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TEOpHsI CaMOOTIpe/ieieHus] ObUIa BEIOpaHa MMOTOMY, YTO OHA NIOMOTAeT MOHATh (PeHOMEH, TITyOOKO TPOSCHSS
HCCIIEIOBATENbCKYIO TIPOOIIEeMy, CBSI3aHHYIO C BHYTPEHHEW MOTHBAIMEH, COIIMAIbHON YIOBIETBOPEHHOCTBIO
Y TICIXOJIOTUYECKHUM OJIarororydnem.

Pesynomamer uccredosanus. OquH U3 BBIBOJOB YKa3bIBAET HA TO, YTO HE OBUIO HUKAKOH CBS3U MEXIY
nemMorpaduIecKuMe IepeMeHHBIMU U YIOBIETBOPEHHOCTHIO OalaHCOM MEXIY paOO0TON ¥ JIMYHOW JKHU3HBIO.
Pe3synprar ananmusza moapasyMeBaeT, U4TO MOIYyYEeHHBIE JaHHBIE pacrlpeiesieHsl HopMaidbHO. Tem He MeHee,
0osiee HU3Kast yacToTa OTBETOB (33) MOKET OBITh COUTEHA HEJOCTATOYHOMN JIJIsl 00CCIICUCHHS HEHTPaTbHON
acuMMeTpHuH JaHHBIX. [I0CKONBbKY MONABISAIONIEE YUCIO PECIIOHACHTOB COCTABISIOT KEHIIUHBI, PE3yIbTAThI
WCCJIEIOBAHUS MOT'YT OBITh HEpEIPEe3eHTaTUBHBIMU JIJISl BCET0 HaceeHus. B pe3ynbrate, JaHHOE UCCIIeIOBaHNE
OyZeT IPOBOANUTRCS ITYTEM JTATbHEUIIIETO cOOpa TaHHBIX.

Kurouesovle cnosa: YUP, sxoHOMHUYECKasl TYpOYJICHTHOCTD, OJIATOTIONyYHE COTPYTHUKOB, OaTaHC MEXKTY
JTUYHOM KU3HBIO U pabOTON, BHYTPEHHSAS MOTHBALINS.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present study is to outline and justify the role of internal governance in higher education
institutions to provide an effective quality management.

The methodology: The study is carried out using the questionnaire designed solely to higher education
sector based on key peculiarities and features of an academic field.

The originality of the paper is that it discusses the findings of the research about the role of effective internal
governance for the effective quality management in higher education. Secondly, the current study is the first
attempt to study the role of internal governance as one of the most important pillars of quality management in
higher education at the regional level.

The findings of the study reveal that both administrative and academic staff of higher education institution
(Kazakh national university) consider the importance of developing key procedures and processes in aligning
to internal stakeholders’ needs. The obtained results demonstrate the feasibility of the proposed dimensions of
internal governance and open new insights into the concept of quality management from the perspectives of an
institution’s internal environment.

Keywords: university administration, academic staff, internal governance, quality management.
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INTRODUCTION

In the literature, there seems to be no general definition of «internal governance», and it is defined differently
depending on national and institutional traditions and history, as well as reform trends [1-6].

As has been previously reported in the literature, internal governance mainly deals with objectives,
organization management, and distribution of responsibilities and authority within an organization, as well
as concerns with issues of how reporting lines are set up and how internal quality assurance is organized. To
illustrate, Lazzeretti and Tavoletti defined university governance as «all processes and institutions that rule the
division and managing of power inside universities and national university systems [where] ... power means
making decisions that are binding for others» [7].

New reforms in university governance of national universities mean an autonomous leadership in academic,
organizational and financial issues. However, managerial autonomy is not supposed to be more personal
autonomy for academic staff, rather it is the quality of the relationship between internal actors as well as
favourable working conditions provided for internal members.

Another scholar describes internal governance as «internal management structures, decision-making
arrangements and leadership roles and the relationship between these internal functions and the role of
governing bodies» [8].

