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CHAPTER FIVE:

ENVIRONMENTAL STABILITY AND SUSTAINABILITY:

PRESIDENTIAL PREROGATIVES AND STAKEHOLDER RESPONSES
INTRODUCTION

Based upon systems theory, stakeholder analysis, and agency evaluation reports, I have developed four sets of hypotheses concerning institutional sustainability in terms of environmental (external) influences upon KIMEP’s organization. These specific sets of hypotheses were derived from the four general hypotheses that were constructed earlier in the theory chapter. The first set of hypotheses examines political factors emanating from KIMEP’s operating environment. The second set of hypotheses deals with the number of linkages that KIMEP has with its external environment. The third set of hypotheses looks at demand for KIMEP’s outputs in terms of quality. And the last set of hypotheses addresses demand for KIMEP’s outputs in terms of the relationship between quality of training programs and donating resources to KIMEP and hiring KIMEP graduates. 

This chapter has two tasks: 1) To present the data and methods employed in testing the research hypotheses; 2) To present a rationale for the selection of the first group of research hypotheses and to test them. The first part of the chapter is the data and methods section and then the chapter focuses on the rationale for positing the research hypotheses and ends with the actual testing of the hypotheses.

This chapter will focus on the first set of hypotheses. There are four hypotheses in 

this particular set. (See Appendix B for a list of all of the research hypotheses). This first set of hypotheses tests the relationship between KIMEP’s sustainability and environmental stability in the political realm. This research operationalizes environmental stability as compliance with the presidential policies of Nursaltan Nazarbayev.

The data and methods section laid out in this chapter apply to these hypotheses as well as the subsequent hypotheses laid out in the following two chapters. 

DATA AND METHODS

The purpose of this research is to provide empirical tests of the nine hypotheses concerning the affect of external factors on the institutional sustainability of a development assistance project (KIMEP). In order to accomplish this, a multi-faceted approach was developed that relied upon a variety of data sources and methods (both quantitative and qualitative in nature).

The data that this research utilizes comes from interviews done with key business community stakeholders of KIMEP. Additionally, questionnaires were given to business stakeholders, and enrollment data obtained from the KIMEP registrar’s office (of the 44 corporate respondents who participated in this research, nine were interviewed and all filled out a questionnaire). Separate questionnaires were also given to local Kazakh companies and the students of KIMEP. 

The bulk of the research hypotheses use KIMEP graduate-placement data and corporate donations as concrete measures to assess sustainability. Although it was 

discussed earlier in this dissertation, these measures alone do not add up to an inclusive, complete picture of institutional sustainability. They are, nonetheless, important and are necessary for KIMEP to sustain itself. This first set of hypotheses also uses student’s preferences and enrollment data as key measures of sustainability. 

Interviews


The subjects that were chosen based upon a convenience sampling method. This is a non-probability sampling method that is used in exploratory research and when random sampling methods are too difficult or impossible to employ. The problem in this instance was that few corporate executives in Kazakhstan would grant an interviewer sufficient time and most likely would not give candid replies to sensitive questions being posed. Therefore only those companies’s CEO’s with whom this researcher had a come to know through participant observer activities at KIMEP were chosen to comprise the interview sample. Geography was another limiting factor in why a convenience sampling method was chosen due to time and financial constraints. These limitations made it impossible to travel throughout Kazakhstan to interview CEO’s who were doing business throughout this large nation.

I interviewed nine CEO’s whose firms were engaged in a variety of business sectors in Kazakhstan ranging from accounting, oil and gas, heavy machinery, and retail services. The firms were also chosen because they had all donated money to KIMEP and 

they had hired many KIMEP graduates. As a participant observer working first in the role as Placement Director at KIMEP and then was later made the Head of Development and External Relations, these particular firms were chosen out of familiarity. My duties in these positions, respectively, were to find jobs for KIMEP graduates in these companies and to solicit these companies for direct monetary contributions to KIMEP. This formal position that was undertaken by this researcher as a participant observer allowed unprecedented access to business stakeholders and students. Being in the Placement Director position granted a wealth of information and insights into the student’s career issues as well.

The interviews were done using an unstructured format with open-ended questions. This style was chosen due to the sensitive nature of some of the questions. These sensitive questions concerned hiring practices and ethnicity. No recording devices were utilized during the interviews. Notes were taken during the interview and then right after each interview, more notes and observations were added when I was out of proximity of the interviewee. All subjects were told that their answers would be kept anonymous and that they were free not to answer any question.


The general thrust of the interviews was fourfold: 1) To get an overall evaluation of what each corporate manager believed about KIMEP in terms of the quality of programs; 2) To see how they evaluated KIMEP students whom they had hired; 3) To ascertain motivations for corporations donating money to KIMEP and to see if in fact there were any political motivations for their behavior due to the close association of 

KIMEP with President Nazarbayev; 4) To find out if these managers used ethnicity as criteria in their hiring practices (i.e. hiring Kazakhs or Russians). 

Enrollment information

Hypothesis # H1c. required that the ethnic background of all KIMEP students be known. The information for this was given to me by the registrar’s office at KIMEP. They were reluctant to give this information away as they perceived this to be politically sensitive information. I was able to get all of the names of the students who had attended KIMEP from 1992 to 1999. Some of years included the ethnicity of the students along with their names, but mostly the only information that was given to me was the particular program in which the student was enrolled, their name, and the year of entrance into KIMEP. Therefore the ethnic background of most of the students had to be deciphered.

