
GG lobalization has been one of the main drivers of the
profound changes occurring in higher education
worldwide (Altbach, Reisberg, & Rumbley, 2009;

Knight, 2006; Stromquist, 2007). One of the main responses of
higher education institutions to the increasing pressures of
globalization has been the process of internationalization

(Altbach et al., 2009). Most commonly defined as “the process
of integrating an international, intercultural, or global dimen-
sion into the purpose, functions or delivery of postsecondary
education” (Knight, 2003, p. 2), internationalization has
attracted much attention from researchers of higher education
around the world (Kehm & Teichler, 2007). However, due to

Uluslararas›laflma, Kazakistan’da yüksekö¤retimin modernizasyonu için
ana mekanizma olarak görülmektedir. Uluslararas›laflma için güçlü politika
bask›s›na ra¤men, kurumlar taraf›ndan uluslararas›laflma giriflimlerinin uy-
gulanma süreci ve ayr›ca bireysel ö¤retim üyelerinin, ö¤rencilerin ve yöne-
ticilerin uluslararas›laflmas›yla ilgili deneyimleri üzerine yap›lm›fl araflt›rma
say›s› çok azd›r. Bu çal›flma, ö¤retim üyelerinin uluslararas›laflma konusun-
daki görüfllerini belirlemek için Bilgi Toplumunda Uluslararas› Akademik
Meslek (APIKS) anketinden elde edilen verileri kullanarak mevcut araflt›r-
malardaki bofllu¤u doldurmaktad›r. Çal›flma afla¤›daki araflt›rma sorular›n›
ele almaktad›r: (1) Ö¤retim üyelerinin uluslararas›laflma konusundaki gö-
rüflleri nelerdir? (2) Farkl› demografik ve mesleki özelliklere (örne¤in cin-
siyet, unvan, disiplin, yafl, deneyim) sahip ö¤retim üyeleri aras›nda görüfller
nas›l farkl›l›k göstermektedir? (3) Ö¤retim üyelerinin dil yetene¤i ile ulus-
lararas›laflma konusundaki görüflleri aras›ndaki iliflki nedir? (4) Bu görüfller
ile ö¤retim üyelerinin uluslararas› deneyimlere kat›l›m› aras›ndaki iliflki ne-
dir? Araflt›rma sorular›n› yan›tlamak için hem tan›mlay›c› hem de ç›kar›m-
sal istatistikler kullan›lm›flt›r. Çal›flma, uluslararas›laflma giriflimlerinin be-
yin göçü ve kültürel kimlik kayb› üzerindeki etkisinden endifle duymalar›na
ra¤men, ö¤retim üyelerinin genel olarak uluslararas›laflma konusunda
olumlu bir görüfle sahip olduklar›n› ortaya koymaktad›r. Ayr›ca, ö¤rencile-
re k›yasla kendilerine sunulan uluslararas› hareketlilik ve araflt›rma iflbirli¤i
f›rsatlar›ndan daha az memnun görünmektedirler. Bulgular, uluslararas›lafl-
ma giriflimlerinin gelifltirilmesi ve uygulanmas› hakk›nda ö¤retim üyeleri-
nin görüfllerinin toplanmas›n›n yan› s›ra uluslararas›laflt›rma programlar›na
eriflimlerinin art›r›lmas›n›n önemine iflaret etmektedir. 

Anahtar sözcükler: Dil yetene¤i, Kazakistan, ö¤retim üyesi hareketlili-
¤i, SSCB sonras›, uluslararas›laflma, yüksekö¤retim.