Admittedly, the internal governance of higher education institutions to some extent depends on internal
organizational behaviour of the institution, where it is important to consider histories, traditions and values
and their approach toward governance. In the light of new managerial approaches, the impact of managerial,
financial and academic autonomy of HEIs are significant for universities to develop their structures and
processes to provide quality education. Since depending on the internal peculiarities of universities in terms
of history, traditions and values, the approaches for internal governance development can differ from one
organization to another. There is no unique and the best practice of the internal governance applicable to all
higher education institutions. Certainly, this leads HEIs to face challenges in developing effective internal
governance approaches. However, the project launched in 2016 by the European Social fund together with
the World Bank professional experts proposed possibilities for highlighting the keystones and general
framework for effective internal governance applicable for all HEIs after studying the similar development
trends and good practices of European universities for designing internal governance structures and
processes.

It is explicitly observed that the development of effective internal governance in the university requires
adaption of its internal government structures which fits internal environment and behaviour of the organization,
which can face and respond to challenges and changes of the external environment. Since national universities
in Kazakhstan have been granted managerial autonomy, they can design their own sufficiently adaptive, flexible
internal governance structures, which can generate innovative solutions to respond to the demands of external
stakeholders. In this regard, after signing the Bologna Declaration in 2010, the issue of quality management
and quality education has been on every agenda of discussions, meetings and forums of government and higher
education institutions in Kazakhstan as well.

There is an assumption that quality management does not exist completely without formal rules,
regulations, responsibilities, assessments, monitoring and accreditation. There have been numerous studies
to investigate «academic bureaucratization» triggered by increasing formal monitoring and evaluation
procedures [9; 10]. Gornitzka, et al. called the phenomenon, in which «growth of the part of the organization
that does not directly carry out the work, but which regulates, supervises and supports those who do» as a
«silent managerial revolution» of academics, because of obligations to do administrative duties instead of
focusing on their core missions’ tasks, such as research and teaching [11]. Seminal contributions have been
made by Egeberg et al., who have categorized the structures of organization, which shape the governance as
following:

- Distribution of the tasks and responsibilities vertically among organizational levels

- Division of tasks among organizational departments horizontally according to the principle of specialization

- Clarity of role expectations adjusted to organizational positions [12].
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MAIN PART

Methodology. The sample of the study consists of administrators and academic staff of al-Farabi Kazakh
National University, which is the leading higher education institution in Kazakhstan, ranked at 150 positions
according to the QS World University Rankings. Respondents were selected according to non-probability
convenience sampling method [13]. The two types of the questionnaire were developed with slight divergences
using «google forms» and emailed to more than 1200 university administration and academic staff in total,
among them 40 university managers, more than 40 faculty administrators, 200 department heads and the rest is
academic staff respectively. More than 100 questionnaires were not delivered due to some technical errors. The
survey was conducted for three months. The questionnaire aimed to identify the effective internal governance
model to align to viewpoints of internal stakeholders.

Initially, the «Internal Governance» survey has been tested by our colleagues who are responsible for their
departments at the institutional level in al-Farabi Kazakh National University. The answers of respondents have
been divided into two parts: in the former, respondents were to identify the importance of described factors of
internal governance for effective management of the organization in aligning with the following scale: «Important
— Partially important — Not important». In the latter section, the information about the practice of the university
has been asked through the following scale: «Implemented — Partially implemented — Not implemented».

After the first testing of the survey, some minor changes have been introduced in the content of the
questionnaire and have been resent again to check the reliability of the survey. After getting positive approval
from the colleagues, the final version of the questionnaire was ready.

The survey has been designed to know viewpoints of the university’s internal stakeholders about an effective
model of good internal governance and to identify their perceptions about the existing internal governance in
their organization. The results of the survey have been proceeded separately: response of academic staff and
administrative bodies of university, faculty and chair accordingly.

The questionnaire «Internal governance — Administration» was addressed to administrators of the university
through emails individually and to the administration of fourteen faculties including chairs. The number of
delivered questionnaires to administration staff was 282, among them 30 surveys were withdrawn due to some
technical errors. In all, we obtained completed questionnaires from 200 respondents.

As for the second survey dedicated to academic staff, our sample consisted of 992 respondents, and 80 % of
the population provided useful samples to proceed, where 199 responses were not valid to proceed.

Concerning the obtained samples of two questionnaires, the proceedings will be carried out separately in respect
to administrative and academic staff to figure out their attitude and assessment about the proposed dimensions of
«internal governance» as well as about the existing internal governance structure in the organization.

The sample design and data collection. Professional breakdown of the samples in Table 1 demonstrates
that most respondents come to administrators of chairs (63,3 %) since there are in average three or four chairs
at each faculty. As for the working experience distribution, most of the managers have worked at the national
university more than 15 years (38,8 %), which adds significant value to our study, since they can evaluate and
assess the existing internal governance procedures at the university based on their personal experience.

