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CHAPTER SEVEN:

DEMAND FOR KIMEP’S GRADUATES AND PROGRAMS: A STAKEHOLDER EVALUATION

Systems theory, which had been utilized as part of the sustainability tool developed by the University of Maryland’s International Development Management Center (IDMC), postulates that inputs and outputs are critical aspects of the organizational-environmental nexus in assessing sustainability of institutions. Therefore it was deemed important to directly look at how inputs and outputs of KIMEP relate to environmental demand for them. This research operationally defines outputs as being both training-academic programs and KIMEP graduates. Inputs are defined as the procurement of these training programs and the actual hiring of the graduates as well as corporate donations.  All of these final research hypotheses come directly from this notion stemming from systems theory and stakeholder analysis. Additionally, as mentioned throughout this dissertation, all of the agency reports and research done on evaluation all point towards the need to include more external focus of development projects (especially in terms of institutional sustainability) and to include stakeholders perceptions.
One of the larger and more important groups of stakeholders in KIMEP’s operating environment are the local and multi-national corporations that are now present in Central Asia. KIMEP actively courts these MNC’s and local corporations and receives a fair amount of charitable donations from them (particularly the foreign corporations). These corporations also hire many of KIMEP’s graduates and use the facilities for training courses for their employees. Therefore, it would be important to gauge how these corporations perceive KIMEP and to ascertain their motivations for donating to KIMEP and why they use KIMEP’s facilities and programs (political reasons for these corporations engaging with KIMEP were explored in chapter five). Since these MNC’s are utilizing outputs of KIMEP and are a recipient of the benefits of KIMEP, it might also be essential to see how they rate KIMEP graduates and the KIMEP institute itself. 

The third set of research hypotheses is simply related to the idea that if organizations produce outputs that stakeholders desire and value, then these stakeholders will be more supportive and will hire more KIMEP graduates and will be more likely to donate money to KIMEP. As discussed before, these are key goals for the sustainability of KIMEP (or for any institution of higher education for that matter). The following two specific research hypotheses are derived from the general hypothesis (formulated in the theory chapter): “Producing outputs of high quality is positively related to sustainability”.

H3a. If stakeholders rank KIMEP students of high quality, then the greater the probability that they will want to hire KIMEP students.

H3b. If stakeholders rank KIMEP as the best institution of higher education in Kazakhstan, then the greater the probability that they will donate money to KIMEP

The corporate stakeholder questionnaire (See Appendix C) will provide the data to test all of the final four specific research hypotheses in this final chapter. For H3a, there are two key questions that are used to test this hypothesis. The first question asks stakeholders to give an overall quality ranking of KIMEP students and the next question asks if stakeholders are willing to hire KIMEP students in the future. Table 7-1 gives the frequencies and cross tabulations of the responses.

TABLE 7-1

“Overall opinion of KIMEP graduates vs. plans to hire KIMEP students in the future”

	
	
	WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL OPINION OF KIMEP GRADUATES?
	TOTAL

	
	
	Poor
	Neutral
	Good
	Very Good
	

	DO YOU PLAN TO HIRE KIMEP STUDENTS IN THE FUTURE?
	YES
	0

(0%)
	1

(3.4%)
	23

(79.3%)
	5

(17.2%)
	29

(100%)

	
	NO
	1

(100%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	1

(100%)

	
	DON’T KNOW
	0

(0%)
	1

(7.7%)
	8

(84.6%)
	3

(7.7%)
	12

(100%)

	
	TOTAL
	1

(2.3 %%)
	2

(4.7%)
	34

(79.1%)
	6

(14.0%)
	43

(100)


N=43

The data points to the overwhelming response that almost all of the respondents ranked KIMEP students of high quality (90%) and most planned to hire KIMEP students in the future (68%). In fact, only 1 respondent gave a negative response when asked to gauge the overall quality of KIMEP graduates. Similarly, only one of the respondents said that they were not planning on hiring KIMEP graduates in the future, while 12 of them said that they were unsure as to whether or not they would hire KIMEP graduates in the future.  Sixty-eight percent of the respondents said that they were planning on hiring KIMEP graduates in the future.

