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INTERNATIONALIZATION AS THE RESPONSE
TO INTEGRATION CHALLENGES: MANAGING UNIVERSITIES
IN KAZAKHSTAN IN THE AGE OF GLOBALIZATION

Abstract

One of the UNESCO Education Strategy 2014-2021 key areas is internationalization emerging from trends in
higher education and penetrating into policy agenda predominantly shaped by volatility of integration processes at global
and regional levels. All the burden of the interconnected world is concentrated in the universities’ strategies on greater
internationalization, more than this, the most enduring actors of managing the implementation of internationalization
strategy are the staff working in universities’ International Offices, which is argued as the case for Kazakhstan:
despite its landlocked geographic position the country is in the epicenter of global and regional dynamics. This article
provides a review based on existing body of literature dedicated to salient internationalization and globalization
themes, interwoven and countervailed, with analysis on how national policy affects or is affected by international or
multilateral initiatives and how universities in Kazakhstan cope with challenges of internationalization. Kazakhstan
is fighting through its own unique path of transforming higher educational establishments employing Bologna
framework as a conceptual model of modernization. However, the pressure of changing higher education landscapes
and ever-growing competition makes universities of Kazakhstan to apply the practices that go beyond Bologna
action lines. Finally, at institutional level universities need more systematic, comprehensive, sustained managerial
approaches to produce impact alongside with outcome pursuing internationalization strategies.

Key words: internationalization, integration, neofunctionalism, intergovernmentalism, higher education,
university management.

The loci of internationalization are deemed to root from global interconnectedness and regional
integration. When it comes to higher education the international dimension might be as a trigger to
transformative changes cultivating quality and recognition or a painstaking process with ill-organized
activities and social rejection. The growing concerns of anti-globalists who promulgate the protection
of national identity are about preserving the language and tradition of a national academia, whereas
liberal decision-makers stand on the grounds of the “new public management” school of thought that
postulates laissez-faire principle and favors free market approach that breeds academic capitalism
management traditions in HEISs.

Enhanced global interdependence and frequently emerging trends remodel the patterns of
interactions. Large scale projects with multiple partnership networks, which became the economic
and political tool for tapping new markets, shaping collaborations under overarching policies, just few
to mention, require huge investments, developed infrastructure, synergy of government, business and
academic sector in the long-run. One country nowadays does not perform alone; rather, multilateral
projects seem to constitute the adequate response to increased global competition and challenges
where participants complement each other. That Chinese leader Xi Jinping announced on One Belt —
One Road initiative in Kazakhstani university (Nazarbayev University) in 2013 during his official visit
to the Republic is quite symbolic when it comes to analyzing what role is given to tertiary education
capacity, research and innovation impact of the countries involved in ambitious international initiatives.

It would be right to say that Kazakhstan historically has been prone to internationalization
processes: from Silk Way route crossing the country and contributing to knowledge and technology
transfer to USSR legacy which brought pro-Russian system of education with Russian still remaining
the language of interethnic communication and the language of science in academic institutions.
However, after 1991 disintegration of the Soviet Union the government of Central Asian Republic
was seeking to rebuild the whole socio-political concept of public governance as well as to modernize
its higher education sector.

Before joining pan-European Bologna initiative as a country-member in 2010 the rectors of
some Kazakhstani HEIs signed Magna Charta Universitatum in Taraz, South Kazakhstan. This fact
shows that top managers felt inclination towards pro-European reforms in their vision and saw the
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modernization agenda of higher education as a policy which would rely on international approaches
and trends.

Europeanacademicsociety, by way of comparison, had to think of and formulate internationalization
policies with a rather different impetus: participation in the SOCRATES program was the reason
why European Commission requested to introduce such a practice at universities; yet, some countries
committed a significant part of their efforts to the development of internationalization much earlier.
Thus, Swedish Commission on Internationalization of Higher Education was actively seized in
activities contributing to incorporating internationalization at all levels of education since 1970s [1].

Kazakhstani system of higher education is challenged by country’s geopolitical position and
by ambitions set forth by the government (Strategy—2020, Strategy—2030, Strategy—2050) when it
comes to internationalization. Becoming a member of the “Bologna Club” meant radical changes
implemented in local institutions within less than a decade, which has been cultivated and getting
mature for decades in Europe. At the same time Kazakhstan is regionally, economically and simply
historically more connected to China, Russia and Central Asian republics, each of them having their
own peculiarities in higher education developments. Notably, no single country can shift its borders
and ignore its neighborhood irrespective of the policies pursued at this or that period of time.

