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CHAPTER SIX

STAKEHOLDER LINKAGES AND SUSTAINABILITY-KAZAKH COMPANIES: FRIEND OR FOE?

The literature on stakeholders points to the fact that not only are immediate, known stakeholders important to the survival of an institution, but potential stakeholders in the environment are critical as well. Up to this point in KIMEP’s existence, very few students have gone to work for Kazakh firms. It is felt that if more students would opt for this avenue, then a new constituency group would be created. This would then create a new source of revenue and local political connections for KIMEP and therefore, this would greatly enhance its chances for sustainability. 

The literature is rife with findings on aid efficacy that categorically state that successful projects engage local beneficiaries and involve them with the project. This makes them feel as if they have “ownership” of the project and this is a much better situation than having a supply-driven project form the donor’s side imposed upon a local population. Again, systems theory emphasizes that linkages with the environment are crucial and therefore it is of vital concern to discover if KIMEP’s outputs (in this instance: KIMEP graduates) are reaching a wide variety of stakeholders and especially if they are being hired by local companies (the same holds true of these stakeholder’s use of training programs as well). The logic behind this next hypothesis speaks simply to numbers in that more stakeholders make for a richer, deeper stakeholder network, which could only bode well for KIMEP’s sustainability. The theory chapter developed the following general hypothesis from which the specific hypothesis is derived: The depth of linkages of the institution to the external environment is positively related to sustainability.

H2a: The greater the number of KIMEP students hired by Kazakh firms, the greater the likelihood that they will donate money to KIMEP
Related to this notion of graduate placement in terms of where graduates are finding jobs is that there might be some misgivings about the overwhelming proportion of students going to work for MNCs and that this is not good for indigenous Kazakh business development. Resentment on the part of locally-owned, Kazakh firms might not be helpful to KIMEP. Local business development is part of USAID’s larger goal of helping Kazakhstan make the transition to a market economy and so this might also be important for aid practitioners to consider KIMEP’s role in this endeavor. 

Many of the evaluations done on higher educational institutes having received external development assistance have made calls for more information about the demand for their graduates and to capture some evidence of what happens to those graduates once they leave the institute. Manpower needs assessments are also called for as well as increased consultations with beneficiaries-stakeholders of the institute on curriculum and training matters. The need to have stakeholders getting involved is important and they are able to give crucial feedback that is helpful in making an institute adaptive and responsive to the community’s needs. They can also become crucial allies and give vital support to the institution. 

The key issue for KIMEP’s sustainability then becomes placing more of its graduates in local Kazakh firms. The testing of this hypothesis involves looking at how many KIMEP graduates local Kazakh firms have hired, whether they are willing to hire more, how they rate KIMEP graduates, and whether they donate money to KIMEP. However, it is not enough to simply gauge the hiring and donating preferences of these Kazakh firms because it is also critical to see if in fact, KIMEP students want to work for these local firms or not.

To accomplish the task of testing this hypothesis (H2a), data from the corporate questionnaire (See Appendix C) and the student-career placement questionnaire (See Appendix E) is utilized to test this hypothesis. These two questionnaires were presented in the previous chapter’s data and methods section. For this specific hypothesis only the Kazakh firms’ responses from the corporate questionnaire is utilized. Qualitative data from interviews done at several Kazakh firms as well as information from participant observer field work will also be used to test this hypothesis (also discussed previously in the Data and Methods section in the last chapter).

From the corporate questionnaire, Table 6-1 on the next page shows how many KIMEP graduates are employed in Kazakh firms vs. whether or not they have made donations to KIMEP. It must be noted here that the sample size is only n=18. This low figure essentially renders any sophisticated statistical analysis for this hypothesis not meaningful. Therefore descriptive statistics coupled with qualitative analysis are utilized to test this fifth specific hypothesis. Other questions from this survey instrument and KIMEP student preferences from the placement survey instrument will be analyzed to develop a deeper understanding of this issue of placement and support from local Kazakh firms and how this relates to KIMEP’s sustainability. 

TABLE 6-1

“How many KIMEP students have you hired vs. making a donation to KIMEP?”

	
	DOES YOUR FIRM DONATE TO KIMEP?
	TOTAL

	HOW MANY HAVE YOU HIRED?
	