Only a small portion of the student’s data contained their respective ethnicity group label. In order to fill this gap, an informant (a native Kazakh) was employed to analyze each of the student’s names and attach an appropriate ethnic label to it. The key for this research procedure was to distinguish Kazakh names from all other ethnic groups. 

This method was fairly accurate due to the very different nature of how each ethnic group names their families in Kazakhstan. The root name for Kazakhs is very different than Russians. This is also true for the other nationalities as well. Kazakh first names are also almost always different than Russian names. The only pitfall in using such 

a method would be if low endogamy taboos existed in Kazakhstan. However, the inter-marriage rate amongst Kazakhs with other nationalities in Kazakhstan is so low that it makes the endogamy issue statistically insignificant. In fact, data on ethnic intermarriages indicate that in 1978, only 4.6 percent of Kazakhs married outside of their ethnic group and this number even decreased to 3.9 percent in 1988 (Kolsto, 2000. p. 125).

Questionnaires

In addition to the interviews and registrar data, three separate questionnaires were given to students and business stakeholders. For those local Kazakh business stakeholders, a questionnaire translated into Russian was given to these companies. Approximately one hundred questionnaires were hand-delivered to companies throughout Almaty and forty four were returned. Of the forty-four that were returned, 17 were local Kazakh firms.

This first questionnaire was utilized as a survey instrument to record responses from the business stakeholders to gather information concerning their perceptions of KIMEP as an institution, KIMEP students, hiring preferences, donating preferences, and their awareness of the political affiliation that KIMEP has with President Nazarbayev. (The survey instrument utilized for this purpose is included in Appendix C). The second questionnaire was used to gather information to gauge KIMEP student’s political 

attitudes (See Appendix D). Then a third questionnaire (See Appendix E) was given to students that attempted to gather data concerning their preferences in terms of career choices and their post-KIMEP plans and desires. 

The first instrument I employ (See Appendix C) was designed to gather data about corporate responsibility orientations and to capture information about a wide range of business stakeholders’ opinions concerning KIMEP and KIMEP students. This questionnaire had many direct questions concerning how these stakeholders rated KIMEP graduates as employees and what their evaluations were about KIMEP’s programs and performance in general. There was even a direct question inquiring if these stakeholders used ethnicity as criteria in hiring employees.

The two student surveys focused on two separate issues. The first one was directed at deciphering what preference students had concerning their career aspirations and their opinions about working at local and foreign companies. This survey instrument also contained an array of questions of how these students rated their experience at KIMEP in general. The information from this questionnaire is used to look at the issue of why there seems to be less placement activity in local Kazakh companies on the part of KIMEP students. This survey was given to all of the students when they were in their English classes. Permission was obtained from all of the English teachers at KIMEP and they helped arrange the distribution of the survey instrument so that every student could fill out a survey and no student had the opportunity to fill out the survey multiple times. 

This consultation with the English department virtually guaranteed that every student at KIMEP filled out this questionnaire. English is required of all students and attendance is 

mandatory. Three hundred ninety-five students filled out a questionnaire and the response rate was 100 percent. 

The second student survey was designed to gather data concerning student’s political attitudes towards their own government and President Nazarbayev’s leadership. The questionnaire also contained questions about the student’s level of political activism. The questionnaires were distributed randomly to students in the dormitory and the cafeteria. For the most part, all of the students who were asked filled out the survey. Seventy-five students responded out of a total student body consisting of 395 students yielding a 19 percent response rate. Not surprisingly, there were a few students who were angered by the fact that a foreigner was asking them such pointed political questions and they refused to answer the questionnaire. 

ENVIRONMENTAL STABILITY HYPOTHESES

The next section of this chapter presents the underlying rationale for why and how this first set of particular research hypotheses were developed and postulated.
The research hypotheses are devised to specifically capture crucial sustainability issues in order to reveal the most compelling information about the stakeholders and the environment in which KIMEP is attempting to sustain itself. The literature and 

evaluations made clear the need to include these two sets of factors when assessing the sustainability of institutional development efforts funded by development assistance. 

Political factors and how they affect the stability of an institution’s operating environment are the specific focus of this chapter’s hypotheses. These first four hypotheses focus on environmental stability and how this relates to KIMEP’s sustainability. In this instance, environmental stability is defined as government support. Specifically, this “support” means the direct endorsement of President Nazarbayev (who has been the President since 1991). Other governmental institutions or political forces were not chosen as part of this stability construct because President Nazarbayev monopolizes political power in Kazakhstan. These hypotheses suggest the primacy and impact of President Nazarbayev’s policies upon KIMEP’s sustainability. These hypotheses suggest relationships between both KIMEP and stakeholder’s behavior in how they are undertaking actions to continue to gain or maintain Nazarbayev’s support. 

