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Academic governance is a complex phenomenon. Understanding it
requires takinginto accountissues of autonomyand control (Christensen
2011), decision-making processes (Bray 2010), and the influence of glo-
balisation and internationalisation (Dobbins, Knill & Vogtle 2011;
Jones & Oleksiyenko 2011). Creating flexible and responsive govern-
ance systems have been especially challenging for post-Soviet countries
because their previous system was predicated on hierarchy and central-
ised control. Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, post-Soviet coun-
tries have had to find their own way forward (Luong 2002). Kazakhstan,
a signatory of the Bologna Process, offers an important example of a
country seeking to reform higher education by drawing on practices
worldwide and especially from the West (Merrill 2010). Policy makers
have concluded that a system based on more decentralised control with
greater institutional autonomy is the most promising means of im-
proving the overall quality of its higher education system by enabling
institutions to be more responsive to the pressing needs facing their
localities. A central feature of these reforms is the establishment of gov-
erning boards, which is the subject of this chapter.’ Reforms outlined in
the ‘State Program of Education Development for 2011-2020" require a
majority of universities to establish boards of trustees by 2020.

Of course, incorporating an idea and/or practice from a different na-
tional context can be challenging. As such, the historical context of the
US is quite different. Boards of trustees in the US were established be-
cause of a national and cultural resistance to centralised governmental
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control. This desire for autonomy has influenced the governance and
oversight of universities and led to a highly decentralised system of
public and private (non-profit) higher education (Eckel & King 2006)
The US also has a long history of self-sustaining, self-organising volyp.
teer associations (for example, libraries, fire departments, local schools)
and supporting them through private philanthropy and volunteerism

Historically, boards of trustees were community leaders charged with
overseeing a college or university that the community had established
in order to ensure it served the public good (Taylor, Chait & Holland
1999). Trustees are neither employees of the university they govern nor
are they usually academics, though occasionally academics do serve on
boards. The concept is ‘lay’ or ‘citizen’ trusteeship (AGB 2007). Boards
also are independent of government and serve as the fiduciary body, a
concept grounded in American case law that means boards are stewards
of public trust and responsible for ensuring that all of the assets of the
organisation are safeguarded and held for the benefit of another (AGB
2014). Further, the system of shared governance in US universities mir-
rors democratic practices where individuals are expected to have a sense
of agency and to play a role in decision making (Hartley, 2003). Finally,
there has developed over a long period of time a consensus regarding
the role of the key constituent groups (as indicated in normative state-
ments from the American Association of University Professors and the
Association of Governing Boards.) This provides at least some guidance
regarding who should be party to making various kinds of important
decisions.

Kazakhstan has a very different history. Its system of higher educa-
tion was entirely state sponsored at its inception, with the state over-
seeing its investment through the Ministry of Education and Science
(MoES). The Ministry has played a powerful role in regulating both
public institutions and joint-stock companies (private institutions,
which legally are equivalent to any business and have boards of dir-
ectors). Prior to 2010, fully 75% of the undergraduate curriculum was
determined by the Ministry to ensure a level playing field in the con-
tent being provided. While the idea of an Academic Council from the
Sf“fiﬂt era did (and continues to) provide a venue for some shared deci-
ﬂ?n-maldng, these bodies tend to be dominated by members of the ad-
ministration, as discussed in the second chapter in this volume. Many
key decisions (such as the types of academic programmes that can be
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offered, who should be hired as rector, how funds should be spent) were,

with few exceptions, determined by the Ministry. Such circumstances
have made establishing boards of trustees a challenge.

BOARD ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

METHODS

[n the US the board is the legal entity that oversees a university or col-
lege; however, it is not involved in its daily operations. The work of the
board focuses on policy rather than on management or implementa-
tion. The Association of Governing Boards outlines the primary roles
and responsibilities of boards to be the following (2010a):

1 Ensure the mission is current and aligned w/public purposes
2 Select (and possibly terminate) the president

3 Work with and assess the president

Approve the strategic plan and monitor progress

Ensure fiscal integrity and financially support the college

o, A

Ensure academic quality and integrity

Protect and preserve academic freedom and institutional autonomy

~J

8 Ensure policies are current and implemented
9 Engage appropriately relevant constituencies
10 Be transparent, ethical and assess own performance

While this is a US framework, this set of responsibilities closely mirrors
the kinds of activities undertaken by boards in other national contexts

including the UK and many European countries.

