to Professor Kasa’s interview, it still benefits

pupils with SEN but needs to be researched further.

- Research has demonstrated a possible lack of awareness or accessibility in the regions and
in private schools. Karaganda's public fund site in the interview raised the question of the

lack of this subsidizing instrument in the region.

- Existing instruments are not motivating for practitioners. An interview with an accountant
from Astana has shown that there is a lack of motivation and one of the reasons is that tutors'
payment is not ranked. Children with disabilities are different, some just need assistance,
some need physical help, and some might even need to be carried. Tutors are not

differentiated in pay, even though their work is different according to what child they assist.

- Lack of funds constantly appears throughout our research as a matter for development.

Example of a solution is Armenia from literature review, where schools were given the
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opportunity to raise funds themselves from extracurricular activities. This could be a partial

solution for Kazakhstani schools as well both for general and inclusive education.

- There is a pattern that needs to be further researched, as approximately 60% of the
respondents assess this instrument as underfunded and the same around 60% assessed
themselves as implementing this instrument at different stages. It is impossible to say if these
are the same respondents, it needs to be seen on a bigger scale, but if they are it means their
opinion weighs more as they have worked within these instruments. In this case, the issues
represented in this research might have a bigger influence. All these findings underscore the
need for an improvement, but it is arguable if this is connected with the instrument itself or

an overall state of inclusive education.

5.2 Findings

There is no clear signal if this instrument is effective or not effective otherwise.

The correlation analysis finding is that there is a medium positive correlation between
participants’ need for improvement and their work position can indicate several possible
factors. Possibly they had different understanding and exposure to school issues. Also, it
indicates that teaching and administrative staff have different levels of involvement in
problem-solving. Teaching staff might be more engaged in day-to-day problem solving
whereas management is less directly involved in it.

There is a lack of systematization and unification of the process across the country. Survey
results have shown that all of the cities and respondents were at different stages of

implementation. Interview with the accountant and analysis of the instrument itself has
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shown us that the instrument especially in the inclusive aspect lacks systematization and

personalization. There is no division into varieties of SEN.

5.3 Recommendations

Recommendations would be implementing change management principles, project
management trackers, conducting budget and market research analysis to assess the
appropriateness of the existing budget provided and different variations of the instruments,
such as extracting unavoidable costs such as utilities for instance as a separate payment aside
from per capita funding.

In the contemporary world, it is not enough to tell employees to do something, it requires
additional planning on how change happens, why it happens, and what needs to be done to
make it more welcomed. Any changes before implementation need to be planned in a sense
of how they should be measured, and how this change should be motivated and rewarded
(Murthy, 2007). Unfortunately, this is exactly what the per-capita instrument lacks, as it
might be seen in our findings section where there is no tracking of the changes across the
country and no systematization, as now six years later some regions are still far behind and
didn’t even start the implementation. One of the most commonly used methods to prepare
for a people-oriented change is training, this training not only provides common knowledge
for the participants, but also its goal is to align understanding of the change (Goncalves,
2018). Managers who are going to be active sponsors of the change within their unit need to
understand the purpose of the change implemented and need to be agents of change

(Goncalves, 2018). In this case, the status quo lacks this preparatory stage.
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5.4 Limitations

Institutional voice - spending the governmental budget correctly is a sensitive topic, and
attitude towards children with disabilities is even more sensitive. Respondents feel their
moral and legislative responsibility for every word they say and might not be honest enough.
But the goal of our research is not to fight or uncover corruption, but to assess the instrument

for budget allocation and increasing the quality of the services provided.

Snowball sampling- limitations in the process of accessing the per capita funding instrument
as participants of the survey tend to refer to individuals with similar characteristics including
sampling bias and a lack of representativeness. Additionally, there can be confidentiality

concerns, and the engaging respondents process may be time-consuming.

Sample size- The sample size limitation in this research could be influenced by the sensitivity
of the field, which encompasses topics such as inclusivity, children with SEN, and financial
aspects. Additionally, the specificity of the research theme constrained the number of
potential respondents. The institutional context also posed challenges, as some respondents
may have been hesitant to share extensive and detailed information. This limitation affected
the ability to gather a sufficiently large and in-depth dataset during face-to-face interviews,
which is crucial for thoroughly addressing the research question and uncovering new

insights.
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Chapter 6 Policy recommendations:

6.1 Recommendations for the Government

The main policy recommendation is that before giving freedom and independence in the
allocation of the budget, the general concept of inclusivity in the Kazakhstani system of
education should be standardized and general training should be included as part of the
instrument. This is backed by Omarova (2016) and Turlybekova and Bugubayeva (2021)
whose research stated that there is no unified approach, clear criteria, and adequate budget.

The preparatory stage was not addressed enough before implementing the instrument.

Starting implementation by establishing a sense of urgency among users, explaining the
instrument itself and the need for it. So that all participants in the process are at the same
level of understanding and have the same vocabulary. There is an overall need in increasing
awareness among the practitioners, particularly targeting rural areas to promote not only
unified understanding and vocabulary, but also early diagnosing and support of the inclusive

system and children with SEN.

Another suggestion would be implementing project trackers so that each stage would be
implemented under supervision after piloting and approval. As the instrument was
implemented and piloted in Astana 6 years ago and still most of the school respondents were
at different points of implementation while some didn’t even start, tracking the progress

across the country is recommended.
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Survey results have shown us a concern about insufficient funding among practitioners. They
have suggested implementing a different variation of the instrument. For instance, extracting
unavoidable costs such as utilities as a separate payment aside from per capita funding. The
policy recommendation here would be to analyze the market and provide a budget, consider

possibilities of improving the instrument formula.

Successful examples of per capita instrument implementation in Armenia and Georgia have
underlined the necessity of straight financing from the ministry to schools, excluding non-
necessary extra steps. One of the respondents to an interview has also stated that some of the
money does not reach the school recipients in inclusive education due to the complexity of
the funding process. The recommendation would be to review the existing funding process

and see if it can be simplified.

6.2 Recommendations for further research

To further develop this research in the future, it would be suggested to implement a focus
group method as a common platform for practitioners to discuss the instrument. Finalizing
step would be to suggest a comparison analysis of existing types of the instrument mentioned
in our literature review to define the most appropriate. If there was a chance to re-do the
research an increase in respondents would be a positive change, but acknowledging our
limitations, the responses received in a limited period are still better than it was expected.

Another improvement would be analyzing the amount of the budget allocated to schools and
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comparing it to the spending, which obviously would be a more sensitive question to

conduct.
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Chapter 7 Conclusion

The per capita financing instrument was first introduced in 2013 by UNICEF in Kazakhstan,
the implementation stage started in 2018. It was first piloted in educational institutions of
large cities and later applied to regional schools. Main interest of this research is in how this
instrument is working and if at all it should be improved. It is acknowledged that the current
literature lacks the perspective of practitioners, which may be different from the perspective

of the school top management or governmental officials.