Of course the reality of the situation for KIMEP is that there is a strong link between the institution and President Nazarbayev. Perhaps the downside for KIMEP of this strong political affiliation with the president is that if there is sudden change of power in the presidential apparatus, there might be a political backlash against KIMEP. However, it is assumed here that Nazarbayev is firmly entrenched and faces practically no organized opposition.
These hypotheses attempt to grasp the more complex web of political relationships amongst KIMEP, KIMEP students, multinational corporations (MNCs), and the presidential apparatus. Theses hypotheses follow from the following general 

hypothesis that environmental stability is positively related to sustainability. The first two specific research hypotheses are:

H1a. The greater a firm’s awareness of the link between KIMEP and the President of Kazakhstan, the more likely that the firm will donate resources (money) to KIMEP.

H1b. The greater a firm’s awareness of the link between KIMEP and the President of Kazakhstan, the more likely that the firm will hire Kazakh students.
The first and second hypotheses (H1a and H1b) build upon awareness of the political link between KIMEP and President Nazarbayev and connect stakeholder behavior to this linkage. It is hypothesized that those companies that are highly aware of the political connection between KIMEP and President Nazarbayev would be more likely to donate money to KIMEP and hire KIMEP students than those companies who are unaware of this connection. H1b adds the ethnic dimension to the hiring preferences of stakeholders to see if the business stakeholder’s community is actively exhibiting behaviors that favor the dominant ethnic group; a group known to be favored by President Nazarbayev. 

The third specific research hypothesis from this first group is:

H1c. If government policy establishes clear preferences for the dominant ethnic group (Kazakhs), then the ethnic composition of KIMEP over time will show an increase in the proportion of Kazakh enrollees

This third hypothesis (H1c) makes the assumption (laid out in detail in the case study) that President Nazarbayev’s policies for the development of Kazakhstan have an 

overwhelming ethnic bias tone to them. This “preference” can be assumed to mean that Kazakhs should be in a position to receive more of society’s rewards than other ethnic groups. They are the dominant ethnic group and President Nazarbayev (being an ethnic Kazakh himself) promulgates and implements policies that benefit this dominant ethnic group. The third hypothesis (H1c) shows how the ethno-politics of the Nazarbayev regime relates to KIMEP’s sustainability in terms of how it affects the enrollment of KIMEP’s students along ethnic lines. 

The second and third hypotheses simply assume that government (Nazarbayev) policies favor ethnic Kazakhs and therefore KIMEP and stakeholders should also demonstrate this preference as well. As discussed in the previous chapter, one of the more interesting aspects of KIMEP’s environment is that Kazakhstan is a multi-ethnic society and is facing ongoing and potential ethnic-conflict problems that are typical of other post-Soviet republics and of multi-ethnic nations in general.  Out of the constellation of political issues that could have been chosen as being significant in terms of capturing some critical aspect of KIMEP’s operating environment, ethnicity was chosen due to the recent upsurge of violent ethnic conflicts in such places as Yugoslavia, Kosovo, Tajikistan, Nogorno Korobaq, and Chechnya (three of these are in close proximity to Kazakhstan). These traumatic clashes have elevated the prominence of ethnic conflict 

around the globe in the post Cold War era. It appears that ethnic conflict in the former Soviet Union is also a problem. Although ethnic conflict has not erupted in a visible-

openly violent sense in Kazakhstan, it is a phenomenon worthy for this dissertation to address.

Another reason that ethnicity was chosen as a variable for investigating the political environment of KIMEP is because of the new awareness and new research being done on ethnicity (social soundness concerns) and development interventions. In particular, this investigation, by postulating the second and third hypotheses, examines how development assistance in the case of KIMEP is associated with ethnicity issues in Kazakhstan. 

Esman (1996) claims that development assistance efforts should be ethnically neutral in order for these projects to be sustainable. The second and third hypotheses are an attempt to see how neutral KIMEP is in terms of which ethnic group benefits from enrollment and placement. However, this dissertation views Esman’s normative viewpoint of neutrality as being antithetical to sustainability in the case of Kazakhstan. In other words, in order for any institution or business enterprise to be sustainable in Kazakhstan, it must certainly benefit Kazakhs and work within the confines of new ruling apparatus and Kazakh cultural norms. In addition to symbolic issues of Kazakh nation-building efforts, this means that sustainability is also related to logistical constraints, challenges, and opportunities in terms of “getting things done” in Kazakhstan. This is due to the new dynamics of organizational life in Kazakhstan that require that one has Kazakh 

employees and contacts with key Kazakh government officials and Kazakh business people.

In chapter two, a scenario was laid out involving development assistance and the ruling apparatus of developing nations receiving aid from abroad. It described a situation where sometimes the ruling elite utilizes development assistance to benefit members of their own ethnic group. Therefore it is worth exploring if in fact KIMEP fits into this phenomenon of development assistance benefiting the dominant ethnic group (Kazakhs). 

Compliance with President Nazarbayev is also the theme of fourth research hypothesis (H1d). This hypothesis is as follows: 

H1d. If students approve of President Nazarbayev’s leadership, then presidential support for KIMEP will continue
Intuitively, when one is looking at sustainability of educational institutions, it makes sense to incorporate student’s perceptions because students are key stakeholders and they comprise crucial inputs and outputs of an educational institution. Conceptualizing students as key stakeholders as well as inputs and outputs substantiates the use of systems theory and stakeholder analysis in an educational setting as well.