	YES
	NO
	

	
	0
	1

(33.3%)
	2

(66.7%)
	3

(100%)

	
	1-2
	1

(33.3%)
	2

(66.7%)
	3

(100%)

	
	3-4
	4

(66.7%)
	2

(33.3%)
	6

(100%)

	
	5-6
	1

(33.3%)
	2

(66.7%)
	3

(100%)

	
	6-8
	0

(0%)
	1

(100%)
	1

(100%)

	
	8-MORE
	1

(50%)
	1

(50%)
	2

(100%)

	TOTAL
	8

(44.4%)
	10

(55.6%)
	18

(100%)


The response patterns here show that there really is not a clear pattern in terms of the number of students that are hired and whether or not Kazakh firms donate money or not to KIMEP. The responses are almost evenly split in terms of the amount hired and whether they donate resources to KIMEP. For the last four numeric categories of the amount of people hired, for those respondents who said yes to donations, six of them hired over 3 or more KIMEP students. Similarly, for those respondents who do not donate to KIMEP, six of the respondents also hired 3 or more KIMEP graduates. Therefore the number of students hired does not explain donations, according to the data from the survey instrument.

In addition to the two questions posed above that speak directly to the specific research hypothesis, the survey also asked several questions to business stakeholders concerning their preferences and evaluations of KIMEP students and KIMEP as an institution. Figure 6-1 reveals an overwhelming positive response from Kazakh business stakeholders in how they evaluated KIMEP and KIMEP students.

FIGURE 6-1

“What is your overall opinion of KIMEP students ?”
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Figure 6-1 reveals that Kazakh firms have a high opinion of KIMEP graduates. Figure 6-1 above reveals that 89 percent of the respondents gave good or very good ratings when asked about their overall opinion of KIMEP students. Similar results (shown in figure 6-2) are found when Kazakh respondents are asked if KIMEP is the best higher educational institute in Kazakhstan 

FIGURE 6-2

KIMEP is the best institution of higher education in Kazakhstan
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Eighty-three percent of the Kazakh respondents answered positively to the assertion that KIMEP is the best institution of higher learning in Kazakhstan. In addition to these positive evaluations of KIMEP, over 66 percent of respondents said that they would be willing to hire KIMEP graduates in the future. Additionally, when asked if it was important for their firm to have KIMEP continue to train students for their firm, almost 90 percent of the respondents agreed with that this was important for them. Overall, local Kazakh firms have a high regard for KIMEP and its graduates and they would like to continue to hire KIMEP graduates in the future and utilize KIMEP’s training programs.

However, when it comes to donating resources, the questionnaire revealed that of these 18 firms that were polled, eight answered that they do in fact donate money to KIMEP. This response seems to be inaccurate because while in the role of participant observer, my duties as Head of Development were to solicit funds from corporations in Kazakhstan for KIMEP and during my tenure in this position, only three Kazakh companies donated money to KIMEP. The corporate culture in Kazakhstan is still in its infancy and the development of social responsibility policies for local Kazakh companies has not matured to the levels of companies who come from the USA, Japan, or Europe or they may not yet recognize how systems of other countries work. This is not to say that in the future this type of behavior might not be forthcoming, but donations from local companies during this study were scant.


During one of my interviews with the CEO of one of the largest and most powerful companies in Kazakhstan, they were shocked that KIMEP actually needed money and did not know how to react to solicitations from KIMEP. They assumed that because it was under the President of Kazakhstan and that foreigners were involved with the institute, that the money issue was moot. In spite of this revelation, most local companies were still willing to become more involved with KIMEP in terms of hiring KIMEP graduates and sending their employees to KIMEP training programs. Therefore their potential support for the future was noted, but qualified, in that actual monetary donations might not be in the offering.


Right after I came back to my office at KIMEP from this particular interview at the local Kazakh firm, I received a phone call from two of my former students who had set up this interview for me and were working at this firm. They asked me if I could help them find a new job because they just hated working at this local company. Their chief complaint was that nepotism was limiting their potential for promotions and that they were forced to work under the relatives of the boss. They claimed that these relatives of the boss were not qualified and that they should have been the ones who were promoted instead. In Kazakh culture, nepotism is commonplace and students who are not “connected” do not care for this aspect of Kazakh life that permeates most aspects of life there.


Overall, comments about KIMEP and KIMEP students were very high but there was one major complaint given by Kazakh stakeholders about KIMEP students. Many local Kazakh CEO’s and upper level managers complained that KIMEP students have salary expectations that are unrealistic. Their expectations of where they should be in the corporate ladder are also unrealistic. One CEO of a local bank told me: “they want to be the vice president on their first day of work right away and to be driving a Mercedes within a year.” 

The other side of this issue of bringing more local firms aboard as crucial stakeholders is the fact that even though local Kazakh companies may think highly of KIMEP graduates and KIMEP itself, it is important to gauge how KIMEP students perceive local Kazakhs companies. In other words, just because these companies want to hire KIMEP students does not necessarily mean that KIMEP students are willing to work in local firms.