Table 1 — Analysis of Samples: Administrative Staff

Samples Frequency Percentage (%)

Position

Administration staff at the university level 37 18,4 %
Administration staff at the faculty level 36 18,3 %
Administration staff at the chair level 127 63,3 %
Total 200 100 %
Work experience

1-3 years 12 6,1 %

4-9 years 70 34,7 %
10-14 years 41 20,4 %
More than 15 years 77 38,8 %
Total 200 100 %
Note — The author’s own reproduction
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The academic background of samples presented in Table 2 reveals that most of the respondents have a
higher academic degree (candidate of sciences — 41,7 %, PhD — 20,6 %) and more work experience (41,3 % —
15 years) in the target university, which can significantly contribute to the outcomes of the empirical study and
shape the desired type of internal governance for effective quality management of the institution.

Table 2 — Analysis of Samples: Academic Staff survey

Samples Frequency Percentage (%)
Academic Degree
Doctor of sciences 126 15,8 %
Candidate of sciences* 331 41,7 %
PhD 163 20,6 %
Master’s degree 121 15,3 %
PhD candidate 52 6,6 %
Total 793 100 %
Academic Rank
Professor 105 13,2 %
Associate professor 243 30,6 %
Senior lecturers 90 11,4 %
Without academic degree 355 44,8 %
Total 793 100 %
The field of sciences
Humanities 399 50,3 %
Nature sciences 236 29,7 %
Economics, business and law 48 6,1 %
Social sciences 96 12,1 %
Medical and health sciences 5 0,6 %
Art 9 1,2 %
Total 793 100 %
Work experience
1-3 years 250 31,5%
4-9 years 115 14,5 %
10-14 years 101 12,7 %
More than 15 years 327 41,3 %
Total 793 100 %
*candidate of sciences — is an academic degree equivalent to PhD, the doctoral degree awarded in the former Soviet countries before
signing the Bologna Declaration
Note — The author’s own reproduction

Discussions and Results. The reason for the development of the questionnaire to academic and administrative
staff with slight differences is to identify how academics view effective internal governance and evaluate
the existing practice at the university in comparison to administration’s overview. The obtained findings
demonstrate that there are still shortcomings of university management in pursuit of quality management in
an institution. The objective of the research is to create reliable and valid measures for internal governance in
higher education. Therefore, the research study focused on the development of the following measurement scale
based on the results of the World project carried out in European countries. (ESF Project no. 8.3.6.1/16/1/001
«Participation in International Educational Studies»). Following the international trends and good practices of
internal governance in higher education, the four dimensions of good internal governance have been identified:

- Strategic development and governance

- Autonomy and accountability

- Cooperation and participation

- Differentiation of functions and distribution of powers

Ne 5 (146) 117 Volume 5 No. 146




YJITTBIK SKOHOMUKA: TAMY BAT'BITTAPHI
NATIONAL ECONOMY: DEVELOPMENT VECTORS

However, in the light of new managerial approaches adapted into the higher education sector from
the industry, the role of internal members of an organization is increasing. Several scholars believe that a
prerequisite for quality products and services is the development of quality culture and organizational culture
change in an organization [14-18]. Thus, the role of quality culture in the development of effective quality
management and organization improvement is crucial, since the backbone and the brick of organization is
not a sole system, neither processes nor standards, rather human capital. Implementation of successful quality
management practices stems from the engagement of both internal (administrators and staff) and external
stakeholders (employers, partners, accreditation agencies and society) into the process of quality management.
We can assume that if the basic component of external quality assurance is accreditation, then the principal
part of internal quality assurance is the development of quality culture within an organization. In this regard,
the current paper has developed new variables of «Quality culture» and introduced it as the fifth dimension of
effective internal governance in higher education.

Interpretation of «Internal Governance» dimensions. This section outlines the key dimensions of the
proposed internal governance subject to the research study.

The strategic development and governance — refers to the development of the clear mission, strategic
objectives and planning which can effectively guide activities of organization units and members, as well as in
alignment with institution’s characteristics to fit the interest of the internal environment. In light of the constant
changing environment, the flexibility and adaptability of governance structures and openness to innovations
are crucial.