One key feature of episodes of political unrest in the world appears to be concentration of activism and discontent amongst student populations. Several illustrations of student’s exhibiting volatile anti-government demonstrations include most notably, Tiananmen Square in China. South Korea, Indonesia, and Iran have all had 

major demonstrations against their governments, which featured students comprising the bulk of the demonstrators. The Vietnam War protests in the United States during the 

1960s and early 1970s also demonstrated the conspicuous role of students in protesting unpopular governmental policies. The anti-globalization protests of the 1990’s are also composed largely of students.

In the case of Kazakhstan and other former Soviet Republics, it was Kazakh students who were the first group of demonstrators who openly defied Soviet rule in the “December Event” of 1985. Many scholars claim that this was a watershed event that initiated the ultimate collapse of the Soviet system brought on by Gorbachev’s policies of Glasnost and Perestroika.

This fourth hypothesis (H1d) is designed to measure KIMEP student’s attitudes towards their own government to see what kinds of attitudes they harbor in terms of discontent or approval of Kazakh government policies and actions. As for sustainability for KIMEP, as understood through stakeholder analysis and systems theory, the student body should not be actively opposed to Nazarbayev and his policies. His support for KIMEP is crucial and if the students turn out to be non-supportive of him, then this presidential support is in jeopardy. Why should the president support an educational institution whose participants are opposed to him?

In sum, this first set of research hypotheses presented is supported by the logic of systems theory, stakeholder analysis, and evaluation research and actual agency evaluations. What separates this work from other research is that the second and third 

hypotheses integrate ethnicity-political variables with stakeholders’ perceptions and preferences. The first and fourth hypotheses simply look at the compliance dynamics of 

two key groups of stakeholders (business stakeholders and students) because this is critical to understanding how any organization or individual survives and/or thrives in an authoritarian regime such as Kazakhstan.

By using systems theory in conjunction with stakeholder analysis, this research is able to capture systems-level (socio-political) factors of ethnicity and compliance dynamics along with key supportive stakeholders’ preferences to present a richer, more integrative picture of sustainability. This allows an analysis that couples stakeholders’ preferences and behavior with indirect political forces in the implementing context. This connection is useful because the literature and evaluations reviewed were not explicit in how indirect political forces actually impinged upon an institution’s sustainability.

The rationale for developing these first four hypotheses speaks directly to the case study of KIMEP and the sustainability literature. The complexity and controversial nature of these issues warrants a methodology that combines both qualitative and quantitative data. 

In the next section of this chapter, each of the specific hypotheses from the first set of environmental stability hypotheses are tested using both quantitative analysis derived from data from the questionnaires and qualitative data from the interviews. Both the quantitative and qualitative analysis is augmented with anecdotal material from my 

experiences as a participant observer in the roles of both Placement Director and Head of Development at KIMEP.

TESTING OF ENVIRONMENTAL STABILITY HYPOTHESES 

Analysis and Discussion

Hypothesis H1a examines the relationship between a firm’s willingness to donate resources to KIMEP and their awareness of the political relationship between KIMEP and the President.

H1a. The greater a firm’s awareness of the link between KIMEP and the President of Kazakhstan, the more likely that the firm will donate resources (money) to KIMEP.

In the questionnaire that was sent to business stakeholders, respondents were asked about what they perceive KIMEP’s societal position to be. Using a Likert scale the key statement in this group concerning this hypothesis is question 12a: “KIMEP is under the President of Kazakhstan: Nursaltan Nazarbayev”. This statement is intended to see if respondents have an awareness of KIMEP’s political affiliation with the President. The corresponding side of this hypothesis simply asks if respondents donate resources to KIMEP and the questionnaire asks this question directly. The responses for resource donations simply were “yes”, “no”. 
TABLE 5-1

Test of hypothesis H1a
Awareness of the political affiliation of KIMEP vs. donations from stakeholders

	
	 KIMEP is under President Nazarbayev

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	Does your firm donate resources to KIMEP?
	 Yes
	10

(62.5%)
	12

(63.2%)
	7

(87.5 %)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	29

(67.4%)

	
	  No
	6

(37.5%)
	7

(36.8%)
	1

(12.5%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	14

(32.6%)

	
	Total
	16

(100.0%)
	19

(100.0%)
	8

(100.0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	43

(100.0%)


Eighty-seven percent of the respondents who were neutral in their belief regarding a relationship between KIMEP and the President reported donating resources to KIMEP.  Nearly two-thirds of the remaining respondents who either agreed or strongly agreed that there is a relationship between KIMEP and the President also reported donating resources to KIMEP. A Pearson’s R correlation analysis was conducted and the results were not statistically significant at the .05 probability level (R = 1.64; p=.292).
  The data indicate little variation in donating resources based solely upon their awareness of a purported relationship between KIMEP and the President.

The quantitative data gathered through these questionnaires are likely problematic due to the fact that in this instance, virtually everyone polled is aware that KIMEP is indeed closely associated with President Nazarbayev. This is evident in that nobody answered disagree or strongly disagree when asked to gauge the political relationship of KIMEP with President Nazarbayev. Sample size might also be a factor in the quality of the data garnished from the corporate questionnaires as only 44 companies returned the surveys.