The main research finding from the survey indicates that effectiveness of this tool, on a scale
of 1to 10, is rated by practitioners as an average of 6.4. This rating was based on the response
of 26 practitioners. This result partially answers our research question of how the instrument
is working according to the practitioner's perspective. The overall ranking is neither high nor

low.

According to our work there are several main problematic areas have been identified on the
basis or our qualitative research:

1. There is a lack of understanding of the instrument among the administrative
staff, while public fund officials and accountants have shown higher expertise. Literature
review and the interviews have shown that there is no general understanding and common
vocabulary of inclusive education. This all should be a part of the preparatory stage before

implementing the instrument.
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2. There is no ranking of the types of disabilities, while there is certainly a difference
of what is needed for children with at least mental and physical special needs. Children with
special needs can be different, for example, there are children with hearing loss, but who can
move around independently, as well as there are children who need additional constant
physical assistance etc. However, the tutor’s work is paid without taking into consideration
the variety of their diagnoses. Accordingly, the level of physical labor of the tutor is not
considered when allocating the budget by per capita financing. This would be a matter for
further research. Another problem in the field of inclusive education is the lack of tutors.
Tutor is one of the main actors in the process of teaching a child with SEN.

3. Funding - research has stated several problems in this aspect: lack of funding,
complexity of the structure of budget allocation and not intended use of the budget. Both
interviews and surveys have acknowledged the lack of the funding, but an interview with a
public fund from Karaganda has stated that a possible reason for that might be not the absence
of the funds but rather the process when the funds are allocated but do not reach the schools.
Another issue stated by several interviews was that allocation of the budget intended for
inclusive education was spent uncontrollably on general needs. A different positive view that
gave a different angle to our research would be an interview by Professor Kasa that proposed
a thought that inclusive children’s budget even when spent on other things still benefits all
children including those with special needs. Everything that is done for the school affects
everybody in the schools even if it's not implemented only for pupils with SEN.

4. Another problem mentioned by our sites was the lack of control of budget
spending. The government sends the money but does not control where it goes within the

school. The latest State Program for the Development of Education and Science of the
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Republic of Kazakhstan for 2020 - 2025 has identified 11 priority tasks, among which there
IS no task to create a mechanism to monitor the fulfillment and increase transparency of
allocated budget funds (Adilet, 2019). On the other hand, one of the causes to implement this
instrument was to give freedom to the schools in the decision-making process. Therefore,
our recommendation would be to develop and implement a system within the per capita
financing instrument, that would lead to increased transparency, improved accountability,
and would show weak places in an inclusive education system where additional funding is
needed.

Limitations that could occur during the research process were identified. Research methods
were used to improve the validity of the information and to answer how this tool is rated and

whether it needs improvement.

Inclusive education is an urgent contemporary issue. Rates of diagnosed children rise every
year in Kazakhstan. Current system education does not solve current problems, which was
why this instrument of per-capita instrument was developed in cooperation with UNICEF
and implemented. But according to our sites the instrument still needs further development.
Existing instruments should not only allocate the state budget among schools, provide
funding for inclusive education, and ensure same quality of the education for all the children
with no exceptions but also motivate typical children, parents, educational authorities, and
school personnel to be integrated into the process of socializing children with disabilities.
Through surveys and interviews it has gained an understanding of how well this instrument

is working now and if it can be developed. This instrument is common across Kazakhstan’s
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educational system and our work’s final goal is to contribute to the development of the
inclusive education system in Kazakhstan by improving the instrument.
The results of the research are planned to be submitted to the Ministry of Education of the

Republic of Kazakhstan with the hope that they will show interest and consider the findings.
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Appendix 1: Survey protocol

Dear respondent!

Thank you very much for your time and taking part in our survey.

We are MPA students of Nazarbayev University. This survey is a part of our Masters project.

Main goal of our research is to explore the practitioners’ feedback on per capita instrument

for inclusive education.

Our survey is voluntary, you can withdraw at any point if you feel like it. All the information

received will be kept anonymous for your convenience.

1. What is your role? Please tick the appropriate answer or write your own answer in an

“Other” graph.

School teacher

Accountant

School director

Teacher Assistant

Other

2. How long has the instrument of per capita funding been implemented in your school?

Please tick the appropriate answer

Not Implemented

Just implemented this year.
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e 1-3years
e 4+ years
3. How would you assess the rate of implementation of the instrument in your school?

Please tick the appropriate answer

° Not Implemented
° Initial stage of implementation
° Partially implemented
° Almost fully implemented, still there is work to be done.
° Fully implemented
4. How do you assess the per-capita budget incoming for inclusive education pupils?
° Much more than what is needed
° More than what is needed
° Approximately the right amount
° Not enough, covers only basic needs
° Far below what is needed

5. Given the stage of implementation of the program, please comment on changes your
school has experienced? Please tick the answer you find most appropriate. You can

choose more than one. (Skipped if not implemented in question 3)

° More Tutors

° Additional educational training for the teachers
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° New equipment for inclusive teaching
° New subjects introduced

° No changes

] Other

6. How do you rate this instrument’s effectiveness from 1 to 10, where 10 represents the
most effective, and 1 represents the least effective. Can you briefly describe your

evaluation?

7. What problems, if any, did you experience when implementing/using this instrument?
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8. Do you think this instrument needs improvement and if yes, then what would you

suggest?

9. Would you be willing to offer an interview in person? Please tick the right answer.

Yes No Maybe, please contact

to discuss

If “YES” or “MAYBE” please leave your contact details

Please let us know if you can recommend someone who will be willing to take part in our

survey.

Survey is almost finished, please remember the following identifiers will be removed from

the published information. We will not be identifying your particular school in the analysis.

Where are you from, oblast/city/town/village?




What type of school, private/public?

71

Thank you very much for your time!

Your opinion matters to us. Please do not hesitate, if you ever wish to contact us.

Our contact details:

E-mail:

Elmira.Nurbekova@nu.edu.kz

Karina.Shaidarova@nu.edu.kz

Almas.Baishan@nu.edu.kz

Whatsapp:

+77010705055

+77011014774

+77474318799
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Appendix 2: Semi-structured interview protocol

Dear respondent, thank you very much for your time and for taking part in our survey!

We are MPA students of Nazarbayev University. This survey is a part of our Masters project.
Main goal of our research is to explore the practitioners’ feedback on per-capita instruments

for inclusive education.

Our survey is voluntary, you can withdraw at any point if you feel like it.