Internationalization is viewed as the main mechanism for the moderniza-
tion of higher education in Kazakhstan. Despite the strong policy push for
internationalization, research on the process of implementation of inter-
nationalization initiatives by institutions, as well as on the experiences with
the internationalization of individual faculty members, students, and
administrators remains rather scarce. This paper fills the gap in existing
research by using the data from the international Academic Profession in
the Knowledge Society (APIKS) survey to explore faculty views on inter-
nationalization. The study addresses the following research questions: (1)
What are faculty views on internationalization? (2) How do the views vary
among the faculty of different demographic and professional characteris-
tics (e.g. gender, rank, discipline, age, experience)? (3) What is the rela-
tionship between the views on internationalization and faculty language
ability? (4) What is the relationship between the views and the extent of
faculty engagement in international experiences? To answer the research
questions, we use both descriptive and inferential statistics. The study
reveals that faculty generally hold a positive view of internationalization,
although remain concerned about the effect of internationalization initia-
tives on brain drain and loss of cultural identity. In addition, they seem to
be less satisfied with the number of opportunities for international mobil-
ity and research collaboration, which are available for them as compared
to students. The study points to the importance of gathering faculty input
on the development and approaches to implementation of international-
ization initiatives, as well as of expanding faculty access to internalization
programs.

Keywords: Faculty mobility, higher education, internationalization,
Kazakhstan, language ability, post-Soviet.
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the complexity, the multifaceted nature, and the variability of
its manifestations, internationalization has become “a term that
means different things to different people” (Knight, 2004, p.
5). Moreover, these diverse understandings of internationaliza-
tion have produced a range of various attitudes and views about
its costs and benefits among various actors involved. 

Most existing research on internationalization has focused
on the national and institutional levels (Knight, 2014), as well
as at the student level (Teichler, 2017). There is even more
limited understanding of how faculty members view interna-
tionalization (Dewey & Duff, 2009; Friesen, 2013; Sanderson,
2008). Meanwhile, understanding the views of faculty is very
important since they play a key role in internationalization
(Dewey & Duff, 2009). They can resist and even compromise
internationalization efforts if they view internationalization as
having high costs and being associated with large negative
effects. They may also serve as the main agents of internation-
alization, engaging in the process via their teaching, research,
and service (Friesen, 2013). 

The main purpose of this paper was to address the gap in
the existing research on internationalization. We wanted to
explore faculty attitudes towards internationalization focusing
on the context of Kazakhstan.

Internationalization of Higher Education in
Kazakhstan 

Higher education in Kazakhstan has been undergoing the
process of radical reconceptualization and modernization
since the country became independent after the dissolution of
the Soviet Union in 1991. Internationalization has become a
key mechanism of this reform process (Li & Ashirbekov,
2014). Uniquely for the context of the post-Soviet country,
internationalization has been implemented in a top-down
fashion, with the majority of internationalization initiatives
pushed by the government rather than originating at universi-
ties (Kuzhabekova, 2020). National authorities frequently
turned to best international practices when they were in
search of new solutions and approaches in higher education
(Azimbayeva, 2017).

For example, to address the problem of inadequate skill
level and the shortage of faculty members and researchers in
higher education during the early days of independence, the
government instituted a competitive scholarship for study in
top universities overseas (Perna, Orosz, & Jumakulov, 2015).
In addition, in search of a new model of higher education, the
government turned to the Bologna process in Europe becom-
ing one of the unofficial members of the European higher edu-
cation space (Tampayeva, 2015). The adoption of the Bologna

standards became the driving force for modification of the
degree structure, introduction of a new system of academic
hours accounting (the credit system), reforms in the system of
quality assurance, and integration of the previously isolated
higher educational system into the global system of postsec-
ondary training and research (Tampayeva, 2015). The aspira-
tions to make Kazakhstan one of the successful Asian
economies in transition has motivated the government to fund
the establishment of several quasi-private international univer-
sities, which became dependent on a steady influx of interna-
tional or internationally trained faculty (Kuzhabekova, 2020). 

International research collaboration has been viewed as one
of the main instruments for strengthening research capacity in
the country with incentives or straightforward expectations for
international research collaboration being integrated into the
parameters of state-funded research grants (Zhumakulov et al.,
2019). More recently, internationalization has been identified
as the main instrument facilitating the expansion of universities’
autonomy and self-governance. Universities are now encour-
aged to engage in long-term partnerships with international
partner institutions, which are expected to serve as consultants
in the process of readjustment of the higher education institu-
tions (HEIs) to independent decision-making (Bilyalov, 2016).