This chapter synthesises two studies conducted by the authors. The first
examined the work of boards of trustees at six universities as they were
conceptualising and operationalising their roles in 2013 (Hartley et al.
2015). The second, conducted in 2015, sought to understand how the
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board of trustees (which has ultimate authority), the senior adminis-

tration (especially the President), and the faculty. Each group has a par-
ticular role to play and are outlined below.

Today, there continue to be a number of factors that limit the role of
boards of trustees at universities in Kazakhstan. These include the
policy environment and the degree to which the institution has man-
aged to identify meaningful work for the group. Despite these chal-

The board of trustees is the legal, and therefore ultimate, decision-
lenges, some boards are beginning to carve out meaningful roles.

making body of the university. It is responsible for upholding the insti-
tution’s mission and ensuring its long-term financial health. A board
pays attention to the long-term health of the institution and ensures
the institution is being steered in the right direction. But it does not tell
administrators how to do their jobs — that is, it doesn’t engage in micro-
management (Chait, Taylor & Holland 2005).

THE FORMAL AUTHORITY OF BOARDS OF TRUSTEES REMAINS LIMITED BUT IS GROWING

The current policy context continues to restrict the authority of boards.
Despite some important reforms, MoES continues to exert significant
control. For example, on financial matters the Ministry sets the budg-
ets of all public institutions while boards have no influence over admis-
sions criteria. In terms of leadership at most institutions, boards have
little say over the hiring or firing of rectors (for a detailed djscussinri, see
Chapter 2). Additionally, there are ten institutions that were :?551gned
special status and established Boards of Overseers, the governing bod-

The senior administration (e.g. president, provost, vice presidents,
d_eans) is responsible for the day-to-day management of the institu-
t:nn.‘ It: the board establishes long-term goals for an institution, it is the
administration’s task to ensure that those goals are reached. The presi-
dent is the key senior administrator, serving as the chief executive of-
ficer — the most visible and influential individual on campus. Successful

presidents are ones who are able to lead with continued support from

ies that do weigh in on the selection of the rector and can authorise a
wider array of budgetary activities. Overall, however, the Ministry sets
the budget of all public institutions. This leaves the vast majority of
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iniversity boards in the challenging position of being asked to Provide
oversight of a person who is not accountable to them and to
pate in strategic planning when they really have no con
budget. In budgetary, personnel and academic matters, the Minim,
establishes the guidelines that institutions must follow. In short, ynj.
versities in Kazakhstan are far more constrained by Ministeria]

icies and regulations than their counterparts in the US,
the United Kingdom.

Although these bodies are still relatively new, some boards are be
ginning to grapple with important institutional issues including strs.
tegic planning, personnel policies, review of major reports and approvy|
of schedules of work. One rector explained, ‘This past year, our board
considered issues related to gender equality including the graduation
nusnfmmmdwmmmdthenﬁnofmmmdwuminkeymh
at the institution including department chairs and vice rectors ... The
board also approved plans for strategically allocating governments
funds that were provided to the institution’ Such decisions are vital
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~alisations about needing to improve quality or help graduates get jobs.
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(AGB 2010). Boards also have standing and ad hoc committees that may
meet more frequently than the board as a whole. In the US, board meet-
ings typically span two days, often with the first day consisting of com-
mittee and ad hoc task force meetings, and the second day consisting
of a full board meeting, Nearly every board we examined in this study
indicated that they met only twice a year, although they were careful
to say that if the board needed to meet more often, it could. On some
campuses, these meetings consisted of having administrators provide
general reports about what was happening on campus. The rector is the
individual most responsible for developing the strategic plan. As one
rector explained, "The rector defines the development strategy of the
university, establishes the tactics of activities within structural subdi-
visions. The mechanism of implementation depends on the rectors and
deans of universities.’ This leaves very little role for the board.

Further, for a board to engage in strategic thinking it needs a deep
understanding of the institution and the context in which it is oper-
ating. Two meetings a year is insufficient time on task to understand
such complexities, particularly if the board is comprised of non-aca-
demics. A board meeting format where attendees sit passively and listen
rather than engage in substantive debate and dialogue over issues is
unlikely to produce much in the way of strategic advice and consequen-
tial board action (Chait, Ryan & Taylor 2005). This passive reporting is
unlikely to capture the long-term interest of the important people from
business and industry that serve on these boards. It is perhaps not sur-
prising that participation in board meetings has been sporadic in some
cases, with only half the members attending. One rector told us, T must
say, however, that at most higher education institutions the activities of
the boards of trustees have a largely formal and symbolic character.” As
governance scholar Richard Chait (2009) writes, ‘Effective governance
entails influential participation in meaningful discussions about conse-
quential matters that lead to significant outcomes.’ This goal is far from