Autonomy and accountability — covers the level of university accountability to the society and government,
as well as academic freedom of staff. Admittedly, with the rise of competitiveness and introduction of market-
oriented approach in the higher education sector, the level of accountability increases, which in its turn can
affect academic freedom of teaching and research, thus effective management of data collection about university
performance and quality of activities for external quality assurance mechanisms without undermining the
academic freedom is crucial.

Cooperation and participation — relates to the development of effective approaches to balance the
involvement of academics as key experts in internal governance and leaders to promote shared vision,
appropriate strategies at the institutional level. Appropriate involvement of the diversity of stakeholders
(external - representatives of society and the economy and employers, internal - academics, administrators,
and students) in internal governance increases an institution’s ability to account for all stakeholders’ interests
and its responsiveness to external demands. All stakeholders should act in the interest of HEL

Quality Culture — implies the common responsibility, shared interest and values among all members of
the organization for quality educational services. Enhancement of joint commitment of internal and external
stakeholders to quality assurance (e.g. accreditation). University administration support and reward for quality
achievement, rather than quantity. Development of trust between administration and academic staff. The
introduction of quality assurance offices at the institutional and faculty levels.

Differentiation of functions and distribution of powers — The separate tasks for strategic development
and its implementation should be assigned between organization units and actors effectively. Appropriate
monitoring and evaluations are important to provide transparency of processes. The rights and responsibilities
of different bodies and actors should be well defined and clear. A culture of transparency also implies that
decision-making processes at all stages follow an adequate level of openness. The distribution of decision-
making power should start from the lower institutional level without intervening the overall strategic
development of an institution. Constant support and development of administrative and academic staff for
professional development [19].

The presented dimensions highlight that it is important to identify strong points and shortcomings of the
existing internal organization governance to provide a better functioning quality management model, which
meets the needs of both external and internal stakeholders. In this regard, the present paper developed the
key variables, which encompass the basic and essential elements of organization management. The proposed
variables are described in Table 3.
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Table 3 — Internal Governance development

Dimensions Variables
Strategic development | SDG1 Development of mission and strategic objectives in alignment with the needs of the labour
and governance market
SDG2 Development of planning procedures with academic staff involvement
SDG3 Engagement of external stakeholders in the strategy development process
SDG4 Monitoring of goal achievement according to the strategic objectives and planning
SDGS5 Competence and ability of university administration to make decisions for effective imple-
mentation of a strategy
Autonomy and account-| AA1 Availability of more academic freedom for teaching and research
ability AA2 University administration openness to initiatives and innovations from academic staff
AA3 Academic staff engagement in decision-making processes
AA4 Effective management of workload between administrative, research and teaching activities
AAS Accountability to the government and society through external quality assurance mecha-
nisms without undermining the academic staff freedom
Cooperation and par-|CP1 Development of effective approaches to involve internal members in internal governance at
ticipation the institutional level
CP2 Engagement of external stakeholders in quality assurance procedures
CP3 Engagement of internal members in quality assurance procedures
CP4 Feeling of safety and care within an organization
CP5 The feeling of support and motivation for achievement
CP6 University management proactively attracts and retains high-quality staff
Quality culture QC1 The feeling of responsibility within an organization for quality education
QC2 The common shared interest and values among university members (including faculty staff)
to provide quality educational services
QC3 Enhancement of joint commitment of internal and external stakeholders to quality assurance
(e.g. accreditation)
QC4 University administration support and reward for quality achievement, rather than quantity
QCs There are clear procedures and processes to define, measure, evaluate and enhance quality
QCo6 University administration trusts on academic staff / Academic Staff trusts on university ad-
ministration
QC7 There is a closed feedback loop in external and internal quality assurance mechanisms
QC8 There is a quality assurance office at the central level
QC9 There is a quality assurance committee at the faculty level
Differentiation of func-| DFP1 The balance between educational and administrative activities
tions and distribution of | pFp) Distribution of tasks effectively according to the professionalism and competence of unit
powers members
DFP3 The bottom-up approach in solving problems and identifying the weaknesses and strengths
of an organization
DFP4 The clear design and the structure of the quality management
DFP5 The rights and responsibilities of different actors are well-defined and clear.
DFP6 Decision-making processes are carried out open and transparently for all members of the
organization
DFP7 Less bureaucracy and pressure during external quality assurance procedures (e.g. accredita-
tion, ranking report fulfilment)
DFPS8 Promotion and support for academic staff at all levels through tangible and intangible incen-
tives
DFP9 Ensuring staff development and professional training

Note — developed by the author based on [19].