Questions for discussion:

1. Can you please explain how you relate to school funding and the per-capita
instrument?

2. How would you describe existing funding of special education in schools in
Kazakhstan?

3. Can you point us to any limitations of the instrument according to your point of view?

4. What would you suggest modifying or improving in the per capita funding system
for education in Kazakhstan?

5. In regards to the per-capita instrument that has been implemented in your school,
how would you assess this instrument

6. From your perspective how do you evaluate this per- capita funding instrument?
What indicators or mechanisms there are in the instrument for adjusting the budget

towards children with special educational needs?
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Appendix 3: Letter of consent (written form)

Dear respondent!

We are Karina Shaidarova, Elmira Nurbekova, and Almas Baishan. Thank you very much

for your time and taking part in our survey.

You are invited to participate in our research study entitled “Per capita funding instrument
of subsidizing inclusive education” for the master’s program in Public Administration at
Nazarbayev University’s Graduate School of Public Policy. The proposed research is aimed
at assessing per capita instruments by practitioners working in schools and public funds
concerning inclusive education. This survey/interview will take no more than 15 minutes to
complete. You can terminate your participation at any point of the survey or skip any

questions that bring you discomfort.

By taking part in our research, you help us generate scholarly insights and
suggestions for educational policy makers regarding improving the per-student funding
instrument subsidizing inclusive education in public schools of Astana and for children with
SEN to receive better learning conditions. No tangible compensation will be given. A copy
of the results of the study will be available upon completion of the study upon request using
our contact details listed below. Any information that is obtained during this study will be
kept strictly confidential. All efforts will be made to keep your personal information in your
research record confidential, no information will not be posted online or kept on a computer
with public access to the full extent possible. Results of the survey will be deidentified,

therefore will not include names, positions, or workplace information. Survey results will be
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protected by a password and stored on our computer, then deleted upon the completion of
the project. Participation in our research is voluntary and can be withdrawn at any point of

the survey.

Please do acknowledge that in-depth interviews will be recorded on audio, will be

deidentified and stored securely and deleted after transcribing.

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact us:

Karina.Shaidarova@nu.edu.kz, Elmira.Nurbekova@nu.edu.kz, Almas.Baishan@nu.edu.kz.

Our faculty sponsor is Dr. Clifford Wentworth Frasier, clifford.frasier@nu.edu.kz.

This study has been approved by the Nazarbayev University Institutional Research
Ethics Committee. If you have concerns or questions about your rights as a participant or
about how the study is conducted, you may contact the Nazarbayev University Institutional

Research Ethics Committee at resethics@nu.edu.kz

Statement of Consent.

give my voluntary consent to participate in this study. The researchers clearly explained to me

the background information and objectives of the study and what my participation in this study

involves. | understand that my participation in this study is voluntary. | can at any time and

without giving any reasons withdraw my consent, and this will not have any negative

consequences for myself.



75

| understand that the information collected during this study will be treated confidentially.

Signature: Date:
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Appendix 4: Letter of consent (written form in Russian)

YBaxxaeMblii peClIOHAEHT!

Mg, Kapuna Hlaiinaposa, Onbmupa HypOekoBa u Anmac baifmian, 6iarogapuM Bac 3a

YACJICHHOC BPEMSA U YU4aCTUC B HAIEM UCCJICIOBAHWH.

Bbl mpurnamensl HOpUHATH ydacTHE B Halled MPOEKTHOM paboTe MoJa Ha3BaHUEM
“WHCTpYyMEHT MO1yLIEBOT0 (MHAHCUPOBAHMSI MHKIIO3UBHOIO 00pa3oBaHus’ MO Iporpamme

MarucTparypbl B 001acTH rocynapcTBeHHoro ynpasienus Nazarbayev University.

[IpemioxxenHoe WCClIeIOBaHWE HAIMpaBIEHO Ha OIEHKY MHCTpyMeHTa (cmoco0a)
MOYIIIEBOTO HOPMATHUBHOTO ()MHAHCUPOBAHWS WHKIIO3UBHOTO OOpa30BaHUS B CPEIHUX
IIKOJIAX C TOYKH 3PEHMs] TMPAKTUKOB, TO €CTh JIoJed, paboTaromux B IIKOJAX H
001IecTBeHHBIX (DOHIAX, 3aHMMAIONIUXCSI BOIPOCAMHU MHKJIIO3UBHOTO 0Opa30BaHUsA. ITOT
OTIPOC/MHTEPBBIO 3aiiMeT He Oosee 15 MUHYT Bamiero BpeMeHH. Bbl MoOXkeTe MpeKpaTuth
CBOE y4acTue B JII000 MOMEHT OMpOca WK MPOIMYCTUTH JTF0ObIE BOMPOCHI, BBI3BIBAIOIINE Y

Bac TMCKOMQOPT.

[IpuHuMas yyactue B HallleM UCCIIeI0BaHUH, Bbl IOMOIaeTe HaM HOJIYYUTh YU€HbIE BHIBO/IbI
U TpeasoXKeHus A pa3pabOTUMKOB 00pa3oBaTeIbHON MOJUTUKM OTHOCUTEIIBHO
yIy4IlIeHUs] MHCTpPyMEHTa ()MHAHCHPOBAaHUS Ha OJHOIO YYEHHKa, 00eCcleYMBaIOLIEro
MHKJIIO3UBHOE 00pa3oBaHME B TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX IIKOJIAX ACTaHbl U JUId 0OecCHeueHHs
JyYIIUX YCIOBHM 00yueHus aj1s AeTeil ¢ ocoObMu 00pa3oBaTelbHBIMU MOTpeOHOCTAMU. B

Ka4ueCTBC 6J'Ial"0,[[apHOCTI/I 34 y4JaCTueC MarcpualibHasgd KOMIICHCAIUSA HE HIPCAYyCMOTPCHA.
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Komnus pesynbraTroB uccienoBanus OyAeT IPEJOCTaBIIEHA IO 3alpocy, MCHOJIb3Ys HAlU

KOHTAKTHBIC JaHHBIC, YKA3aHHBIC HUKC.

JIroOast mHpOpMaIus, MOJTyYeHHAsE B XOJ€ ATOTO UCCIEOBaHUs, OyJeT XpaHUTHCS CTPOTO
KOH(UIEHIINATBFHO. Bce MakcManbHO BO3MOYKHBIC YCHIIHS OyIyT IPEANPHHSTHI IS TOTO,
yToOBl Ballla JHU4YHAasg MHPOpPMALMs B HUCCIEAOBATEIbCKOM 3alMCH  OCTaBalach
KOH(}UIEHIIMAIbHOM 1 He ObljIa pa3MellleHa B MHTEpHETEe WM XpaHUiIach Ha KOMIIbIOTEpE C
ob6muM noctynom. PesynbTaThl onpoca OyayT 00e3/IMueHbl U 3alUIIeHBI TTapoJieM, a 3aTeM
yZaJIeHbI C HAalllero KOMITbIOTEpa 0 3aBEPIICHNUH NTPOEKTA. Y4YacTHe B HaIlleM M CCIIeJOBaHUU
JT0OPOBOJILHO U MOKET OBITH OTO3BaHO B J1000M MOMeEHT orpoca. [loxanyiicra, npumure K
CBEICHMIO, UTO TIIyOOKHE MHTEPBbIO OYIyT 3alIUCHIBATHCS B ayauo ¢popMare Ha AUKTO(DOH,
a 3areM O0E3IMYEHbl U COXPAHEHbI B 3alUILEHHOM MECTE, a MOCJe TPaHCKPUOMPOBaHUS

OyIyT yJIaJICHBI.