Thus, due to public policy goals formulated at national level, universities in Kazakhstan comply
with the commitments outlined in European Higher Education Area (EHEA) policy documents
and at the same time respond to integration processes, appearing initiatives on regional and global
levels. Internationalization appears to be the instrument that is to harmonize practices of Kazakhstani
universities with those ones widely accepted within global community for gaining recognition and
prominence.

Now that internationalization penetrated into all aspects of higher education each country or
institution has its own path line to address the challenge of local and regional competition, which is
embedded into development strategies as input-output-benefit model and reflects priorities of certain
countries and institutions [2].

Being under the influence of international trends and national strategies any university becomes a
stakeholder involved in global and regional processes, however, the question arises whether it will be
the role of a victim or a key player [3]. In the growing volatility of international geopolitical processes
that are molded under liberal slogans of multilateral negotiations and “realpolitik” approaches on
operational level it becomes crucial to be empowered with strategic vision so that to be able to forecast
what the future holds and have the instruments for smooth navigating between the global and regional
integration (interconnectedness) pursuing national and institutional interests.

When applying to regionalization and regional integration Haas’s neofunctionalism with its
spillover concept and supranational power at the heart is confronted to “high and low politics”
formulated in Hoffman’s intergovernmentalism theory. According to Hoffman political spillover can
be classified as low politics, yet the government will prefer the uncertainty of self-control rather than
uncertainty of integration [4, 5].

Both theories have been employed to explain European integration processes with a solid body
of criticism from counterparts. Nonetheless, basic assumptions of these approaches can be used for
analysis of most integration processes and should, probably, be seen as a balance between public
policy of the sovereign state that protects its national interests and voluntary participation in some
projects or integrations with supranational functions that target at certain areas such as international
trade or education sphere, for example, for the sake of some prospect benefits.

While globalization is seen as more transformative practice connected with integration
(supranationalist approach), internationalization appears to be more limited manifesting
interconnectedness (intergovernmentalist approach) between states. Thus, executive leadership and
policy in higher education, science and research, as it is argued, are more susceptible to transformation
under the impact of globalization, whereas internationalization is “fostered within interdependent
global systems and encourages their extension and development” [6, p. 10]. In contrast, if some
trends are nurtured as the internationalization practices their aggregate mass can have implications
for globalization and might pose some challenges to national policy. What is further maintained as
an example of premises is the global integration of Europe on a regional scale which signifies the
denationalization of EU states due to Europeanization and the merger or integration of regulatory
systems.
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Since the time higher education entered GATS the notion of academic capitalism emerged meaning
that nations who have been able to achieve a certain degree of academic excellence gained significant
economic advantage in being able to replenish institutional and national budgets due to the increased
demand from international students to study at internationally recognized universities and being able
to enhance R&D through attracting outstanding professors and talented students.

In the light of marketization of higher education, the countries can be divided into “soft” and
“hard” sellers of educational services [7]. Such countries as the USA, Canada, Great Britain, Australia,
New Zealand introduced substantially higher tuition fees for international students than for local
students, whereas France, Germany, Finland, Sweden, for example, provide numerous scholarship
opportunities or free access to higher education gaining financial benefits from indirect costs that
international students have to service while living in another country. The rational of such policy for
soft sellers is in attracting and selecting talents and educated workforce.

In 2006, Simon Marginson and Marijk van der Wende in their study for OECD investigated
the effect of WTO General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) on the relationship between
governmental control and deregulation of tertiary education sector and assert that international trade
of educational services is most likely to develop on bilateral or regional basis rather that multilateral
globalism. The authors find that there should not be any exaggeration on concerns that GATS have
uncontrollable transformative potential, instead, under WTO rules governments can choose the degree
to which they wish to open the borders for foreign providers and which conditions will assist their
activities in the domestic regulatory system.

Another important conclusion of this research suggests that to address globalization only as the
“domain of imperial economic markets” and attribute the rest properties to internationalization is
dualistic oversimplification downplaying world-wide convergence because of knowledge immersion,
reciprocity of global exchange, emergence of new hubs and trends in Asia etc. and missing the fact
that the two concepts “feed” each other.