 The second student questionnaire (see Appendix E) that was given to students focuses on placement and career issues. Students were asked a bevy of questions regarding their preferences in terms of their plans after they graduate from KIMEP and how they felt about working for firms from various countries (including their own locally owned and operated Kazakh firms). The following three bar charts compare students’ preferences of job placement for U.S. firms, European firms, and Kazakh firms respectively.

FIGURE 6-3

“When I graduate from KIMEP I want to work for an American firm”
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Clearly the data from the questionnaire demonstrates a strong preference on the part of KIMEP students to work for an American firm. Similar results were found with respect to European companies.

FIGURE 6-4

“When I graduate from KIMEP I want to work for a European company”
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The results are quite different when KIMEP students were asked if they would prefer to work for local Kazakh firms after graduation. The following bar graph on the next page demonstrates that KIMEP students are not as positive about working for Kazakh firms compared to European and American companies. However there are still a substantial amount of positive responses if one does not compare these results to European and U.S. firms.

FIGURE 6-5

 “When I graduate from KIMEP I want to work for a local company”
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It appears that KIMEP students have a stronger preference for working for foreign firms rather then locally owned and operated firms. 


It might also be important to see if there are differences in KIMEP students’ preferences when one looks at the student’s ethnic background. The following tables show the differences between Kazakhs and Russians in how they view working for locally owned firms.

TABLE 6-2

Ethnic Kazakhs: “When I graduate from KIMEP I want to work for a local company”
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The data reveals that almost 33 percent of the Kazakh students polled answered positively to the idea of working for a locally owned company. Only 22 percent of ethnic Kazakh students answered in the negative.  The following table reveals ethnic Russian’s preferences to the same question.

TABLE 6-3

Ethnic Russians: “When I graduate from KIMEP I want to work for a local company”
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Here we see that Russian students are a little less enthusiastic about working for a locally owned firm. Compared to the Kazakh students (who answered 33 percent in the positive), only 25 percent of them looked favorably upon the idea of working for a locally owned-firm. A Chi-Square statistical test was conducted and the results were statistically significant at the .05 probability level (X = 16.521; p=.036).  The data indicate some variation in career aspirations based upon ethnicity. 

 Perhaps this is related with the notion of ethnic Kazakhs dominating most economic spheres of life in Kazakhstan and this may be another factor affecting the low level of Russian graduates working for the firms that were surveyed for this research. 


Perhaps the most telling information garnished from the student-placement survey was the series of questions that directly compared working at foreign companies to working at local companies. Students were asked: “If both a local firm wanted to hire you and a foreign company wanted to hire you and the salary was 20 percent higher at the local firm I would: 1) choose to work at the foreign firm, 2) choose to work at the local firm, and 3) Don’t know what I would do in this instance.” Figure 6-4 shows that in spite of the pay differential in favor of the local company, a majority (47 percent) of students still prefer working for the foreign firms.

FIGURE 6-6

“If both a local firm wanted to hire you and a foreign company wanted to hire you and the salary was 20% higher at the local firm I would…”
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This hypothesis at the outset appeared to be simple in arriving at a conclusion. However, the data gives a very mixed picture due to several factors…First of all, Kazakh firms have a very high opinion of KIMEP and KIMEP students and they would like to hire more KIMEP graduates (in spite of KIMEP students’ high expectations). This is a positive situation for bringing more local companies on board as stakeholders and this trend lends support for the research hypothesis. But KIMEP students do not want to work for local firms and prefer to work for foreign multinational corporations instead. Kazakh firms also do not contribute money to KIMEP and this is due to cultural factors outside of the fact that KIMEP produces outputs of high quality that these local firms value. 


KIMEP often had special times when companies could come to the lecture hall and give presentations and do general recruitment activities. The attendance for the foreign firms was almost always standing room only and it was always a struggle to get at least half the room filled when local companies came to do recruitment work. 

In conclusion, it is assumed that Kazakh business growth will certainly eclipse foreign multinationals in Kazakhstan someday and the job market for students will shift in terms of opportunities open to them. In other words, there will be limited choices for them as the growth in jobs for MNC’s is curtailed and the remaining opportunities will be with local firms. KIMEP students will be forced to look for employment at local firms. Therefore the high opinion that local firms have for KIMEP and KIMEP students is the most important factor and market forces will be the driving force in making locally owned firms become part of the network of stakeholders for KIMEP. In terms of the donations coming from Kazakh firms, this may or may not be forthcoming but perhaps it is enough to have them use KIMEP training programs and to hire KIMEP students to be considered part of the stakeholder network. There appears to be support for the research hypothesis when considering this dynamic.

The next chapter builds upon some of the demand for KIMEP students and programs and features hypotheses that address quality of outputs and demand dynamics as they relate to business stakeholders in general (without considering whether the firm is local or of foreign origin).
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