KonTakTHast uHpopmanus:

Econ Y BacC €CTh OOIOJHHUTCIBHBIC BOIIPOCHI, HOX(aHYﬁCTa, HE CTECHSIHUTECh CBA3ATHCS C

HaMu:

Karina.Shaidarova@nu.edu.kz, Elmira.Nurbekova@nu.edu.kz,

Almas.Baishan@nu.edu.kz.

Hamr  Hayunslit  pykoBogurenb -  Jokrop Kmnuddopn BentBopr  Dpeiizep,

clifford.frasier@nu.edu.kz.
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DT0 wuccienoBaHUE ObLIO YTBEPKACHO OTHYECKHUM KOMHUTETOM [0 HCCIICIOBAHUSIM
Nazarbayev University. Eciu y Bac BO3HHMKIM BOMPOCHI WM 3aMEUYaHHS OTHOCHTEIBHO
BAIllMX IMPaB KAaK YYaCTHHKA M O TOM, KaK MPOBOIMUTCS HCCICIOBAHUE, BBl MOXKETE
oOpaTuThCs B DTHUECKHI KOMUTET 10 uccienoBanusm Nazarbayev University mo aapecy

resethics@nu.edu.kz.

3asiBjIeHHE O COIJIACHH.

A, , Jal0 CBOE

TOOpPOBOJIFHOE COTIIACHE HA yYacTHE B OTOM HCCieIoBaHuM. VccinenoBareny mpeaoCcTaBriIh
MHE TIPEJIBAPUTEILHYIO HH(POPMAITUIO U OOBSICHIIIA MHE O IEJISIX UCCIICAOBAHUS, a TAKXKE O
TOM, YTO MO€ Y4acTHE€ B ITOM HCCIeAOBaHHH T0OpoBoJIbHO. S B mro0oe Bpemst u 0e3
OOBSICHEHUS] TIPUYMH MOTY OTO3BaTh CBOE COTJIACHE, M 3TO HE OyJeT WMETh HETaTHBHBIX
MOCIEICTBUN U1 MeHs. S| moHMMaro, 4To coOpaHHas WHQOpMAIUs B XOAE ATOTO

nccaeaoBaHus OyaeT oopadbaTeiBaThCsl KOH(DHUICHIINATBHO.

TMoanucek: Jara:
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Appendix 5: Per capita financing instrument

Vg — The annual amount of per capita normative financing of a secondary education

organization is calculated according to the formula:

According to the regulatory acts (https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/V1700016137), when there
are more than one type of educational program implemented in one secondary education
institution, the amount of per capita normative financing is determined cumulatively, based

on standards of financing per student by types.

KonTz is the average annual contingent of students

Nz — the per capita standard of financing per student per year is calculated according to the

following formula:

Nz=[(Ez+L)*(kL+k2)]+Al + A2 + A3,

where

Ez - rate of educational expenses per student per year that equals annual wage fund for
management personnel and teachers involved in the educational process of secondary

education organization, per student per year plus expenses related to the educational process

Ez for a student with SEN is multiplied by 2;

L — the rate of expenditure of the educational environment per student per year;

k1 — The school occupancy rate for the actual average annual contingent is:
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up to 400 students — 1; epy the more there are students the less is the coefficient, from 4001

students and more — coefficient is 0.38;

k2 — The occupancy rate of schools for the actual average annual contingent, which

exceeds the design capacity of the school, is as follows:

The more is the capacity of the school or the more pupils it takes above the planned capacity
the more the coefficient lessens the budget. But these adjustment factors k1 and k2 are not
applied for classes formed from among students with SEN in public institutions of secondary
education. Therefore, implementing inclusive education in school positively affects the
budget not only because its norm of payment is twice more, but also because it allows the

use of extra capacity without decreasing the budget.

Al,A2, A3 is depreciation of buildings and structures, depreciation/purchase of equipment,

per student and expenses associated with it.
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Appendix 6: Invitation to participate in the survey

To whom it may concern,

We are Karina Shaidarova, Elmira Nurbekova, and Almas Baishan.

We are doing a research study entitled “Per capita funding instrument of subsidizing
inclusive education” for master’s studies at Nazarbayev University’s Graduate School of

Public Policy, Master in Public Administration.

You are invited to share your experience/feedback at the per capita funding instrument of
subsidizing inclusive education by completing this online survey. This survey should only

take approximately 10-15 minutes of your time.

Click here to start the survey link. To enter the draw you don’t need to provide your contact
details at the end of the survey, but you can choose to participate in further in-depth

interviews and leave your contact details.

Your feedback is important and will help to improve our master project work.

Your participation in the survey is completely voluntary and all of your responses will be

kept confidential.

For any questions, or if you need assistance to complete this questionnaire, please feel free

to contact us:

Elmira.Nurbekova@nu.edu Karina.Shaidarova@nu.edu.kz Almas.Baishan@nu.edu.kz


https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1uH1UJGuByPIqIn4aTPDTaxT5pvLEkwjdAtFb4YnpTnE/edit?ts=6635eddb
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1uH1UJGuByPIqIn4aTPDTaxT5pvLEkwjdAtFb4YnpTnE/edit?ts=6635eddb

Whatsapp:.+77010705055 (Elmira) +77011014774 (Karina) +77474318799 (Almas)

Thank you very much for your time and for taking part in our survey!
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Appendix 7: Survey protocol in Russian

OHGHKa HHCTPYMCHTA MOAYLICBOI'O (I)I/IHaHCI/IpOBaHI/ISI YYCHHUKOB CO CIICHUaJIbHBIMU

HOTPEOHOCTSAMMU.

YBaxkaeMblil pecrioHAeHT!

Me1, Kapuna Hlaitnaposa, Dnemupa HypOGekoBa n Anmac baifmian, 6iarogapum Bac 3a

YACJICHHOC BPEMSA U YyU4aCTUC B HAIEM UCCJICIOBAHWU.