However, the qualitative data gathered reveals that corporate stakeholders do in fact understand the significant political ties between KIMEP and President Nazarbayev and that this has a great deal of influence upon their decisions to donate money to KIMEP. Almost all of the CEO’s that were interviewed revealed that they had political motivations in making their donations to KIMEP. All interviewees indicated that they were highly aware of the political relationship that KIMEP has with President Nazarbayev. This was particularly true with the oil and gas companies. As one CEO reported, his firm was keenly aware of the awesome power of President Nazarbayev and that his firm’s success was closely related to “how the big guy wants things done”. He made reference to the presidential limousine that features the license plate: “KZ1” and he reiterated that this is indeed the case (President Nazarbayev being “number one”) as it related to his firm’s operations. 

The accounting firms were less politically motivated with their donations in that they hire many KIMEP students and their donations do in fact have practical, instrumental motivations behind them. They seemed genuinely interested in having a western-educated “talent pool” from which they can staff their companies. Donating to KIMEP helps them directly because they “can get first crack at the best students” and the resources they give help the institution provide needed job skills that they require. But they also stated that it was an “added bonus” that Nazarbayev is closely linked to KIMEP and that this could only help their situation. But overall (the accounting firms being the exception), the relationship between Nazarbayev and KIMEP was a compelling factor in how and why corporations donate money to KIMEP.

This dynamic of using KIMEP as a “political lever” was demonstrated first hand while I was director of development at KIMEP. I was in charge of the graduation ceremony and was specifically charged with raising money for the expense of the ceremony. I had made many solicitations for this specific event several months prior to the ceremony and I had been mostly unsuccessful at landing any major donations for the graduation ceremony. Raising money for charitable activities in Kazakhstan is difficult due to the incredible demands made upon corporations. They are suffering from donor fatigue. Then I was told one month prior to the ceremony that President Nazarbayev would be attending the KIMEP graduation and that he would be the keynote speaker. I then called back a major oil firm (one who had refused me earlier) and told them that 

Nazarbayev would now be there at the graduation ceremony. They immediately said that they would give KIMEP $12,000 to pay for the entire ceremony. They only required that their logo be prominently displayed on the stage. Another person later suggested that I should have asked for $50,000.

Hypothesis H1b examines the relationship between a firm’s preferences in hiring decisions with the awareness of the political relationship between KIMEP and the President.

H1b. The greater a firm’s awareness of the link between KIMEP and the President of Kazakhstan, the more likely that the firm will hire Kazakh students.

Question # 9 from the corporate questionnaire deals with the ethnicity question in terms of hiring preferences: “If a Non-Kazakh candidate and a Kazakh candidate applied to your firm and they had equal skill levels, which one would you hire?” Respondents could choose either ethnic group “a Kazakh candidate” vs. “a non-Kazakh candidate” or answer “It doesn’t matter”. As in the previous hypothesis tested, the awareness of KIMEP’s political connection with the President is derived from responses from Question 12a. Table 5-2 shows the statistical results from the cross tabulation of these two questions on the questionnaire.
TABLE 5-2

Test of hypothesis H1b
Awareness of the political affiliation of KIMEP vs. hiring preferences based upon ethnicity (actual count figures in parentheses n=43)

	
	KIMEP is under President Nazarbayev

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	Total

	Would you hire a Kazakh or non-Kazakh if skill levels the same?
	Non-Kazakh candidate
	KIMEP is under President Nazarbayev
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%

	
	Kazakh
	KIMEP is under President Nazarbayev
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%
	(2)

25.0 %
	(4)

21.1%
	(6)

37.5%
	(12)

27.9%

	
	Does not matter
	KIMEP is under President Nazarbayev 
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%
	(6)

75.0%
	(15)

78.9%
	(10)

62.5%
	(31)

72.1%

	
	Total
	KIMEP is under President Nazarbayev
	(0)

0%
	(0)

0%
	(8)

100.0%
	(19)

100.0%
	(16)

100.0%
	(43)

100.0%


No representatives of the firms chose the non-Kazakh candidate response option and no one failed to notice the political relationship between KIMEP and the President. Twenty-five percent of the respondents who were neutral in their belief regarding a relationship between KIMEP and the President reported preferring the Kazakh candidate.  Twenty-one percent of those who agreed with the presidential relationship with KIMEP preferred the Kazakh candidate and 37.5 percent of those who strongly agreed with the presidential relationship preferred the Kazakh candidate. However, the majority (72 percent) of the respondents who were either neutral or agreed or strongly agreed that 

there is a relationship between KIMEP and the President reported that it does not matter which ethnic group a candidate comes from. A Pearson’s R statistical test was conducted and the results were not statistically significant at the .05 probability level (R = -.127; p=.418)
.  The data indicate little variation in hiring decisions based upon ethnicity compared solely upon their awareness on a purported relationship between KIMEP and the President. 

However, the mere fact that 28 percent of the respondents said that they would in fact base their hiring decisions upon ethnicity and would show a preference for the Kazakh candidate indicates that ethnicity might be a factor in hiring decisions. This is actually a high response because this is a highly sensitive question that few people would answer overtly on a written questionnaire. 