The analysis of the findings demonstrates that the proposed dimensions of «effective internal governance»
are utmost important in organization management. Since the current paper is preliminary findings of the
dissertation thesis, we have summarized key points of the conducted research to figure out the validity and
applicability of the developed so-called «model» in higher education institutions. The purpose of the research
paper is to identify to what extent the proposed dimensions meet requirements and needs of university
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administration and academic staff to develop effective quality management tool through identifying the best
practices of internal governance. The findings of the study illustrated in Table 4 demonstrate that there are
moderate fluctuations about the attitude of administrative and academic staff regarding «importance» and
«implementation» of the proposed dimensions.

Table 4 — The mean score of expectations and perceptions of internal governance: Administration staff versus
Academic Staff

Partially

implemented Not implemented

Code Important Fairly important | Not important Implemented

In average (%)

Adm. Acad. Adm. | Acad. | Adm. | Acad. | Adm. Acad. Adm. Acad. Adm. Acad.

SDG 65 % 62 % 18% | 20% | 2% 3% 34 % 32% 332 % 27 % 3% 8%

AA 74 % 69 % 18% | 16% | 3% 4% 23 % 19 % 39 % 30 % 17 % 18 %

CP 72 % 67 % 25% | 18% 1% 6 % 23 % 21 % 44 % 32% 15 % 17 %

QC 81 % 71 % 12% | 16% | 3% 2% 38 % 25 % 37 % 30 % 10 % 14 %

DFP 82 % 75 % 12% | 12% 1% 2% 26 % 22 % 41 % 30 % 15 % 20 %

Note — developed by the author based on the research findings

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the perceptions of administrative and academic staff about the importance of
having and developing the proposed dimensions of «internal governance» at the university. The positive and
common trend of the obtained results is that both university administration and faculty staff have common
interest and understanding of having effective internal organizational procedures and mechanisms to
improve quality education rather than their perceptions about the existing practices in the framework of the
proposed dimensions. It is interesting to note that there is a dramatic difference between «importance» and
«implementation» responses, which highlights the necessity of organizational change within an institution.
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Figure 1 — Mean score of dimensions by Administrative Staff (in percentage)
Note — developed by the author
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Figure 2 — Mean score of dimensions by Academic Staff (in percentage)
Note — developed by the author

As can be seen from Figure 3, there is a moderate discrepancy between administrative and academic staff
about perceived practices of internal governance at the university. It can be assumed that there is no balance
and mutual relationship between common understanding and perception of organizational procedures and
activities within an organization.
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Figure 3 — The percentage of the perception of the academic and administrative staff about the existing
internal governance at the university via scale «Implemented»
Note — developed by the author
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It can be observed, that in all five dimensions, there is a substantial difference between perceived ideas of
administrative and academic staff about internal governance. The presented data demonstrate that there are
two existing challenges within an organization: the first one can be interpreted as an ineffective approach or
inappropriate mechanisms of university management to develop effective internal governance and to create
a favourable environment within an organization, or the second assumption is that there is almost no mutual
communication between university administration and faculty staff. Please refer to Figure 4.
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Figure 4 — The percentage about the perception of the academic and administrative staff about the
existing internal governance at the university via scale «Partially implemented»
Note — developed by the author

In figure 5, we can see the opposite diagram to the previous ones. Generally speaking, academic staff
demonstrates the less level of implementation of the proposed dimensions. Again, we can assume from the graph,
that there is an absence of common and unique understanding of the needs and requirements of organization’s
member by university management or again there is no channels and communications between administration
and staff, which is the most significant barrier for effective quality management at the institutional level.

SDG AA CpP QC DFP

e Administrative staff === Academic staff

Figure 5 — The percentage of the perception of the academic and administrative staff about the
existing internal governance at the university via scale «Not implemented»
Note — developed by the author
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A general shift toward autonomy, output-oriented steering approaches by governments will confront
Kazakhstani higher education institutions with the challenge of adapting internal governance arrangements
accordingly for internal coordination and strategic development. In this context, it is important to design
internal governance arrangements efficiently without putting much pressure and burden on internal members
of the institution.