Brl mpurnameHsl IpUHATH acThe B Hallell INPOEKTHON paboTe IO Ha3BaHHEM
yu
“NHCTpYMEHT MOIyIIEBOT0 (PMHAHCUPOBAHMSI MHKIIO3UBHOTO 00pa30BaHus’ MO Iporpamme

MarucTpaTypbl B 00JacTu rocyiapcTBeHHoro ynpasieHus HazapOaeBckoro YHuBepcurera.

[IpemioxxenHoe WCClIeOBaHWE HAIpaBJIE€HO Ha OIEHKY MHCTpyMEeHTa (cmoco0a)
MOJTyIIIEBOTO0 HOPMATUBHOTO (DMHAHCHPOBAHUS HWHKIIO3UBHOTO OOpa30BaHUS B CPEIHHX
IIKOJIAaX C TOYKH 3pPCHHS NPAKTUKOB, TO €CTh JIIOACH, padOTaroIUX B IIKOJAX |
oOI1IecTBEHHBIX (POHIAX, 3aHMMAIOIIMXCS BOMPOCAMU HWHKIIO3UBHOTO OOpa3oBaHHS. DTOT
OIIPOC/MHTEPBBIO 3aiiMeT He OoJiee 15 MUHYT Bamiero BpeMeHH. BBl MOXeTe MpeKkpaTuTh
CBOC y4yacTue B JIF000I MOMEHT OIpOCa WU MPOITYCTHTD JIFOObIE BOIIPOCHI, BHI3BIBAIOIINE Y

Bac TMCKOMQOPT.

HpI/IHI/IMa}I y4aCTUC B HAllIEM UCCIICAOBAHNH, BBl IOMOTI'a€TC HaM INOJIYUUTh YUCHBIC BBIBOAbI
n  TMPCUIOKCHUA I p83p8.60T‘lI/IKOB 06p330BaTeJ'IBHOI71 TIOJIUTUKH OTHOCHTCIIbHO
YIYULHICHUA UWHCTPYMCHTA (bI/IHaHCI/IpOBaHI/ISI Ha OJHOI'0 YYCHHUKA, O6CCHC‘-II/IB3.I-OH_ICFO

MHKIIFO3UBHOC O6p3.30BaHI/Ie B TOCYAApPCTBCHHBIX IIKOJIAX ActaHBl U JJIA obecrieueHus



84

JTY4IINX yCIOBUNA 00y4eHHS JUIA JIeTei ¢ 0coObIMU 00pa30BaTeIbHBIMU NOTPEOHOCTIME. B
Ka4yecTBe OJaroJapHOCTH 3a y4acTHE MaTepHanbHas KOMIIEHCALUS HE IMPEAyCMOTPEHA.
Komus pe3ynbTaToB nccienoBaHusl OyleT IpefoCTaBiIe€Ha MO 3alpocy, UCIOJb3Yys HaIIX

KOHTAKTHBIC JaHHBIC, YKA3aHHBIC HUKC.

JIrobast mHpOpManHs, TOTydeHHASI B XO€ ITOTO MCCIIEI0BaHUs, OyJIeT XPaHUTHCS CTPOTO
KoH(puaeHanpHo. Bece MakcMMalibHO BO3MOXKHBIE YCUITUS OYAYT IPEANPUHATHI 7S TOTO,
yTOOBI Ballla JInuyHas HUHQOpMaIKs B UCCIEIOBATENBCKOM 3alUCH OCTaBajlach
KOHPUACHITMATHHON U HE ObLJIa pa3MelieHa B MHTEPHETE WM XPaHUIIACh HA KOMITBIOTEPE C
o0muM moctynom. Pe3ynbrarsl ompoca OyyT 00e3IMueHbl B 3alTUIIEHBI TapOoJIeM, a 3aTeM
yIaJIeHBI ¢ HAIIETO KOMITHIOTEpA 110 3aBEPIICHUN MIPOSKTa. YJacTHe B HAIIIEM

Hccae0BaHUHU JOOPOBOJBLHO H MOXKET OBITh OTO3BAHO B JIFOOOM MOMEHT OTIpOCa.

[Toxanyiicta, IpUMHUTE K CBEACHUIO, YTO TITyOOKHE UHTEPBbIO OYIyT 3alKHCHIBATHCS B
aynuo gopmate Ha AMKTO(OH, a 3aTeM 00e3IMYeHBI U COXPAaHEHBI B 3alIUILIEHHOM MECTe, a

MOCJIe TPAHCKPUOUPOBAHUS OyIyT yAaleHBI.

KonTakTHast uHpopmanus:

Ecnu y Bac ecTh AOMOJHUTENBHBIE BOIIPOCHI, MOKATYHCTa, HE CTECHINTECH CBSI3aThCS C
HaMU:

Karina.Shaidarova@nu.edu.kz, Elmira.Nurbekova@nu.edu.kz, Almas.Baishan@nu.edu.kz.
Harmr mayunsiii pykoBoautens - fokrop Knuddopa Bentopt Ppeiizep,

clifford.frasier@nu.edu.kz.
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DTo wucchaenoBaHWe OBLJIO YTBEPKICHO OTHYSCKMM KOMHMTETOM [0 HCCICIOBAHUSIM
uncrutyra Nazarbayev University. Eciau y Bac BO3HHUKIM BOIPOCHI WM 3aMEYaHUS
OTHOCHTEJILHO BAIllMX MPaB KaK y4acTHUKA MIJIM O TOM, KaK IMPOBOJIUTCS MCCIICIOBAHKE, BbI
MOJKETe OOpaTHThCS B DTHUYCCKHI KOMHUTET MO HccienoBaHusM uHcTHTyTa Nazarbayev

University mo aapecy resethics@nu.edu.kz.

3asiBjIeHHE O COIJIACHH.

Sl nmaro moOpOBOJIBHOE coOTJIacMe Ha y4acTHE B ITOM HccCienoBaHuH. VcciemoBaTenmu
MPEeIOCTaBMIIM MHE [PEeIBAPUTENIbHYI0 HHPOPMAlUI0 U OOBACHWIM MHE O LENIX
WCCIIEZIOBAHUS, a TAK)KE O TOM, YTO MOE y4acTHe B 3TOM HMCCIIEIOBAaHUU TOOPOBOJIBHO. S B
mo0oe BpeMsi U 0e3 0OBSICHEHUS MPUYMH MOTY OTO3BaTh CBOE COTJIacHe, M 3TO HE Oyaer
MMETh HETaTUBHBIX MOCIEACTBHU Uil MeHs. S moHMMaro, 4to coOpaHHas WH(GOpMAIHs B

X0JIe ATOTO UCCIeI0BaHUs OyneT 00padaThIiBaThCA KOHPHUACHIINAIBHHO.

Br1 cornmacubr?

Coracen(Ha), TPOIOJDKUTH OTIPOC

He cornacen(na), 3akOHYUTH

BbI corsiiacuiuch Npoio0J/KUTH OMPOC.