Again, the qualitative data lends support to the hypothesis. It had become increasingly clear that asking sensitive questions in the climate of an authoritarian regime does not truly reveal respondent’s actual preferences (this is particularly true with written questionnaires). The interviews revealed an even stronger desire on the part of business stakeholders to higher ethnic Kazakhs rather than other ethnic group applicants even if skill levels of the other ethnic group applicants were equal to or higher than the Kazakh’s. When asked about hiring criteria, one CEO told me “we are concerned about the face of 

our team.” He later commented to me that he was very nervous about my questionnaire 

asking this question directly and he answered the questionnaire as “it doesn’t matter” what ethnic group a job candidate is from even though he contradicted 

this answer in the interview. Another CEO told me that this (the post-Soviet situation) was now “the Kazakh’s turn” and that “turn-around is fair play.” He lamented that the Russians were now “on the outside looking in” and that “it was too bad that all the smart Russians left Kazakhstan just after independence”. He said that they (the Russians) had their chance here in Kazakhstan and they “fucked it up.” 

Indications about the sensitive nature of this particular question about ethnicity and hiring practices was revealed when the pilot questionnaires were distributed to several CEO’s of some of the more familiar companies that KIMEP had a strong relationship. All of them noted that this question about hiring practices and ethnicity might be overly controversial and they conjectured that few would answer this honestly.

When the roster of names of some of the companies was analyzed, there was an overwhelming number of Kazakhs working at those companies compared to Russians. This appeared to be particularly so when those positions required a high degree of client interaction. Russians appeared to be more prevalent in technical positions that did not require a high level of client interaction. Many of the CEO’s interviewed were highly aware that having ethnic Kazakh employees serves their interests.

Several times as Placement Director at KIMEP, I even had corporate people specifically ask me if I had any Kazakh applicants who were interested in certain jobs. On one occasion, I had a potential employer ask me to “filter-out” all of the non-Kazakh 

resumes that I was going to submit to him (I refused to do this). In sum, the qualitative data appears to provide support for H1b. All of those CEO’s that I interviewed who 

expressed a preference for hiring ethnic Kazakhs also were aware of the political connections that KIMEP had and that this was also a factor in their donating profile.


Perhaps another reason for preferences in hiring Kazakhs has to do with the language issue. State policy in this regard is moving toward making Kazakh not only the official language of the country but also is attempting to make it being spoken on an every-day basis on the part of all Kazakh citizens. The major problem here is that almost all Russians do not speak Kazakh nor do they want to (as described by Gubogio in Chapter four).
The next hypothesis builds on this notion of ethnic politics affecting the sustainability of KIMEP. This hypothesis is based upon the idea that KIMEP’s enrollment ought to reflect Presidential policies of favoring the dominant ethnic group.

H1c. If government policy establishes clear preferences for given ethnic groups, then the ethnic composition of KIMEP over time will show an increase in the proportion of Kazakh enrollees

The case study provides ample evidence that the Nazarbayev regime has erected policies that benefit ethnic Kazakhs. The literature on the ethnic situation in Kazakhstan overwhelmingly speaks of Kazakh dominance in most spheres of life in Kazakhstan.

Kostlo (Kostlo, 2000,  p. 133) shows in Table 5-3 that ethnic Kazakhs dominate positions in the government. 
TABLE 5-3

Ethnic distribution in top positions in the Government and Presidential apparatus of Kazakhstan, in 1993 AND 1994 (in %)

	
	1993
	1994

	Presidential Apparatus

Share of total
 Population
	Slavs
	Kazakhs
	Minorities
	Slavs
	Kazakhs
	Minorities

	
	24.9
	73.1
	6.5
	22.8
	74.3
	3.3

	
	43.7
	42.9
	12.7
	43
	44.3
	12.7


Source: Kostlo, 2000,  p. 133.

The enrollment data from KIMEP somewhat mimic Kolsto’s findings and shows that Kazakhs clearly compose the largest ethnic group. The point here is that no other 

group is getting larger and in fact, the Russians appear to be decreasing in numbers as a percentage of total enrollment at KIMEP. Table 5-4 gives the breakdown of student’s ethnic groups enrolled at KIMEP.

TABLE 5-4

Ethnic composition of KIMEP student body

1992-1999 (in %)

	
	Kazakh
	Russian
	Other


	TOTAL

	1992
	61*
	26*
	13
	100

	1993
	52*
	38*
	10
	100

	1994
	62*
	30*
	8
	100

	1995
	69*
	24*
	7
	100

	1996
	68*
	19*
	14
	100

	1997
	66*
	22*
	12
	100

	1998
	69*
	22*
	9
	100

	1999
	67*
	22*
	10
	100


Although the data demonstrates that the percentage increases of enrollment for Kazakhs do not increase that much over time, it is plain to see that KIMEP is certainly an institution that benefits Kazakhs more than the other ethnic groups in Kazakhstan. These enrollment statistics are particularly compelling when one considers the wider demographic picture in Kazakhstan where Kazakhs represent 53 percent of the total population nationwide and compose almost 70 percent of the KIMEP student body. Therefore the data supports the research hypothesis. 

Another indication of how KIMEP is evolving towards become more of an overtly “Kazakh” institution is that the Kazakh government was beginning to demand 

that KIMEP give their entrance exams in the Kazakh language. One of my duties at KIMEP was proctoring entrance exams and in 1998 I proctored the first entrance exam that was written entirely in Kazakh. There were over 100 students taking the exam and there was not one Russian in the entire group.