The result of these practices is that board members have only a super-
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over the next few years?’ few were able to answer except in broad gener-

' 'One senior administrator told us: “The university has always been free
y *:-h&hmlm ine their strategic plans. Of course being a state university we
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have to follow state rules and regulations but it is our right to decide
our own mechanism or way to meet those particular tasks and goals’
This statement reflects a profound misunderstanding about strategic
planning. In fact, the Ministry is the body that is determining strategy.
[nstitutions are asked then to develop the tactics to realise that strategy,
While the leadership of some institutions is incredibly strong, there are
rectors who are effective at complying with regulations but have litt]e
experience developing strategy. This prevents more strategic conversa-
tions from happening at the board level.

However, we did see examples of boards that have been assuming
an important strategic role. Because of its special status as an inter-
national university, the board of Akhmet Yassawi University (Kazakh
Turkish International University) has a great deal of formal authority,
Half the board members are from Kazakhstan and half are from Turkey
and the meetings rotate from one country to the next. A senior admin-
istrator explained the purpose of the board,

The board of trustees is responsible for overseeing a broad spectrum
of long-term strategic issues — five-year programs. They control the
finances. They approve construction of new buildings. They are in
charge of the overall financial health of the university. They also play
a big role in academic issues. For example, the formation of the aca-

demic structure is in their purview. They designate the number of
vice-rectors, provosts and department directors.

The rector gives a comprehensive report to the board twice a year. If it
is needed, the board makes recommendations to ensure that progress
on the strategic plan is ongoing. The board also has budgetary control.
It allocates money twice a year and can withhold those resources or re-
allocate them as it sees fit.

The unique status of joint-stock companies (JSCs) also conveys
greater authority to their boards. Like corporations, JSCs have boards
of directors. The rector of Kazakh Law and Humanitarian University
explains, “The administration is completely transparent because any
lar_ge decision must be approved by the board of directors, the rector
or institution doesn’t have any authority to act otherwise.’ The status
allows institutions to generate income though a variety of activities
such as expert consulting, scientific work and even real estate. At
Kazakh Law and Humanitarian University, the rector currently serves
as chair of the board of trustees. The senjor administrators we spoke
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with indicated that it was a very efficient system. While such arrange-

ments do occur in corporations, they do not at US universities because
of concerns that it will blur the lines of authority between the policy
work of the board and the administrative and management work of se-
nior administration and may lead to conflicts of interest. For example,
it would be problematic for the chair of a board that is also the rector to
lead an annual review of the rector or seriously take up concerns about
the rector’s performance. The system is efficient and works well when
everyone is in agreement and when the leadership is strong. But because
the lines of responsibility are not clearly demarcated, complications can
arise when differences of opinion surface. Regardless, the governance
structure of the JSCs does provide more autonomy than that enjoyed by
the public institutions and their boards.

We also saw an example of a board at one institution without a special
status that was engaged in strategic work. The board clearly understood
the context as well as its appropriate role. In describing the key issues
facing his institution one board member said:

There has been a major problem regarding the employment of gradu-
ates. The board of trustees has directors of all the leading enterprises
in the Oblast. Through our work we have helped employ over 70% of
our graduates in these enterprises — this is good for the university
and good for the Republic. The second big issue was regarding the
content of quality preparation. When this issue was brought up on
the board of trustees meeting, it also met with a successful solution.

Another commented: ‘[In our work] we are looking 10 or 15 years ahead.’
That level of understanding of the issues points to the degree to which
this board is engaging in strategic decision making. This board takes
seriously the expertise that it brings to the table and is able to draw
upon its collective influence to make a consequential contribution.
Although it does not have formal legal authority, it serves as a powerful
independent body of experts that has a great deal of influence. A board

member explained:

Our rector does not weigh in over us; he is a member, and everyone
has a say. [...] We graduated from this institution and our chil-
dren and grandchildren have also graduated from it, so we are in-
dependent. We respect the rector. But the collaboration is based on

mutual respect.
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[n discussing his hopes for the board, the current chair said:

My task — one of the tasks — is for the board of crustees to ht?fiﬁme 1
competent body which would not [get its way through] pressure, but
through its competence and prove that public governance can allow
this institution to operate without intervention from the Ministry,

which places major limitations on the institute,

This board is in the process of organising its efforts and establishing
sub-committees focused on key issues facing the institution. It has
also created something of an executive committee that is charged with
preparing documents and the agenda of each upcoming meeting and

conducting some initial analysis of the issues in order to lead the discus-
sions of the full board.