Ham OIIPOC ABJIACTCA I[06pOBOJ'IBHBIM, BBl MOYKETE OTKAa3aThCsA OT HEro B JIF000H MOMCHT,
€CJIM 3aXOTHUTEC. I[JISI Balicro y,HO6CTBa BCA TIOJTYyYCHHAsA I/IH(I)OpMaI_[I/IH 6y,I[CT XpaHUTBCA

AHOHHUMHO.
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1. KakoBa Bamia pO.]'IL? HomaﬂyﬁcTa, OTMETHTE COOTBeTCTBleIIII/Iﬁ OTBET HJIU

HANUIINTE CBOIl cOOCTBEHHBIN 0TBET B rpage «JIpyroe».

Yuaurenb

Byxrantep

Jupexrop

AccucTteHT yunrens

Apyroe

2. Kak pnaBHO B Bameidl 1IKoJe BHeAPeH MHCTPYMEHT IOAYILIEBOIO

¢unancupoBanus? Iloxanyiicra, oTMeTbTe COOTBETCTBYIOIIMIA OTBET

He peanuzoBana

Toneko uTo pc€ajr3oBajii B 3TOM I'Ooay.

1-3 roma

4+ roma

3. Kak 0bl Bbl OLICHHJIH CTeNeHb BHeJAPeHHsI HHCTPYMEHTAa B Balleil mkoJe?

IoxasyiicTa, 0TMETbTE COOTBETCTBYIOIIUI OTBET

He peanuszoBana

Hauanenslii 3Tan peanuzaumuu
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YacTu4HO peasn30BaHO

IlouyTn DOIHOCTHIO pcajin30BaHO, HO €1IC €CTh HAJl YEM pa6OTaTI)

[TonHOCTBIO peaIM30BaAHO

4. Kak BbI OICHUBAECTE MOCTYIVICHUS B l'[O}IleIeBOi/i 610)I)KeT HAa BOCIUTAHHUKOB

WHKJIIO3UBHOT0 06pa3oBanms?

I'opazno 6o:bI11e, YeM HEOOX0AUMO

Bosbiie, uem HEOOX0IUMO

[IpumepHO HyXHast cymma

HenocraTtouHo, MOKPHIBAaET TOJIBKO OCHOBHBIE MOTPEOHOCTH

HamaO0r0 HIXE HEOOXOJUMOTO

5. Kakue wu3MeHeHHUSI NPOM3O0NILIM B Balledl IIKoJe IO0CjIe peaju3anun
nporpammbi? Iloxkanayiicta, oTMeTbTEe OTBET, KOTOPbIi Bbl cuMTaeTe Hamdojee

noaxoasimiuM. Bol MoskeTe BbIOpaTh 00J1€e 0HOTO.

Bonbie penetutopon

JlonoaHUTEeNbHOE 00yYeHHEe yuuTesnei

HoBoe o6opynoBanue At MHKIIO3UBHOTO 00Y4YEHUS

BBeneHsl HOBEIE MpEaAMCThIL
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bes usmenenuit

Apyroe

6. Kaxk BbI oueHuBaere 3peKTUBHOCTH ITOI0 HHCTPYMeEHTA 1o mkase ot 1 go 10,
rae 10 — caMblil MOJI0KUTEIBHBIA ONBIT, a 1 — camMblil OTPHULATENbHBIN ONBIT?

Mo:xeTe Ji BbI OIUCATH CBOE CYKIeHHe?

1. Kakne mnpobnembl (ecnu TakoBble ObUIM) Yy Bac BO3HUKIM IPHU

BHEIPEHUN/UCTIOIB30BAaHUH 3TOTO HHCTPYMEHTA?

8. Cuwuraere 1 Bbl, YTO 3TOT UHCTPYMEHT HYKJIAETCs B YIYUIIEHUH, U €CJIH Ja, TO YTO

OBI BBI TIPETTOKHUITH?

9. T'oToBBI 1M BBI K 0OJIee IMOJIHOMY HHTCPBbIO mnuno? Ecnm Ja, OCTaBbTC CBOH

KOHTAKTHBIC JAHHBIC.
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10. C KaKoro BEI roxa?

11. B xako# mkose Bl paboraere?

-  YacrHasa

- TocynmapcrBenHas

[ToxamyiicTa, gaiiTe HaM 3HATh, €CJIM BBl MOXKETE€ TIOPEKOMEHJIOBATh KOTO-TO, KTO OYyIeT
TOTOB MPUHSATH Y9aCTHE B HAIIIEM OIPOCE.

BrI cornmacunuck ¢ moJMTUKOM KOH(PUACHITHATHPHOCTH OTIPOCa.

Bb1 MokeTe HaxaTh KHONIKY OKOHYHMTh WJIM BBIMTH C JAHHOUW CTPAHUIIBI.

Bonemoe cacu6o 3a Bamie Bpems! Baire MHeHME BayKHO TSl HAC.

[Toxany¥icta, HE CTECHSUTECh, €CITH BbI KOTJa-HUOYIb 3aXOTHTE CBSA3ATHCS C HAMMU.

Hamm koHTaKTHBIE TaHHbIE:

Elmira.Nurbekova@nu.edu

Karina.Shaidarova@nu.edu.kz

Almas.Baishan@nu.edu.kz



First third of results:

Appendix 8: Survey Results
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"By clicking 'Continue,' you are
voluntarily agreeing to participate
in this research study. You confirm
that the researchers have provided
you with preliminary information
and explained the study's objectives

to you, as well as the fact that your

Are you
willing to
participate in a

more

Please let us
know if you
can

recommend

Participant comprehensive
Timestamp participation in this research is someone who
number interview on
voluntary. You may withdraw your would be
this subject? If
consent at any time and for any willing to
so, please
reason without any negative participate in
provide your
consequences. You understand that our survey.
contact details.
the information collected during
this research will be treated
confidentially."
8.23.2024
1 20:44:41 | | agree, continue the survey. +77075050967
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Yes, | am

8.24.2024 ready.