In the light of new managerial approaches in higher education, the clash with organizational management and
strong resistance of academic staff emerge. The opponents of QA believe that it is a managerial approach that
strengthens the top-down management at the expense of the academics’ autonomy. Thus, the development of
appropriate internal governance technique, which fulfils the requirement of external quality assurance through
favourable internal QA processes, where bureaucratic approach changes to managerial logic and less pressure
on academics, is crucial. Today indeed, there are some units at universities responsible for quality assurance
processes. However, in practice, the effectiveness of their activities and impact on overall university’s quality
improvement and performance is still the issue of discussion.

In the light of new changes in the higher education system, universities’ responsibility for their activities,
mainly for quality education and finance is emphasized, consequently, the internal pressure for accountability
and competition rises. In this regard, the university administration needs to implement new managerial
approaches not only at the institutional level but at the organizational level as well. Consequently, the role of
internal governance developed in compliance to organization’s internal environment plays a crucial role in
quality management.

CONCLUSION

We are aware that our research may have in some extent limitations since the survey encompasses only
findings based on a single university in Kazakhstan. The further data collection is required to develop a design
of a perfect «Internal governance» model applicable in Kazakhstani higher education institutions in the light
of new managerial and governmental reforms. We believe that the proposed dimensions of internal governance
can serve as a theoretical guideline for prospective university managers to define if there is a need to make
changes in existing organizational culture to manage university effectively and to reshape their organizational
structures. The current paper opens new research questions in terms of theoretical and empirical studies.
The results of the research paper provide valuable information about the concept of internal governance for
academics, scholars, as well as for candidates of a PhD degree programme. Since today, HEIs are facing
economic, political, and social challenges of globalization in positioning itself at the labour and education
arena, the development of effective internal governance in accordance with the needs of both external and
internal stakeholders is essential for quality management.

Despite having some limitations, the practical value of the paper is that it rises a considerable number of
issues subject for further discussions and studies. The university administration and academic staff have realized
greater importance of effective internal governance dimensions to further develop effective quality management
model to ensure quality education and to be competitive on educational and labour markets. Thus, this study
gives a new insight for university managers and practitioners to consider the existing environmental conditions
of an organization before setting new strategies and goals to develop an effective quality management system.
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KOFAPBI OKY OPHBIHJATBI IIKI BACKAPY/Ibl JAMBITY: YHUBEPCUTET
OKIMIIIJIITT MEH ®AKYJIBTETTIH KO3KAPACBIH BAFAJIAY

I'. Manap6ex'2
lan-®apabu ateiHgarsr Kaszak YITTEIK yHEBepCHTeTI, Anmarsl, Kaszakcran Pecmy6nukacs!
2Jlrxopok Bammurron yausepeureti, Bammurron, AKII

AHJATIIA

Ocbl 3epmmey0in maKcampl CallaHbl THIM1 0acKapy Ikl KaMTaMachI3 €Ty YIIIiH JKOFapbl OKY OPBIHIAPBIHIAFbI
1K1 6acKapy/IbIH POITIH CUTIATTAY JKOHE HETi37ey OObIN TaOblIabl.

Aodicmeme: 3epTTEy aKaJIEMUSUIBIK CaJlaHbIH HEri3rl epeKIIeTKTepiHe HEeri3elIreH JKoFapbl OLTiM Oepy
CEKTOpPbIHA apHaJIFaH cayaJTHaMaHbl KOJJIaHy apKbLIbl )KY3€re achbIpbUIFaH.

JKymvicmoiy 03in0ix epexuienici — xorapsl 0i1iM Oepy cajachlHIa camaHbl THIMAI Oackapy YIIiH THIMA
ImKi 0acKapyIbIH Peji Typaibl 3epTTeYAiH KOPBITHIHIBLUIAPHI TANKbIIaHAbI. EKIHMIIEH, Ka3ipri 3epTTey
alfMaKTBIK NIEHTeiIe JKOFaphl OiTiM Oepyaeri cara MEHEHKMEHTI MaHBI3ABI TIPEKTEPiHIH Oipi peTiHae imKi
OacKapyIbIH POIIiH 3ePTTEY IiH aJFaIIKbl OPEKETI OOIBIT TaObIIa b