BOARDS OF TRUSTEES AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDUSTRY PARTNERSHIPS

One area in which boards of trustees have provided a great deal of assis-
tance to institutions is in the development of university/industry part-
nerships. A board member from Atrau Institute of Oil and Gas noted.
‘The fact that board members include representatives from the pro-
duction, processing and transport industries has yielded good results.
Opportunities developed through the board of trustees have helped
students learn about future projects.’ These partnerships have led to the
development of internships, summer employment and often jobs after
graduation. Some board members are working closely with the faculty
from particular academic programmes, helping them think through
their curricula and programmes of study. As one board member noted,
‘We know what problems exist during preparation of specialists, what
kind of problems exist with the organisation of the education system,
demand for specific specialties on the market, introduction of new edu-
cation methods.” From the perspective of both the board members and
the faculty, people have found these collaborations extremely helpful.
However, while beneficial, they are not governance. Instead it seems
that: the positive contributions of the boards are to open doors and es-
!:abhsh relationships that benefit the institution and its students. While
important, such work does not approach the needed fiduciary work of
e#ective boards either in terms of oversight or in terms of strategy set-
ting, two key roles for boards (Chait, Ryan & Taylor 2005).
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Many of the board members see this work as being mutually bene-
ficial: employers want excellent employees and universities want their
graduates to get jobs. A board member from Taraz State University told
us, ‘We want the university to prepare specialists at a world-class level.
We have employers that are strongly interested in getting well-educated
specialists. That is why the board of trustees was created.” Another
board member echoed this point. ‘I think that the board of trustees is a
good help to the university from both the employer’s and the entrepre-
neur’s sides. It is also expanding opportunities for the university itself.
Previously, in Soviet times, everything was centralised. We had central-
ised governance, centralised requests. That system does not work now.
Now, there is a need of high-quality specialists, but not the ones who
are prepared on a mass scale. So, [ think that the board of trustees must
help to regulate the needs of specialists. That is how I see [the] situation.

Board members are also playing a role in strengthening the quality
of education the students receive. They help provide internships to stu-
dents. One explained, ‘We have an internship that lasts two or three
months. Students take part in the completion of scholarly papers dur-
ing the internship. Thus, they can follow the science process, see the
direction it takes. It is useful for professors and for students.’ Board
members engage in dialogue with academic departments about cur-
ricula. The expertise of board members has led them to be selected to
speakin classes and to serve on graduate student committees. However,
boards have important roles to play in ensuring academic quality that
goes beyond the type of activities described here, which are not a part
of the governance oversight that boards are expected to provide. Boards
can and should be asking questions about student outcomes, about on-
going work that the university is doing to determine the effectiveness
of teaching and research productivity, and ensuring that institutions
are collecting educational data and acting upon findings (Ewell 2012).

ACOMPARISON OF KAZAKHSTANI BOARDS AND PRACTICES IN THE US

The work of the board of trustees is complex and important. A trad-
itional criterion for board selection in the US is ‘the three ‘W's": wealth,
wisdom and work. Board members must work to secure resources for
their institutions (wealth), they have expertise that they can share
(wisdom), and they also must be willing to attend board meetings and
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actively engage in board activities (work). Boards must pay attention to
a number of factors in order to be effective. Chait, Taylor and Hollang In
their examination of effective board practices in the US point to five key
dimensions (Chait, Taylor & Holland 1993).

1 Contextual Dimension: Upholding the mission of the institution

and the core values it is seeking to advance;

2 Educational Dimension: Being well-informed about academic
Issues at the institution and monitoring academic quality;

3 Interpersonal Dimension: Paying attention to how the board itself
s functioning. Maintaining an appropriate board structure with board
sub-committees:

4 Political Dimension: Maintaining good relationships with key
constituencies — the senior administration, the faculty and students:

5 Strategic Dimension: Envisioning the institution’s future and
thinking strategically.

[f we consider the structure and work of the boards in this study, we can
find examples of nearly all of these dimensions across the institutions.
But there is more to be accomplished. Work focused on strategic think-
ing and planning (understanding the contextual dimension and the stra-
tegic dimension) was uncommon. Some boards have begun to develop
an understanding of the educational issues and the needs of their insti-
tutions (educational dimension). However, for others that knowledge
remained relatively superficial. Some boards are building strong working
relationships with the senior administration and the faculty (political di-
mension). Only one spoke about the interpersonal dimension - thinking
about board structure, paying attention to how the board is functioning.
With the exception of the work that boards have taken on to develop
university/industry partnerships, boards meet far more infrequently
than their US counterparts. In sum, while there are examples emerging
of good board practice, most have not yet developed to the point where
they are addressing all five dimensions of governance work.