In addition to the entrance exam, the Kazakh government was also making curriculum demands upon KIMEP. This was particularly so with the new undergraduate program. For the first few years of KIMEP’s existence, Kazakh authorities did not intrude upon curricular matters. This changed dramatically with the introduction of the new undergraduate program in the year 2000. The new rules that KIMEP had to follow featured the introduction of mandatory Kazakh history and culture classes and the offering of Kazakh language classes. Clearly there was a normative effort towards making KIMEP embrace Kazakh as the dominant culture.

The KIMEP student body is the focus of the last hypothesis for the environmental stability group. This hypothesis centers upon student’s political attitudes towards President Nazarbayev and his policies.

H1d. If students approve of President Nazarbayev’s leadership, then presidential support for KIMEP will continue
Student approval of President Nazarbayev’s leadership is measured from responses from the student political questionnaire. Specifically, three questions are utilized together to present a measure of student approval. Question #14 asks if 

Nazarbayev is leading Kazakhstan in the right direction. Question #16 asks if the Nazarbayev’s policies are beneficial to economic growth. Question #13 asks students if they believe that the last presidential election of Nazarbayev was fair and democratic. The following three bar charts reveal the student’s responses to these three questions concerning Nazarbayev’s leadership.

FIGURE 5-1

“Do you believe that the recent presidential election was fair and democratic?”
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The responses to Question #13 in regards to the fairness of the last presidential election shows that almost 60 percent disagreed that it was fair and democratic and only 5 

percent agreed that it was fair and democratic. The rest of the respondents were neutral on this question.

The next question is a general attempt to get an overall feeling that students have towards President Nazarbayev’s leadership in moving Kazakhstan in what they perceive to be the right direction. The following bar graph below presents the results to this question.

FIGURE 5-2

“Do you believe that President Nazarbayev is leading Kazakhstan in the right direction ?”
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The responses to Question # 14 concerning whether President Nazarbayev is leading the country in the right direction shows that only 21 percent agreed with this statement, 28 percent disagreed and 50 percent were neutral. 

The next question asks if Nazarbayev’s policies are beneficial to economic growth.

FIGURE 5-3

“Do you believe that President Nazarbayev’s policies are beneficial for economic growth ?”
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The responses to Question # 16 concerning if Nazarbayev’s policies are beneficial to economic growth show that only 18 percent of the respondents agreed that his policies are beneficial to economic growth while 37 percent disagreed and 36 percent were neutral on this question.

In sum, the data from the student political survey shows that support for President Nazarbayev is quite low amongst KIMEP students. Therefore the data does not lend support to the research hypothesis.

However, this analysis needs to be qualified by looking at the level of political activism amongst the students. In other words, students may have a low opinion of the President of Kazakhstan, but if they are politically apathetic and do not demonstrate any political activism, this lack of verbal support may not be that meaningful in terms of KIMEP’s sustainability and lessening Nazarbayev’s support for the institution. 

The data from the questionnaire reveal that of the 75 respondents that were polled, absolutely none of them belong to any political organizations. They do, however, watch news on T.V. and read newspapers quite frequently. Most of the students at KIMEP also discuss politics with their friends quite regularly as well. But the two questions on the survey instrument that are most telling in terms of political activism are Question # 18 and Question # 18b. Students were asked to rate these two following statements using a 

Likert scale: Q18a: “There is not much that a person (or myself included) can do to change the political situation here in Kazakhstan”.

FIGURE 5-4

“There is not much that a person can do to change the political situation here in Kazakhstan”
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 Fifty-three percent of the respondents agreed with this statement, 27 percent were neutral, and only 20 percent disagreed. For the second statement (Q#18b), “People who openly challenge the government’s policies will find it difficult to succeed (economically) here in Kazakhstan”, the following figure reveals the responses to this statement.

FIGURE 5-5

“People who openly challenge the government’s policies will find it difficult to succeed (economically) here in Kazakhstan”
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Seventy-six percent agreed with this statement, 21percent were neutral and only 3 percent disagreed with this statement. Therefore the data from the questionnaire clearly shows that even though students may be dissatisfied with presidential policies and his leadership, they do not feel they can do anything about it.

On the surface, measuring presidential support (the dependent side of the research hypothesis) appears to be tenuous at best. However, in Kazakhstan, this is actually quite a simple task due to the authoritarian nature of their system and the omnipotence of 

Nazarbayev in all aspects of life there (especially in public institutions). Simply put, if Nazarbayev did not support KIMEP, it would cease to exist immediately. But Nazarbayev’s support is manifested in some more obvious ways such as his attendance of various KIMEP events, his picture and accompanying mission statement of KIMEP adorns the lobby, his daughter attended KIMEP, the brochures all contain an initial message from him, and on one occasion, he even summoned foreign corporations to a special meeting to support and donate resources to KIMEP.

In sum, the data from the student political questionnaire does not lend support for the research hypothesis. However, when one qualifies the negative answers given when asked about approval of Nazerbayev with students’ low level of political activism, there is support for the research hypothesis. In other words, it appears that disapproval is tolerated as long as no actions are taken against the President himself. 