A Chinese scholar Rui Yang [8] has an obvious inclination on being critical to the approaches
in international comparative education literature which link internationalization to modernization
through westernization. The researcher assumes that one reason to this trend is modeling universities
in Asia, Africa and Latin America based on the prototypes of European or North American universities.
The non-Western countries, as the scholar argues, saw the potential for reinforcing national identity
through applying existing patterns of internationalizing higher education sector worldwide. The author
admits that:

“Much of the content of regional development problems is, of course, shaped by the thoughts and
practices of local society, but emerging issues are often then discussed in an explicitly international
form of reference. An international perspective is thus necessary in dealing with local development”
[8, p. 83].

Yang devised an analytical framework approaching internationalization as more humane and
having more attributes of equity compared to globalization which is seen as more pragmatic and
favoring the stronger players (Table 1):

Table 1- Some primary values of globalization and internationalization

Internationalization Globalization
Origin Dates back to Sophists in Ancient Greece | Started in the 19°th century with the rise
and Confucius in China of imperialism, nowadays is fueled by
modern technology
Impetus Advancement of human knowledge based | Profit and belief in world-wide single
on the realization of the bond of humanity |market
First priority Human interests Economic

Primary form

Cooperation, collaboration, caring, sharing
and altruism

Competition, combat, confrontation,
exploitation and the survival of the fittest

Benefits

Mutual advantages

One-sided economic benefits

Mobility of educational
provision

Two/multiway

South-North: students
North-South: programs

Quality regulation

Careful quality control

Largely ungoverned

Note — Source [8].
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In contrast, Brandenburg and De Wit challenge the existing stance in literature delineating “good
internationalization” and “bad globalization” subtly remarking that using education as a tradable
commodity in global markets is executed under the flag of internationalization [9].

Kazakhstan is a member of numerous international projects and initiatives (the Bologna
Process, Shanghai Cooperation Organization, Eurasian Economic Union etc.). Each of such projects
has impacted the sphere of higher education in this or that way. The Bologna Process changed the
landscape of the universities by introducing 3 cycle-system, ECTS, academic mobility, life-long
learning education, inclusive education, quality assurance etc. Eurasian Economic Union reinforces
the position of the Russian language as the lingua franca and strengthens existing comprehensive
relations between countries. Being ethnically very close to Turkey, Kazakhstan has fruitful relations
with this country. Intergovernmental academic program Mevlana by Turkish government that fosters
mobility programs stimulates studies of the Turkish language among Kazakhstani students. More than
this, Almaty City hosts Turkish university after former president Suleiman Demirel. Being a member
of Shanghai Cooperation Organization Kazakhstan is in seventy-five HEIs network that together build
the University of SCO in partner countries.

Yet, it can be argued that Bologna “travelling reform” was used as a template for modernization
and internationalization in higher education. Kazakhstan has implemented “Bologna tool kit” within
a short period of time: the government was determined to reveal the readiness to follow Bologna
principles. Despite not meeting full set of benchmarks compared to best practices in Europe, it is argued
that Bologna is not a mere borrowed template, rather, it is a part of a restructuring and reconstruction
reform of the national educational system under European standards.

In the research “Becoming Bologna capable” conducted in 2015 [10] in local HEISs the International
Offices as well as institutional Bologna Centers employees were surveyed with the following results
highlighted: 66% of respondents find they need extra training on Bologna and internationalization
processes themes; 54% need more information resources and guidelines or recommendations; 49%
of employees would rather welcome the creation of a national association of University International
Officers. Other notable findings demonstrate that university staff dealing with internationalization
management needs more professional development events and legal consultancy.

Currently, there has been a greater accent on attractiveness and export of educational services
and having higher rates of international recruitment by establishing Center of International Programs
that coordinates activities of universities in international marketing, cooperating with international
agencies and ministries of other countries. In 2018-2019 according to the national Center of Bologna
Process 16 686 international students were studying in Kazakhstani universities. In 2017 a total of
2510 local students were enrolled to academic mobility programs spending a semester abroad, whereas
only 712 international students came to the country for a semester study.