MOVING FORWARD

Needless to say, examining the practices of a small subset of institu-
tions does not enable us to make broad generalisations about the entire
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system. However, there are a few areas that would seem profitable to ex-

plore further as Kazakhstan continues to strengthen the work of boards
at 1ts campuses.

CREATING INTENTIONAL STRATEGIES TO IDENTIFY QUALITY TRUSTEES

One of the most essential factors contributing to effective governance
is the ability to identify individuals the talent and insights to fulfill this
complex yet important role. In the US, for most public universities trus-
tees are identified through an external appointing body. Individuals are
identified and vetted by elected officials. In other universities, individu-
als are identified by a working group of the board itself; they act as self-
perpetuating boards. Regardless of process, boards can only be as good
as the individuals who serve on them. Being intentional and strategic
about the skills and knowledge needed for effective governance is essen-

tial (AGB 2013).

DEVELOPING BOARD TRAINING

It is clear that the board members interviewed for this study are an im-
pressive group of individuals who bring to the institutions they serve
a wealth of expertise. However, experience from the US suggests that
being an effective senior manager from industry or a judge or a scientist
does not prepare a person to be a board member. Effective universities
in the US have ongoing board development programmes, which require
a great deal of effort to learn about the roles and responsibilities of
boards, best practices in governance and trends and issues in higher edu-
cation. Some board development workshops also include larger trends
in the region such as economic and employment trends. Board membe::s
at the universities we visited bring expertise and wisdom based on their
experience. But often they are only asked to serve as a pas?itfe snu:nd-
ing board for plans developed in detail by the senior administration,
or are called upon for their professional connections. Theyf rarely play
a meaningful role in shaping long-term strategy or even in the over-
sight of the university. This situation is problematic in two ways: first,
it keeps consequential governance (Chait, Ryan & Taylor 2005) out of
reach and prevents institutions from benefiting from the knowledge of
their board members and, second, over time it leads to disaffected board
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members. Board members are important people, so specific attention
to developing an engaging approach to governance is paramount to ef.
fective boards and to the overall success of institutions,

Models of board training need to be developed and made availabe s,
that boards can use them and adapt them to suit their particular pyr.
poses. This might include training on selecting and recruiting new board
members, more intensive focus on key issues such as the oversight of edy-
cation quality or mitigating institutional risk, and opportunities to learn
about higher education trends at the local, national and even global ley-
els. Such training should be problem-based and pragmatic, and it might
include case studies that spell out particular strategic challenges facing
institutions that would spur discussion and debate along with sets of
questions that invite the board to think further about its work. Training
materials might also provide boards with sample briefing-books to sug-
gest how they might convey information to their members.

THE BENEFITS OF BOARDS IS SOMETHING THAT NEEDS TO BE COMMUNICATED MORE CLEARLY

There was a good deal of curiosity about how boards function in the US
during our site visits: How are board members selected? How long do
they serve? How do they structure their meetings? Occasionally, there
also were questions about what practical value boards have. A board
that deeply understands the institution and its goals is more likely to
support it both with their time and financially. A board that is com-
prised of people who also understand the local area and region will be
in a strong position to offer advice about the institution’s work, a point
well illustrated by a rector who commented that ‘I’d rather speak with
group of professionals who know the university than report to a 26-year
old Bolashak graduate from the Ministry.’ Boards also can provide pol-
itical cover for rectors when controversial decisions must be made, be-
cause they too are a part of the decision making process. These benefits
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meaningful work (which will be necessary to draw in and engage good
board members), boards will need to develop sub-committees that can
explore important issues in greater depth and then lead discussion and
debate by the full board. This will require rethinking the board calendar
and moving towards a system where boards meet more often and for
longer to do their work.