Ninety-six percent of those respondents who gave high rankings (Good, Very Good) to KIMEP students answered “yes” to the question of whether they were planning on hiring KIMEP students in the future. Even for the respondents who did not know if they were going to hire KIMEP students in the future, ninety-two percent of them gave KIMEP students a high ranking. A Gamma statistical test was conducted and the results were not statistically significant at the .05 probability level (Gamma = -.400; p=.184).
  The data indicate little variation in future hiring decisions based upon rankings of KIMEP students’ quality despite the fact that outwardly it appears that hiring decisions go hand-in-hand with respondents’ high rankings of KIMEP students.

Interviews done with the stakeholders present evidence to support the research hypothesis that high rankings of KIMEP are related to stakeholder’s future plans to hire more KIMEP students. One CEO said: “We would love to diversify our hiring base but the other institutions are still living in the past….At KIMEP, we know that we can acquire students who have at least some exposure to Western-ways of thinking and doing things.” Another manager stated: “We tried hiring other students from the other prominent universities but their English skills were poor and their attitudes were not what we were looking for….KIMEP students are much more apt to be open-minded and respond to training quite well.” An even more severe indictment concerning the problems of hiring non-KIMEP students came from one CEO of one of the larger employers of KIMEP students: “At other universities, because of the rampant corruption and the practice of buying grades, you have no idea of the quality of the students when it comes to looking at their past performance. That’s why we prefer to come to KIMEP and to look at students who have studied overseas. We can trust the legitimacy and transparency of the performance standards and we have found through experience that KIMEP students perform at our company much better than others. They are self-starters.” Another CEO told me that what he likes about hiring KIMEP students is that he can rely upon “inside recommendations” from KIMEP teachers because they are from the United States and Europe and this gave him more confidence in making hiring decisions. He could not get that type of information at other institutes. 

This issue of corruption is important. Prior to my coming to KIMEP, I had taught at four other universities in Almaty and I saw first hand that corruption is rampant. On one occasion, I was approached by the Rector of the university (not to be named) with thirty blank certificates for me to sign. These certificates verified that student’s completed my class and he was going to use them as assets for sale. Other teachers (both foreign and local) whom I met all came forward with similar stories.

The second research hypothesis of this group looks at the ranking of KIMEP as an institution compared to all other institutions in Kazakhstan and relates this to donations of money to KIMEP. If stakeholders rank KIMEP as the best, then they will be more likely to donate money to KIMEP. Two questions from Appendix C were used to test this hypothesis. The first question asks stakeholders to give an overall quality ranking of KIMEP as being the best institution of higher learning in Kazakhstan and the next question asks if stakeholders donate resources to KIMEP. Table 7-2 gives the frequencies and cross tabulations of the responses.

TABLE 7-2

“Overall opinion of KIMEP as the best institution in Kazakhstan vs. whether or not firms donate resources to KIMEP”
	
	
	KIMEP IS THE BEST INSTITUTION OF HIGHER LEARNING IN KAZAKHSTAN                                                                       

	
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	neutral
	agree
	Strongly agree
	TOTAL

	DOES YOUR FIRM DONATE RESOURCES TO KIMEP?
	YES
	O

(0%)
	O

(0%)
	8

(27.6%)
	15

(51.7%)
	6

(20.7%)
	29

(100%)

	
	NO
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	4

(28.6%)
	4

(28.6%)
	6

(42.9%)
	14

(100%)

	
	TOTAL
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	12

(27.9%)
	19

(44.2%)
	12

(27.9%)
	43

(100)


N=43


 The data points to a strong response that a large percentage of the respondents ranked KIMEP as the best institution in Kazakhstan (72.1%) and a majority said that they donate resources to KIMEP (67.4%). No respondents gave a negative response when asked to rank KIMEP as the best institution in Kazakhstan. 

Seventy-two percent of those respondents who agreed that KIMEP is the best institution of higher learning in Kazakhstan answered yes to the question of whether they donate resources to KIMEP. Even for the respondents who answered no to donating resources, 71.4% of them believed KIMEP to be the best institution of higher learning in Kazakhstan.
A Gamma correlation analysis was conducted with the responses from these two questions and the results were not statistically significant at the .05 probability level (Gamma = .223; p=.417).
  The data indicate little variation in whether firms donate money to KIMEP based solely upon their quality-ranking of KIMEP as being the best institution of higher learning in Kazakhstan. The quantitative data does not lend support for research hypothesis H3b.