Like many other countries, Kazakhstan developed a blended approach to enrolments: international
students can have governmental scholarships alongside with the opportunity to enter the universities
on a tuition-fee basis. Yet, the scale of these activities is considerably smaller to those ones of the
Republic’s closest and biggest neighbors. The Russian Federation, for example, allocated 80 min $
on promoting the brand of its higher education and plans to achieve 710 000 international student
enrollment by 2025. Notably, the number of Kazakhstani students enrolled to Russian universities
for full-time studies in quantitative terms is much higher compared to other countries of origin for
international students, more than that, Russia expects that their number will triple by 2025 [11].

The flow of Kazakhstani students to China is also steadily growing: since 2010 there was a 40%
increase from 8 200 students to 13 200 students in 2017. According to the survey conducted by the
national team [12] among those students who left for China to get higher education 49,6% chose
the universities in China due to its being foreign students-oriented (visa support, good dormitories,
extracurricular support in emergencies, medical care). The second important factor (45% of the
students) is low fees for education and accommodation, a higher quality of education (41,8% of the
students) and prestige of education (39,1% of the respondents) are also in top 3 determining factors.
29,5% of Kazakhstani students were awarded educational grants by Chinese government.
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After the OECD review of higher education in Kazakhstan in 2007 there was published a research
report in 2017 benchmarking against recommendations and achievements in ten-year period in the
internationalization practices in HEIs. The results reveal that there is a limited progress in language
competence, limited focus on skills and competences for knowledge economy, limited inclusion of
international examples into curriculum content, constraints in the development of joint degrees due to
the normative regulations, limited growth in the number of inbound students and staff, lack of network
for international education offices. Kazakhstani universities are not competitive in international
rankings, which influences the rate of inbound mobility. The report says that international cooperation
activity is still in its infancy with a lack of strategic vision and proper funding.

It was recommended to harmonize the portfolio of higher education sector, trade, migration
and labor policies to reduce the constraint factors as well as strengthen the convergence of national
and institutional policies. Among other recommendations OECD proposed to create networks of
professionals working on internationalization issues, relax the curriculum, introduce the system of
evaluating internationalization impact, improve English proficiency in academic community, employ
technologies that allow for distant learning and internationalization through curriculum [13, p. 149—
187].

According to the international research conducted by Education First in 2016 in 72 countries the
rate of English proficiency in Kazakhstan is very low. With A1 level (beginner level in the Common
European Framework) identified as the average for the country, Kazakhstan has 54’th position
between Guatemala and Egypt. By way of comparison, Eastern and Central European countries from
former Soviet bloc are all in top 30 countries where English proficiency varies between high and
moderate: Poland (10), Czech Republic (16), Serbia (17), Hungary (18), Romania (20), Slovakia (21),
Bulgaria (24).

By analyzing the situation with internationalization development in Kazakhstani universities it
becomes obvious that to tackle current challenges it is important to nurture qualitative changes by
healthy managerial practices at the national and institutional level. There has been enough rhetoric on
what should be done and criticism on what is not done in transforming HEIs in the Republic. What
is really worth considering is how to synthesize best global practices with “home-grown” ones to
achieve not only quantitative outcome but positive impact that helps the universities to be competent
and efficient stakeholders in achieving national ambitions and meet expectations of the local society.

What seems to be a real issue towards effective and mature internationalization is that top
managers at universities rely on national programs and mechanically transfer the benchmarks into
institutional strategic programs without having a thorough analysis or drafting realistic plans. At the
same time middle managers at their operational level are not empowered with some “ready to use tool
kits” with well described processes and actors involved, which could boost professionalism and create
an internationalization culture of doing things.

Effective internationalization management requires not only resources (rich world class research
universities also experience their own difficulties), but understanding the rational for this or that aspect
or process of internationalization. The table below could be the resource or a starting point for such
an exercise (Table 2, p. 245).

It is recommended to diagnose a current status and define strategic objectives. Marek Polak [14, p.
4] proposes four strategic internationalization alternatives that can be identified after SWOT analysis:

Strengths and Opportunities: Aggressive strategy (maxi-maxi) — How can university use the
strengths to take advantage of opportunities?

Strengths and Threats: Conservative strategy (maxi-mini) — How can university take advantage of
the strengths to avoid real and potential threats?