2 9:56:36 | | agree, continue the survey. 87014166986
8.25.2024

3 14:30:44 | | agree, continue the survey. yes
8.25.2024

4 14:45:32 | | agree, continue the survey. no no
8.25.2024

5 15:03:51 | I agree, continue the survey. no ok
8.25.2024

6 16:46:41 | | agree, continue the survey.
8.26.2024

7 13:29:50 | I agree, continue the survey.
8.26.2024

8 17:35:11 | | disagree, end it.
8.26.2024

9 19:35:36 | | agree, continue the survey.
8.26.2024

10 20:19:25 | | agree, continue the survey. no
8.28.2024 Mereke
11 8:44:17 | | agree, continue the survey. no Bolatovna
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8.28.2024
12 9:12:42 | | agree, continue the survey. no Hard to tell
8.28.2024
13 20:39:09 | | agree, continue the survey. no no
8.29.2024
14 7:45:42 | | agree, continue the survey. no
8.31.2024
15 16:45:06 | | agree, continue the survey. no | dont know
9.2.2024
16 13:45:45 | | agree, continue the survey. no
9.3.2024
17 16:44:40 | | agree, continue the survey. no no
9.3.2024
18 16:54:06 | | agree, continue the survey.
9.3.2024
19 17:25:43 | | agree, continue the survey. no no
9.3.2024 Tutors in any
20 17:32:06 | | agree, continue the survey. no, too busy school
9.3.2024
21 17:53:13 | | agree, continue the survey. not ready
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9.3.2024
22 18:17:41 | | agree, continue the survey. no ok
9.3.2024
23 21:40:16 | | agree, continue the survey.
Techers in
9.4.2024 primary
24 19:49:38 | | agree, continue the survey. Currently no school
9.6.2024
25 17:08:48 | | agree, continue the survey.
9.7.2024
26 17:35:07 | | agree, continue the survey.




Second third of results:
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What changes

have occurred

How would
you rate the

effectiveness

in your school | of this tool
after the on a scale of
How do you
implementation 1to 10, - "Do you think
evaluate the
of the per-pupil | where 10is | What problems (if | that this tool
per capita
funding the most any) did you needs
Participant budget
program? positive encounter when improvement,
number | allocations for
Please mark experience | implementing/using | and if so, what
students with
the answer that | and 1 is the this tool?. would you
inclusive
you consider most suggest?
education?
most negative?
appropriate. Can you
You can select describe
more than one. your
judgment?
The education Yes, the
Far below department is not education
what is Additional allowing for further | department
1 | necessary teacher training 10 | development of must pay
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special education
for children. The
children are
receiving very little
knowledge, and
besides education,
they need physical
therapy and other

types of support.

special
attention to the
social
environment of
children with
special needs
and also
provide a
quality
education.
Teachers who
work with
children with
special needs
must
demonstrate
positive
learning

outcomes.

Insufficient,
only covers

basic needs.

New

equipment for

Barrier with

executive bodies

Definitely
needs it! A

systematization
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inclusive of the process
education IS necessary.
Far below
what is
necessary More tutors None yes
New
Approximately | equipment for
the necessary | inclusive
amount education No no
New
equipment for
More than inclusive
enough education
Approximately
the necessary
amount No changes
Far below
what is Increase
necessary No changes No enough funds finance
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Approximately

New
equipment for
inclusive

education, New

the necessary | subjects
10 | amount introduced 6 | None Hard to tell
Additional
teacher
training, New Will increase
equipment for the annual
inclusive amount
Insufficient, education, allocated for
only covers Physical children with
11 | basic needs. therapy room 10 | no disabilities
Approximately
the necessary Master classes
12 | amount More tutors 10 | needed Yes, needed
Insufficient,
only covers
13 | basic needs. No changes 7| no no
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Approximately

the necessary | Additional
14 | amount teacher training 5| no -
Far below
what is New subjects
15 | necessary introduce 8 | none Yes
Insufficient,
only covers To train more
16 | basic needs. No changes 5 | none staff
5 On the one | believe it is
hand, it's necessary to
good that consider the
specialists' payment up to
offices and the salary of
physical specialists.
therapy Since for 1
rooms are The salaries of child with
being specialists are not | disabilities, in
New equipped. changing, the addition to
Insufficient, equipment for | The wages teachers, there
only covers inclusive downside is | correspondingly are | is a teaching
17 | basic needs. education that there are | also not assistant, a
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too many speech
inspections. therapist, etc.,
the amount
allocated for
one child
cannot fully
cover the
teachers'
salaries.
New
Approximately | equipment for
the necessary | inclusive
18 | amount education 8
Approximately
the necessary
19 | amount More tutors yes no no
5, because
it's a private
school, they
Insufficient, attract more
only covers funds from Open
20 | basic needs. More tutors other implementation
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sources
(parents).
They only
spend the
per-pupil
funding on

tutors.

21

Insufficient,
only covers

basic needs.

Saving on
utilities
because the
heated area is
the same, but
there is less-
more money
because there
are fewer-more

children

Saving on utilities
because the heated
area is the same,
but there is less-
more money
because there are
fewer-more

children

A partofa
school's
expenses
doesn't depend
on the number
of students. A
mixed system
is needed that
would cover
basic needs
like electricity,
heating, water,
etc., regardless
of the number

of students,
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and then a per-
student funding

could be added

on top.
Not full readiness
of teachers,
Far below
students, and
what is
deputy directors.
22 | necessary No changes No
23
Definitely
To have the needs it. More
opportunity to narrow
Far below engage in specialists
what is additional should be
24 | necessary individual activities | attracted.
Additional
teacher
training, New
Approximately | equipment for
the necessary | inclusive
25 | amount education no problems No
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26

Insufficient,
only covers

basic needs.

New subjects

introduced.




Last third of results:
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How long has
What is your | your school
role? Please implemented | How would you
check the the per-student | rate the degree of
Participant | corresponding | funding implementation
number | answer or instrument? of the tool in
write your Please check | your school? What type
own answer | the Please check the | What city | of school
in the "Other" | corresponding | corresponding are you you work
field. answer. answer. from? in?
Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room
1 | Teacher Since 2015 for improvement. | Astana Public
It was Beginning stage
implemented | of
2 | Director this year implementation | Karaganda | Private
Inclusive Not
3 | education implemented | Not implemented | Temirtau Public
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support room

teacher
Almost
completely
It was implemented, but
Teacher implemented | there is still room
assistent this year for improvement. | Temirtau Public
Almost
completely
implemented, but
Teaching there is still room
assistant 1-3 years for improvement. | Temirtau Public
Almost
completely
It was implemented, but
Teacher implemented | there is still room
assistent this year for improvement. | Temirtau Public
It was Beginning stage
implemented | of
Coach this year implementation | Karaganda | Private
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Deputy Partially
9 | director 4+ years implemented Astana Private
It was Beginning stage
Teacher implemented | of
10 | assistent this year implementation | Karaganda | Private
school
Implemented in
psychologist
11 1-3 years full Astana Public
Not Partially
12 | Teacher implemented | implemented Astana Public
Implemented in
13 | Teacher Since 2010 full Astana Public
Beginning stage
Not of
14 | Teacher implemented | implementation | Astana Private
Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room
15 | Teacher 1-3 years for improvement. | Astana Private
Beginning stage
Not of
16 | Teacher implemented implementation | Almaty Public
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17

Teacher

1-3 years

Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room

for improvement.

Astana

Public

18

Teacher

1-3 years

Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room

for improvement.