Variance between qualitative and quantitative data: The problem of public opinion research in authoritarian regimes

The data from the student political questionnaire (and from the corporate questionnaire to a lesser extent, particularly the direct question about ethnicity and hiring practices) reveals a common problem in doing public opinion research in countries that have authoritarian regimes. Due to the prevailing political culture and the history of political oppression in the former Soviet Union, respondents are often reluctant to reveal negative opinions about politically sensitive issues. Interviews that were concluded 

appear to elicit richer responses and tell a different story when it comes to sensitive political issues. There are few public opinion research studies that have been done in Kazakhstan in which to compare the results of this research. However, one study done by Javeline (1999) demonstrates that respondents in Kazakhstan tend to suffer from acquiescence bias. This problem is not uncommon in social science research and is simply the propensity of respondents to agree with assertions in the survey regardless of its contents or support what is politically acceptable. It is a function of how the question is worded as well as the characteristics of the individual and his/her social context. Attitudinal statements that feature agree-disagree dichotomies (such as this study offers) appear to suffer from this shortcoming more often than those statements that have forced-choice options. Javelin asserts that this (acquiescence bias) is particularly acute in Kazakhstan due to their “polite culture.” It is the conjecture of this author that seventy years of authoritarian-Communist rule has a great affect upon Kazakh citizen’s lack of dissent and avoidance of most things political in nature.

The results of the student political survey show that there are a large number of neutral responses which might indicate a reluctance to demonstrate overt dissatisfaction with the regime in control. This discrepancy between the student’s written answers to the political questions and the preponderance of neutral responses compared to what they actually might be thinking was summarized by one of the female Kazakh student’s written comments on the questionnaire: “We need to be honest.” This student had 

answered questions with a neutral response but this was her way of explaining that these neutral answers might not be telling the whole story.

The questionnaire featured a section at the end of objective questions that allowed for open commentary. Only a few students wrote in this section, most likely these were students who knew me for a long time and were confident that the questionnaires would be kept anonymous. Here the culture of acquiescence in Kazakhstan is somewhat revealed…One student comments: “You can’t expect to get the answers you are looking for-Soviet people are not accustomed to these types of things.” Another student wrote angrily: “Why do you need to know about our President and how we feel? Foreigners shouldn’t be asking these questions at all.” And perhaps most telling of this theme is reflected by an older KIMEP student’s comment: “Most of our people are passive and we have a current government which we deserve. I hope the new generation will change the political and economical situation”. Echoing this sentiment, another student comments: “Mentality of our people is old (Soviet). Due to habits people don’t protest against current situation. But if economic situation becomes worse, the majority of people will act”. 

The history of Soviet oppression is widely known and Kazakhstan suffered immensely under the forced collectivization during the Stalin period. Neither were protests and dissent tolerated by the later Soviet regimes as well. Today in Kazakhstan this intolerance of political dissent against President Nazarbayev is widely documented and still prevalent. Although the citizens of Kazakhstan do have many more freedoms 

compared to Soviet times such as access to foreign media resources, travel, entrepreneurial activities, and housing yet, journalists are beaten and have been arrested arbitrarily. T.V. stations who broadcast unfavorable newscasts about President Nazarbayev have found themselves without power and face licensing problems and experience frequent visits by the tax police. Newspaper offices are firebombed. There are some nascent political opposition groups but their numbers are small and their power is negligible. (NPR, 2002; “Silencing the”, 2002a; “A Challenge”, 2002b; Dubonov, 2002; Levine, 2002;  Aris, 2002).

In sum, these first four hypotheses examined compliance relationships between key stakeholders (students and businesses) and President Nazarbayev. The data lent support for the first four research hypotheses. Therefore, in terms of environmental hostility and stakeholder compliance, KIMEP appears to be sustainable in this regard.

The next two chapters (six and seven) test the remaining three sets of research hypotheses. These last three sets explore more pragmatic sustainability issues for KIMEP such as demand for KIMEP graduates and training programs. Like this first set of hypotheses, the next sets of hypotheses focus on stakeholder perceptions. The next chapter will test the second set of research hypotheses that deals with the number and types of linkages that KIMEP has with its external environment. Chapter six looks at the relationship that KIMEP has with local Kazakh companies in terms of them hiring KIMEP graduates. The next chapter also explores KIMEP student’s preferences in terms 

of their post-graduate plans in what type of firm they want to work. Then chapter seven explores relationships between business stakeholders in terms of their utilization of training programs and gauging their general perceptions of the quality of KIMEP’s graduates and training programs. 












































































�  Pearson’s R was chosen as a measure of association but similar tests such as Gamma, Spearman Correlation, Goodman and Kruskai tau, and Phi that were run also were not statistically significant. 


� Pearson’s R was chosen as a measure of association but similar tests such as Gamma, Spearman Correlation, Goodman and Kruskai tau, and Phi that were run also were not statistically significant. 








� The figures for 1993 were not available from Kostlo. The figures shown for 1993 were extrapolated using data from Cummings (2000) and the Kazakh National Census in chapter four. 


* All numbers are statistically significant at the .05 level. These numbers are significantly different than the population figures in Kazakhstan for each ethnic group.
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