Weaknesses and Opportunities: Competitive strategy (mini-maxi) — How can university use their
opportunities to overcome experienced weaknesses?

Weaknesses and Threats: Defensive Strategy (mini-mini) — How can university minimize the
weaknesses and avoid threats?
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Table 2 — The impact of internationalization

Benefits Negative implications
Improved quality of academic and research The widespread use of English can lead to cultural
activities homogenization and diminish the role of language diversity
National, regional, and global engagement The pursue of world-class university based on research

excellence concentrates all resources on a limited number of
HEIs and diminishes the variety of other models

Effective preparation of global citizens and Difficulty to retain talent which affects prosperity, cultural
productive members of workforce advancement, and social well-being

Access to unavailable or scarce resources in Unethical and questionable practices in large-scale recruitment
home countires of international students

Decreased risk of academic inbreeding Foreign providers in host countries cannot guarantee that the

quality of education is the same as in home country
Exchange of expertise and perspectives through | The prestige of foreign providers of higher education can
research networks undermine the efforts of local HEIs that try to meet the needs
of the national policy

Benchmarking against best practices Partnering with prestige university for the sake of prestige and
ignoring potential partners that could bring more long term
benefits

Enriched institutional policy-making, Unevenly shared benefits of internationalization due to the

governance, student services, outreach, and asymmetry in relations and resource access

quality assurance practices

Note — Source: International Association of Universities (2012). Affirming academic values in internationalization
of higher education: a call for action.

The operational management or model of institutional support to internationalization process rests
on two main factors: how big the university is and how far the advancement is in the implementation
of internationalization process. In this regard, Polak identifies three approaches to the operational
management [14, p. 9].

1. A centralized model where most of responsibilities are allocated to adequately developed,
centrally structured International Relations Office, collaborating with faculties/departments and
reporting to the President / Rector or to the Vice President for International Affairs.

2. A semi-centralized model where responsibilities are logically shared between reasonably
developed International Relations Office and faculties and other university units; in this case the
supervisory function of Vice President is usually in place.

3. Ade-centralized model (dispersed), with most of responsibilities allocated to properly prepared
faculties/departments and evidently limited role of central International Relations Office; in this case
the supervision is allocated mostly with Faculty Deans.

The institution is supposed to undergo trough five phases of internationalization towards maturity:
ad hoc approach or functional mess, birth of process approach, enforcement of process approach,
implemented process management, process optimization or drive for perfection and maturity.

If an institution is research-intensive it is most likely to follow a university-centered strategy
with the reputation and capacity at the heart, meanwhile, student-centered universities focus on
the academic experiences of students to contribute to quality graduates’ preparation. Whatever the
direction is, experts say that internationalization process should be professionally managed.

William Brustein [15] suggests a paradigm of ten pillars that, from his point of view, can breed a
model of global university:

¢ internationalizing strategic planning;
internationalizing the curriculum;
eliminating barriers to education abroad,
requiring foreign language proficiency;
internationalizing faculty searches;
incorporating international contributions into the faculty reward system;

¢ upgrading senior international officers’ reporting relationships and placing senior international
officers on key university councils and committees;

* & 6 o o
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+ embracing a holistic approach to the international student experience;

¢ drawing upon the expertise and experiences of and engaging fully local immigrant or diaspora
communities;

+ making global academic partnerships an institutional priority.

The practices above have been accumulated and formulated as the experience in universities in
different countries that are also exposed to the challenges of global, regional, national, institutional
issues. This should be incorporated into the duties of the university staff to practice managerial exercises
on analyzing, synthesizing, forecasting, implementing, testing, improving internationalization
processes addressing challenges, be it at macro or micro level. In other words, universities should
prove that their employees are equipped with the same skills as managers in business companies.

Great alliances “come back” in the form of international economic projects naturally stimulate the
developments in all national sectors of economy. In this light higher education as the sector of economy
thanks to GATS stipulations becomes the tool or mechanism that can empower these processes and
assist national strategies of the countries involved.

The first serious challenge for Kazakhstani universities in the modern history of the country
came with Bologna Process overarching reform, probably, being less contentious for EU member-
countries and their higher educational establishments rather than for non-EU members. Kazakhstan
in the near future is unlikely to turn into the hard seller of educational services minding serious
issues with institutional structure, governance and management of internationalization. With the new
regulation appearing in 2019 granting more autonomy to universities it is hoped that HEIs will have
more flexibility that allows institutions to be more responsive to the unique contexts of trans border
processes.