Astana

Public

19

Teacher

1-3 years

Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room

for improvement.

Aktobe

Public

20

Teacher

1-3 years

Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room

for improvement.

Astana

Private
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21

Teacher

1-3 years

Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room

for improvement.

Ekibastuz

Public

22

Deputy

director

1-3 years

Beginning stage
of

implementation

Shymkent

Public

23

Teacher

Not

implemented

Not implemented

Astana

Private

24

Teacher

Partially

implemented

Private

25

Teacher

4+ years

Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room

for improvement.

Astana

Private

26

Teacher

1-3 years

Almost
completely
implemented, but
there is still room

for improvement.

Astana

Private
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Appendix 9: Correlation analysis

To find a correlation between columns we first need to code our data. Here is our coding:

Are you willing to participate in our interview?

1->no

2-> yes

All participants who have not answered this question and have not left their contacts we
have marked as “No”. Those who have left their contacts without answering the question
assume that they missed the question but are willing to participate in the interview. We

have marked them as “Yes”.

How do you evaluate the per capita budget allocations for students with inclusive

education?

1 -> Far below what is necessary

2-> Insufficient, only covers basic needs.

3-> Approximately the necessary amount.

4-> More than enough



What changes have occurred in your school after the implementation of the per-pupil

funding program? Please mark the answer that you consider most appropriate. You can

select more than one.

1 -> No changes

2-> Additional teacher training

2.5 -> Additional teacher training, New equipment for inclusive education

3-> New equipment for inclusive education

4-> More tutors

5-> New subjects introduced

How would you rate the effectiveness of this tool on a scale of 1 to 10, where 10 is the

most positive experience and 1 is the most negative? Can you describe your judgment?

What problems (if any) did you encounter when implementing/using this tool?.

1->no

2-> master classes needed, Not full readiness of teachers, students, and deputy directors.
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3-> The salaries of specialists are not changing, the wages correspondingly are also not,

Not enough funds, To have the opportunity to engage in additional individual activities

4-> The education department is not allowing for further development...., Barrier with

executive bodies,

Do you think that this tool needs improvement, and if so, what would you suggest?

1->no

2 -> yes, (no explaination)

3 -> yes, training related improvements,

4 -> yes, funding related answers

What is your role? Please check the corresponding answer or write your own answer in the

"Other" field. (Coding)

1 -> Teaching stuff

2 -> School management

How long has your school implemented the per-student funding instrument? Please check

the corresponding answer.

1 -> Not implemented

2 -> Implemented this year



111

3 ->1-3 years

4 -> 4+ years

How would you rate the degree of implementation of the tool in your school? Please check

the corresponding answer.

1 -> Not implemented

2 -> Beginning stage of implementation

3 -> Partially implemented

4 -> Almost completely implemented, ...

5 -> Implemented in full

What city are you from?

1 -> Astana

2 -> Karaganda

3 -> Temirtau

4 -> Almaty

5 -> Aktobe

6-> Ekibastuz
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7 -> Shymkent

What type of school you work in?

1 -> Public

2 -> Private
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We impute missing values with the mean of each column before calculating the correlation

coefficient between our columns.

Our Values

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4d Col5 Col6 Col7 Col8 Col9 Coll10 Col11

2 1 2 10 4 3 1 4 4 1 1
2 2 3 3 4 3 2 2 2 2 2
2 2.1304 2.6818 6.409 1.8888 2.2777 1 1 1 3 1
1 1 4 9 1 2 1 2 4 3 1
1 3 3 7 1 1 1 3 4 3 1
1 4 3 8 1.8888 2.2777 1 2 4 3 1
1 3 1 6.409 1.8888 2.2777 1 2 2 2 2



2.1304

2.5

2.6818

6 1 22777 1
10 1 3 1
10 2 2 1

6.409 1.8888 2.2777 1

7 1 1 1
5 1 1 1
8 1 2 1
5 1 3 1
5 3 4 1
8 1.8888 2.2777 1
8 1 1 1
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1 1 4 ) 1.8888 2 1 3 4 1 2

1 1 1 1 3 4 1 3 4 6 1

1 2 1 3 2 1 2 3 2 7 1

1 2.1304 2.6818 6.409 1.8888 2.2777 1 1 1 1 2

1 2 2.6818 3 3 3 1 248 3 216 2

1.125 3 2.5 6 1 1 1 4 4 1 2

1125 1 5 7 1.8888 2.2777 1 3 4 1 2

1.125 2.1304 2.6818 6.409 1.8888 2.2777 1.1153 2.48 3.1538 2.16  1.423

Correlation Results

Coll [ Col2 | Col3 | Col4 | Col5 | Col6 [ Col7 | Col8 | Col9 | Col Col

10 11




Col 1l

1,000

0,185

Col 2

Col 3

Col 4

Col 5

Col 6

0,009

0,011

0,543

0,170

1,000

0,009

0,059

0,059

0,126

0,435

1,000

0,011

0,126

0,381

0,381

0,188

1,000

0,543

0,309

0,191

1,000

0,170

0,191

1,000

0,236

0,336

0,438

0,154

0,022

0,088

0,072

0,161

0,030

0,227

0,163

0,235

0,338

0,017
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0,056

0,036

0,090

0,030

0,120

0,155

0,268

0,066

0,004




Col 7

Col 8

Col 9

Col

10

Col

11

0,236

0,030

0,198

0,163

0,036

0,120

0,310

0,088

0,235

0,302

0,155

0,336

0,072

0,338

0,268

0,438

0,161

0,026

0,066

0,154

0,030

0,090

0,004

1,000

0,186

0,186

0,247

0,255

0,178

1,000

0,247

0,044

0,015

1,000
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0,255

0,109

0,239

1,000

0,178

0,015

0,404

0,404

1,000

It is important to pay attention to strong and medium correlation coefficients, where 0.6 to

0.8 is considered strong and 0.4 to 0.6 is considered medium correlation.

From the correlation results it can be seen that there is a medium positive correlation between

willingness to participate in the interview and the problems encountered when implementing
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this tool. Meaning those who have experienced bigger problems in implementing the tool
have more interest in participating in depth interviews.

Also, there is a medium negative correlation between evaluation between per capita budget
allocations for students with inclusive education and opinion that tools need improvement
(where budget being highest.) Meaning those who think that that allocation is not enough
believe that tool needs improvements in regard to more money needs to be allocated.

There is a strong positive correlation between problems occurred during implementation and
need for improvement of the tool. This is straightforward.

There is a medium positive correlation between participants' need for improvement and
participant position. Meaning that teaching staff have encountered more issues with
implementation whereas management team encountered less issues with implementation of
the tool.

There is also medium negative correlation between how participants rated the tool and city
they are from. Cities Astana, Karaganda, Temirtau, Almaty rated this tool high, and others

rated it low.
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