The final group of research hypotheses builds upon the demand for KIMEP’s outputs directly and these last two specific research hypotheses emanate from the general hypothesis (developed in the theory chapter): “High demand for outputs is positively related to sustainability”. The following are the final two specific research hypotheses that address demand dynamics for KIMEP:
H4a. If stakeholders value KIMEP as a valued, potential source of fulfilling their training needs, then the more likely stakeholders will donate money to KIMEP.

H4b. If stakeholders value KIMEP as a valued, potential source of fulfilling their training needs, then the more likely stakeholders will want to hire KIMEP students.

The first research hypothesis of this last group (H4a) looks at whether stakeholders value KIMEP as a valued source of fulfilling their training needs and relates this to donations of money to KIMEP. If stakeholders rank KIMEP as a valued source of fulfilling their training needs, then they will be more likely to donate money to KIMEP. Two questions from Appendix C were used to test this hypothesis. The first question asks stakeholders if they think that it is important to have KIMEP continue to train students for their firm and the next question asks if stakeholders donate resources to KIMEP. Table 7-3 gives the frequencies and cross tabulations of the responses.

TABLE 7-3

“Stakeholders value KIMEP as a valued source of training vs. donating resources to KIMEP” 
	
	
	HOW IMPORTANT IS IT TO HAVE KIMEP CONTINUE TO TRAIN STUDENTS FOR YOUR FIRM?
	TOTAL

	
	
	Not at all important
	Neutral
	Somewhat important
	Very Important
	

	DOES YOUR FIRM DONATE RESOURCES TO KIMEP?
	YES
	1

(3.4%)
	4

(13.4%)
	13

(44.8%)
	11

(37.9%)
	29

(100%)

	
	NO
	0

(0%)
	1

(6.7%)
	11

(73.3%)
	3

(20%)
	15

(100%)

	
	TOTAL
	1

(2.3 %%)
	5

(11.4%)
	24

(54.5%)
	14

(31.8%)
	44

(100)


N=44


The data points to a strong response that a large percentage of the respondents ranked KIMEP as being important for their continuing training needs (86.3%) and a majority said that they donate resources to KIMEP (65.9%). Only one respondent gave a negative response when asked if KIMEP was an important source in fulfilling training needs.


Eighty three percent of those respondents who agreed that having KIMEP fulfill training needs were important answered yes to the question of whether they donate resources to KIMEP. Even for the respondents who answered no to donating resources, 93.3% of them believed KIMEP as being important for their continuing training needs.
A Gamma correlation analysis was conducted with the responses from these two questions and the results were not statistically significant at the .05 probability level (Gamma = -.137; p=.599).
  The data indicate little variation in whether firms donate money to KIMEP based solely upon their quality-ranking of KIMEP as being a valuable source for fulfilling their training needs. The quantitative data does not lend support for research hypothesis H4a.

The second research hypothesis of this last group (H4b) looks at whether stakeholders value KIMEP as a valued source of fulfilling their training needs and relates this to future hiring of KIMEP students. If stakeholders rank KIMEP as a valued source of fulfilling their training needs, then they will be more likely to hire KIMEP students in the future. Two questions from Appendix C were used to test this hypothesis. The first question asks stakeholders if they think that it is important to have KIMEP continue to train students for their firm and the next question asks if they plan on hiring KIMEP students in the future. Table 7-4 gives the frequencies and cross tabulations of the responses.

TABLE 7-4

“Stakeholders value KIMEP as a valued source of training vs. future hiring of KIMEP students”

	
	
	HOW IMPORTANT IS IT TO HAVE KIMEP CONTINUE TO TRAIN STUDENTS FOR YOUR FIRM?
	TOTAL

	
	
	Not at all important
	Neutral
	Somewhat important
	Very Important
	

	DO YOU PLAN TO HIRE KIMEP STUDENTS IN THE FUTURE?
	YES
	0

(0%)
	3

(10%)
	16

(53.3%)
	11

(36.7%)
	30

(100%)

	
	NO
	1

(100%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	1

(100%)

	
	DON’T KNOW
	0

(0%)
	2

(15.4%)
	8

(61.53%)
	3

(23.1%)
	13

(100%)

	
	TOTAL
	1

(2.3 %%)
	5

(11.4%)
	24

(54.5%)
	14

(31.8%)
	44

(100)


N=44


The data shows that a large percentage of the respondents ranked KIMEP as being important for their continuing training needs (86.3%) and a majority said that they plan to hire KIMEP students in the future (68.0%). Only one respondent gave a negative response when asked if KIMEP was an important source in fulfilling training needs. Only one respondent gave a negative response when asked if they plan to hire KIMEP students in the future.