Most of research concentrates on ‘what’ and ‘why’ aspects of internationalization, there is
insufficient literature on ‘how’ aspect for Kazakhstani HEIs. Great Britain, for example, has agencies
like UK Universities and experts like John Fielden who invest into the national universities with
advice, expertise and guidance to help them have mature processes of managing internationalization.
Before it is requested from local HEIs in Kazakhstan to provide the evidence of reaching benchmarks
outlined in policy papers there should be enough of adequate support at national and institutional
levels, especially for middle-managers.

The model of replicating good practices seems to be tempting; yet, no framework can be transplanted
in its pure way. When scholars and experts suggest conceptual frameworks they do not consider or fully
realize the fact that strategic perspective is highly descriptive in nature and the “should better have”
approach might be a good starting point for visionary purposes, however, when it comes to operational
management and sheer mechanics universities, middle managers and academic staff to be precise,
are left to themselves to find the way of achieving the goals of institutional internationalization, the
cumulative effect of which influences national higher education system competitiveness.

A further research that concentrates closely on ‘how’ guidelines considering best international
practices and local landscape of internationalization development should be undertaken to help HEIs
of Kazakhstan, university staff responsible for internationalization, to have some models as a starting
point for on-campus adaptation and refining.
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Angarna

IOHECKO-ub1H 2014-2021 oK. apanblfblHa apHaiFaH OimiM Oepy cTpaTerusicblHa CoWKec, MHTepHAIlHO-
HaJIAaH/ABIpY OackiM OarbITTapibiH Oipi OOMbIN TaObuIaAbL. Bys OarbiTTa HHTErpaLUMSIIBIK YAEpicTepiH xahaHabIK
JKOHE OHIPIIK JeHreHliepae bIKNal eTKeH YpJIicTepi MEH KHMBIHABIKTAapbl KepiHic Tabanel. Byrinri tanma aka-
JIEMUSUTBIK, BIHTBIMAKTACTBIKKA KaThICYNIBUIAP/IbIH ©3apa KAPbIM-KAaThIHACHI KAJIBINITACATHIH YKaF/aiia KonTereH Mo-
JICHUETTIH, KYHEHIH CcasCH-KYKBIKTBIK epEeKILIeNIKTepiH ecenke ana oThIpbi, KOO-IbIK HHTEpHAIMOHAIAAHABIPY
CTparerusuiapbl ChIPTKbI OPTaHbIH aJyaHTYPJIUIIrT MEeH KYpAeIulirin kepcereai. Makanana kasakcranasik KOO-na
MHTEpHAIMOHAIIAHABIPY YPAICTEpIHIH JaMy JKaraaibl TajJaHajbl, ajl TaObICThI ICKE achlpy CTpaTerusuiblK Oac-
KapyFa jKayanTbl YHHBEPCHTET KbI3METKepliepiHe OaiiaHbICThl, Oipak KeOiHece OonepalysIIblK MEHEHKMEHTKE
JKayanThl anamjapra OaitmaneicTbl. KenTipiireH aepexTepre CoWKec, XalblKapasblK BIHTHIMAKTACTBIK OOJIMiHIH
KbI3METKepiiepl Oysi OaFrbITTBIH KOCINKOH MaMaHJIapblH OIpIKTIpETiH akmaparTaHIbIpyMEeH OailaHbICThI, KICiOU
JIAMbIHIBIKKA KATBICTBI, YHBIMIACTBIPYAbIH JKOKTBIFBIMEH OaiiylaHbICThl Macesenepiai OacraH kemipyzae. Kasipri
YaKbITTa HHTEPHALMOHAIAH/IBIPY YAEpICTepiH Oackapy OOMbBIHINA HAKTHI YCHIHBICTAP/bI 93ipiiey, OChI TPOLECTEeP I
Kysere acwipyra Tikeneil karbickl 0ap JKOO KpI3MeTKepiepi yIIiH KOHCYJBTAlMsUIap MEH TPEHUHITEp OTKi3y
JKOHIHJIC KYMBICTBI Oactay KakeT. Makanama XKOO-napra Ko YIIbIH Oepy MakKcaTbIHIa WHTCPHAIHOHATHM3AIINS-
Jlay CTPaTEerusiChIH )KOHE OHBI XKY3ere achIpy JKOJAAPBIH XKYiel aHATMTUKAIBIK TOCIIMEH Oactayra KOMEKTECEeTiH
OipKarap YChIHBICTAP YChIHBLIAIbI.