3epmmey Homuoicenepi Korapbl OKy OpHbIHBIH (Ka3ak YITTBIK YHUBEPCUTETI) OKIMIIIUIIK )KoHE (DaKyIbTeT
Mymienepi imki MyAJeni TapanTapAblH KaXeTTUTIKTEpiH KaHaraTTaHIBIPY YIIIH HETi3ri mpouexypajiap
MEH MpouecTepli 93ipieyaiH MaHbBI3ABUIBIFBIH KapacThIPaThbIHBIH KepceTedi. AJIBIHFAH HOTIIKENEp IMIKi
OacKapy/blH YCBIHBUIFAH OJIIEMICPiHIH OPBIHIABUIBIFBIH KOPCETe/l JKOHE YHHUBEPCHTETTIH iIIKi OpTachl
TYPFBICBIHAH calla MEHEDKMEHTI TYKbIPbIMIaMAChIHA jKaHa TYCIHIKTEp alabl.

Tytiin co30ep: YHUBEPCUTET SKIMIILTIT, FEUTBIMU KbI3METKEpIIEp, imKi 0ackapy, cara MEeHEKMEHTI
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PA3BUTHUE BHYTPEHHEI'O YIIPABJIEHHUSA B BbICIHEM OBPA30BAHUU:
OLEHKA IMO3UIUU A/IMUHUCTPALUN N ®PAKYJIBTETOB YHUBEPCUTETA

I'. Manap6ex"?
'Kazaxckuil HAMOHABLHBIN YHUBEPCUTET UMEHH allb-Dapadu, Anmartsl, Pecriybnnka Kasaxcran
>Yuuepcuret umenu J[xopka Bamunrrona, Bammarron, CIITA

AHHOTALMUSA

Lenvio Hacmosiwe2o uccredosanus IBISIETCS OTIPeIeTICHUE U 000CHOBaHHE POJIM BHYTPEHHETO YIIPABICHUS
B YHHBEPCHUTETAX Ui oOecriedeHns 3 (HEeKTUBHOTO yIIPABICHHUS KA4eCTBOM.

Memooonozeus: ViccnenoBanue MPOBEICHO C MCIIOIb30BAHUEM aHKETHI, Pa3padOTaHHON HCKITIOYATEIBHO
JUTs 00J71aCTH BBICIIIETO 0Opa30BaHMs Ha OCHOBE KJIIOUEBBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH BBICIIETO 00pa30BaHMA.

Opucunanvhocms cmamboy 3aKIIOYAETCS B TOM, YTO B Hel OOCYKHAIOTCA PE3yNbTaThl HCCIIEA0BAHUS
00 omnpeie’eHUH POJIH BHYTPEHHEro yNpaBieHus A d(PQGEKTHBHOTO yNPaBiCHHsS Ka4eCTBOM B BBICILIEM
oOpa3oBanuu. Bo-BTOPBIX, HACTOSIIEE NCCIIEJOBAHUE IBIISICTCS TIEPBOM TONBITKOW N3yYEHUSI POJIA BHY TPEHHETO
yIpaBJIeHUs Kak OJHOTO M3 BaKHEHIIMX CTOJIIOB YNpPAaBJIEHHS KaueCTBOM B BBICIIEM OOpa30BaHWU Ha
PETHOHAIEHOM ypOBHE.

Pesynomamul ucciedosanusi TOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO KaK aJAMHUHHUCTPATUBHBIA, TaK M MPEIOAABATEIbCKHH
coctaB BeIciiero yueOHoro 3asejeHHs (KasaxcTaHCKoro HaIllMOHAJIBHOTO YHHUBEPCUTETAa) CUUTAIOT
BaXHBIM Pa3pabOTKy KIIOYEBBIX HPOLEAYP M MPOLECCOB B COOTBETCTBHH C MOTPEOHOCTSIMH BHYTPEHHHX
3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH. [loiydeHHbIe pe3ysbTaThl JEMOHCTPHPYIOT OCYIIECTBHMOCTH IPEIaracMbIX
aCIIeKTOB BHYTPEHHETO YIPABJICHUS W OTKPBIBAIOT HOBBIM B3I/ Ha KOHIEIIIMIO YIPABICHUS Ka4eCTBOM C
TOYKH 3pEHHS Pa3BUTHUS BHYTPEHHEH Cpe/ibl yHUBEPCUTETA.

Kniouesvie cnoea: agMHUHHCTpAlds By3a, IPO(eccOpCKo-IpenogaBaTeIbCcKuil COCTaB, BHYTpPEHHEE
yhpaBlieHHE, YIIPaBICHUE KaYECTBOM.
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