Further, these sub-committees would benefit from particular skill-
sets of the board members. Board members should be individuals who
are creative and critical thinkers and who have the ability to work col-
lectively. They should know how to ask meaningful questions and to
hold institutional leaders accountable for answers. They should have
the time to donate both to board meetings and work outside of them.
However, to be effective, board members need to be socialised to higher
education and they need to learn the work. They need to understand the
local and regional context and they also need to have an appreciation
of academic culture and a detailed understanding of how their univer-
sity functions. It is particularly important to have a committee that
helps identify future board members and that also helps socialise new
board members, as done in the US through the work of the governance
committee.

One aspect of the restructuring of the governance processes relates
solely to JSCs. Kazakh Humanitarian and Technical University has a
well-functioning board of directors that has substantial say over the
final budget of the institution and the hiring and firing of the rector.
It is unclear if establishing a separate board of trustees makes sense
if the intent is for this body to eventually become an oversight body.
This has been the case at other JSCs we examined. Currently, the boards
of trustees at JSCs serve essentially as alumni councils or fundraising
bodies. It would be far better for JSCs to think about how they might re-
configure their boards of directors to engage in the kind of meaningful
board work described above.

need to be more systematically communicated across the system. 1-

h

CONTINUED CHANGES IN STATE POLICY

Ultimately, for boards to do their work, they need to be granted au-
thority to make important decisions related to the strategy and over-

sight of their university. Currently the Ministry plays this role. It will
be necessary to change the law so that boards are able to assume their

BOARD RESTRUCTURING

|
Currently, most boards in Kazakhstan are operating as ‘committees of =
the whole’. While this structure makes sense since initially, to pursue |
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fiduciary role. They will need the freedom to think boldly and. at times,
to make mistakes. That said, there are some important questions (ang
indeed, great concern) among administrators and faculty about MOving
too quickly towards granting institutional autonomy in which boards
are the ultimate deciding body. The clear consensus is that some Instity.
tions are not ready for such autonomy. That said, there are Institutions
that have demonstrated their commitment to high-quality teaching ang
research by successfully pursuing international accreditation. A set of
criteria should be developed that point to a path that institutions might
take that would lead to greater autonomy, with boards empowered to
make important strategic decisions of Increasing complexity and conse-

quence over curriculum, personnel and then budgets.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS: A STAGED PROGRESSION TOWARDS AUTONOMY?

Kazakhstan has begun to undertake some significant reforms. However,
the way forward needs to be traversed carefully. Some commentators
have pressed for academic autonomy for all universities, seeing it asa
decisive step towards higher quality and an important symbolic step
away from the centralised Soviet model of higher education. However,
the clear consensus of the people we encountered during our research
was that a sudden shift to a system where all institutions have boards
of trustees with significant authority would cause significant prob-
lems. There is a learning curve and institutions are figuring out what
role these bodies might play. They will need the time to identify and
recruit the right people to serve on boards. The process of educating po-
tential board members about the work is in its early stages. The problem
is that this early period has established certain norms for some boards
that may be difficult to alter later on. Specifically, they operate largely
as a ceremonial group, meet only twice a year, are passive recipients of
knowledge rather than active participants in planning, and as a result
these boards have ended up being comprised of high-level people being
asked to do low-level work. Board behaviour is passed down from gen-
eration to generation. Good ideas are quickly codified but so are inef-
fective processes and habits.

The movement towards greater autonomy has been episodic and in-
cremental. The latest step has been the creation of boards of overse-
ers for the ten universities that are part of the government’s economic

i
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The context for higher education
development in Kazakhstan

Mary Canning

INTRODUCTION: THE LEGACY

In common with most post-Soviet countries, at independence in 1991
Kazakhstan had a relatively well-educated and literate population and
a respected education system. However, higher education was centrally
planned and directed and featured many narrowly focused courses
directed at specific occupations, often linked to a particular enterprise
and taught in specialised institutions with strong industry links. And,
as in other countries of the former Soviet Union, access to higher edu-
cation was inequitable and tended to favour students from academic-
ally elite schools (OECD 2014a). While higher education institutions
(HEIs) combined teaching and research activities and there was exten-
sive cooperation among researchers in all the former Soviet Republics,
funding for basic research was traditionally largely allocated to national
academies and, for applied research, to specialised institutes attached
to sector Ministries.

Work to adapt the entire education system in Kazakhstan started in
1991 in response to political, economic and social change. Since then, a
constant objective of Kazakh presidential and government initiatives
for the development of higher education and research has been to en-
courage the creation of human capital and to equip graduates with the
knowledge, skills and attitudes to participate in the economy and in
society.

This chapter provides an overview of government policies and pro-
grams and sectoral initiatives and their outcomes since 1992."
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