Tipex ce3nep: MHTEpPHALIMOHAIAHBIPY, HHTErpaLUsl, HEO(PYHKIIMOHAIN3M, HHTEPTOBEPHMEHTAIIU3M, JKOFaphl
oinim, XKOO-HBI Oackapy.

AHHOTAIHUA

CornacHo Crparerun oopazosannst FOHECKO na 2014-2021 rr. o1HUM W3 IPHOPUTETHBIX HATIPABJICHUH SIBIISI-
€TCsl UHTEpPHALMOHANN3aLUsl. DTO HAaPaBJICHUE OTPaKaeT Te TPEH bl U BBI30BBI, KOTOPBIE BO3HUKAIOT O] BO3/EH-
CTBHMEM MHTETrPAllMOHHBIX MPOIECCOB Ha NTOOAIILHOM M PETHOHAIBHOM YpOBHE. By30BCKHE cTpaTreru HHTEepHAIIHO-
HaJIM3aliy Ha CETOAHSIIHUN JeHb 0TOOPaKal0T MHOTO0Opa3ue 1 CIOKHOCTD BHEITHEH Cpeibl, MOJIUTHKO-TIPAaBOBBIE
0COOEHHOCTH CHCTEM, B YCIOBHUSIX KOTOPBIX (POPMHUPYETCS B3aUMO/ICHCTBUE YHACTHUKOB aKaJIeMUYE€CKOTO COTPY/IHH-
4yecTBa. B cTaThe aHaIM3UPYETCsl COCTOSHUE PAa3BUTHUS MPOLECCOB UHTEPHAIIMOHAIN3AINY B Ka3aXCTaHCKHUX BY3aX,
YCIELIHOE BHEIPEHNE KOTOPBIX 3aBUCUT U OT COTPYAHUKOB By30B, OTBETCTBEHHBIX 3@ CTPATErMUECKOE yNpaBICHUE,
U OT TeX, KTO OTBEYAET 3a ONEPALUOHHBIH MeHe[)kMeHT. COIIacCHO MPUBEICHHBIM JAaHHBIM COTPYAHUKH OT/IENIOB
MEKIyHapOTHOTO COTPYAHUYECTBA UCTIBITHIBAIOT TPOOIIEMBI, CBSI3aHHbBIE ¢ HHPOPMHPOBAHHOCTHIO, TPO(PECCHOHAb-
HOH TIOJITOTOBKOM, OTCYTCTBHEM OpraHU3aluy, 00beINHSIONmEeH Tpo(heCCHOHANIOB 3TOro HarpasieHus. CTaHOBHUTCS
OYEBHHBIM, YTO B HACTOSIIMH MOMEHT HEOOXOJMMO HHUIIMUPOBATH pabOTY 110 COCTABICHUIO KOHKPETHBIX PEKOMEH-
Jlanuii o yHpaBJICHUIO MPOIieccaMH MHTEpHAIMOHAM3allNH, TIPOBOANTH KOHCYJIBTAlMK U 00y4YeHHE COTPYIHUKOB
BY30B, KOTOPbIE UMEIOT HEMOCPEICTBEHHOE OTHOILIEHHE K BHEAPEHHIO ITUX MpolieccoB. B cratbe mpemiaraercs psj
peKOMeHJanuii, KOTOpbIe MPU3BaHbl TIOMOYb By3aM HadaTh CHCTEMHBIH aHAJIMTHYECKHI MOAXOM K pa3paboTke cTpa-
TErny MHTEPHALMOHAIN3ALUU U OAXO/0B K €€ peaau3altu.

KitroueBbie ciioBa: MHTEpHAIMOHANN3AIMS, HHTETPALHs, HEO(PYHKIIMOHAIN3M, HHTEPTOBEPHMEHTAIIN3M, BBIC-
1ee 00pa3oBaHUE, YIPABICHUE By30M.
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