Ninety percent of those respondents who agreed that having KIMEP fulfill training needs were important answered yes to the question of whether they plan to hire KIMEP students in the future. Even for the respondents who answered that they don’t know if they are going to hire KIMEP students in the future, 84.6% of them believed KIMEP as being important for their continuing training needs. 


A Gamma correlation analysis was conducted with the responses from these two questions and the results were not statistically significant at the .05 probability level (Gamma = -.293; p=.235).
  The data indicate little variation in whether firms are willing to hire KIMEP students in the future based solely upon their quality-ranking of KIMEP as being a valuable source for fulfilling their training needs. The quantitative data does not lend support for research hypothesis H4b.
As in some of the previous hypothesis testing done in previous chapters using the corporate stakeholder questionnaire, the quantitative data gathered through these questionnaires are problematic due to the fact that for these last four hypotheses a large percentage of everyone polled answered positively to the questions asked. There were too few negative answers to have a data set with variation. 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. This meant that the quantitative data did not lend any support for any of these last four research hypotheses in this chapter. However, information from the interviews and from the participant observer experiences lends more support for the research hypotheses than the data from the questionnaire did.

In terms of the interviews, the statements given for the previous hypotheses earlier in this chapter echo this point of KIMEP’s superiority compared to other institutions. However the training programs of KIMEP and the potential for this must not be understated. As the director of development I received many inquiries from both local and foreign companies that wanted to work closely with us in developing extensive training programs for their employees. Indeed there appeared to be a tremendous vacuum in this area and the demand for training programs in Kazakhstan is immense.

Countless times managers approached KIMEP to help them develop training programs specific to their industry. The accounting firms wanted KIMEP to develop evening programs to help their employees pass the CPA exam due to the incredible costs associated with sending employees to the United States to prepare for this important certification. Many retail companies wanted KIMEP to implement sales training. KIMEP’s evening program was designed to help fill this void and enrollment for this program grew each semester. KIMEP already responded to the oil and gas sector by developing an oil and gas management program in conjunction with McGill University and it was quite successful.

Certainly an overall theme that came forth from the lengthy field work that was done in the role as participant observer and from information garnished from the interviews is that KIMEP is perceived to be the best educational facility in Kazakhstan. The collapse of communism left a huge vacuum in terms of most public infrastructure and institutions and educational facilities have suffered a devastating blow from this complete abandonment of support from the government and emerging private sector. The facilities of most of the universities are in horrible disrepair and much of the faculty in most universities has left teaching to earn income to make ends meet. Another problem is that since the communist system is no longer viable, a whole new way of thinking and teaching must be brought on line and there is a complete lack of trained faculty and administrators who are savvy in the ways of capitalism and life outside the socialist system. Here, KIMEP is way ahead of all of the other universities and stakeholders are aware of this. As one CEO told me: “At least you guys have computers and modern text books from the U.S. and Europe. The other schools are lucky if they have electricity. Their libraries are sparse and are still laden with Marxist writings.” In fact, many stakeholders proclaimed that one of the big issues was that KIMEP did indeed surpass all other institutes in terms of educational infrastructure. The preponderance of computers, internet access, and a functional, well-stocked library were all items they commented upon in a positive fashion.

Stakeholders realize the acute problems facing higher educational institutes in Kazakhstan and they have gravitated towards KIMEP as being the only place that provides a modicum of western style education to Kazakh students (at least the ones who can’t afford to go to Europe or the United States).

In conclusion, there is abundant evidence from the qualitative research done to provide support for these last four research hypotheses that look at demand dynamics and quality assessments of KIMEP. Stakeholders appear to be pleased with the quality of the institution and graduates, they want KIMEP to provide more training programs, and they are willing to donate resources to KIMEP and to hire more students. However, KIMEP must not rest on its laurels and become complacent. It must be noted that in addition to the many positive evaluations given to KIMEP by stakeholders, there are still many questions and room for improvement. In time, the other institutes are going to catch on and start playing the “new game” because students in Kazakhstan must now pay tuition. There are no more government subsidies forthcoming. Market forces will force the other institutions to compete with KIMEP and provide similar services.
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