Internationalization has been also viewed as an important
mechanism for modernization of the state in general and of
higher education in particular by external development funders,
such as Soros Foundation, the World Bank, Asian
Development Bank, DAAD, USAID, and others (Silova &
Steiner-Khamsi, 2008). These agencies have also offered schol-
arships for study and professional development abroad, as well
as grants encouraging individual and institutional collaboration
between Kazakhstani HEIs/faculty and their international part-
ners either in research or in academic reorganization
(Kuzhabekova, 2020). Kazakhstani universities have actively
participated in the European Union student and faculty
exchange programs such as Tempus (before 2013) and
Erasmus+ (starting 2014) (Perna et al., 2014). These programs
facilitated academic mobility and the development of joint
Masters’ programs through collaboration with European part-
ner universities (European Commission, 2018). As such from
2015 to 2020, under the Erasmus+ program, Kazakhstani indi-
viduals received funding for 3000 research proposals, 74 uni-
versities across the country participated in various partnership
arrangements, by far dominating other Central Asian countries
in the participation in the program (National Erasmus+ Office
in Kazakhstan, n. d.).

Although HEIs themselves played a much less pronounced
role in initiating internationalization activities, some universi-
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ties have nevertheless recognized the profit-making potential
of enrolling international students, as well as the possible ben-
efits of engaging in funded international collaborations
(Kuzhabekova, 2020). These universities have developed an
aggressive strategy for attracting overseas students and exter-
nally funded grants. Some have managed to build lasting col-
laborations with HEIs from abroad (Kuzhabekova, 2020).

Faculty have been shown to play an important role in the
country’s internationalization initiatives (Jumakulov &
Ashirbekov, 2016). They have frequently been the initiators
and the principal investigators on funded collaborative research
projects. They have been responsible for introducing courses in
the process of curriculum internationalization and the adoption
of new standards as a result of Kazakhstan’s joining in the
Bologna process. They have been providing letters of recom-
mendation for students applying for study abroad. Their active
role in internationalization and educational reform, in general,
has been accompanied by increased teaching, research, and
service loads, while also facilitating the faculty’s professional
development as teachers, scholars, and administrators (Bilyalov,
2018). Despite the growing recognition of the important role of
faculty internationalization in Kazakhstan, little is known about
the extent and the ways in which the faculty have been affected
by internationalization and their views about the pace, the
costs, and the benefits of the process. 

Prior Research on Internationalization in Kazakhstan 

Few recent studies have been conducted on the topic of inter-
nationalization in Kazakhstan. Most of the existing papers
provide an overview of internationalization policy and initia-
tives (Kuzhabekova, 2020; Orosz & Perna, 2016; Tazhibayeva,
2017; Zhumakulov & Ashirbekov, 2016). Several studies
focused on understanding the experiences of international stu-
dents (Ibragimova, 2019; Kim, 2020; Kuzhabekova, Sparks, &
Temerbayeva, 2019; Mukhamejanova, 2019; Sagintayeva &
Jumakulov, 2017) or international faculty (Kuzhabekova, &
Lee, 2017; Lee & Kuzhabekova, 2018). Two studies explored
initiatives aimed at the internationalization of curriculum
(Parmenter, et al., 2017; Tazabek, 2016). In addition, several
papers looked at the internationalization of research
(Jumakulov, Ashirbekov, Sparks, & Sagintayeva, 2019;
Kuzhabekova & Lee, 2020). The majority of these papers pre-
sented the results of the analysis of the existing scholarly liter-
ature and policy documents. Some of the papers used a quali-
tative, mostly interview-based approach to data collection and
analysis. Very few papers used a survey approach to collect the
data and analyzed the data using statistical methods. Most pre-
vious research was based on institutional case studies and
small-scale qualitative data collection and analysis. 

To summarize, research on internationalization in
Kazakhstan continues to be in the nascent stages of develop-
ment. None of the studies, which we were able to locate, had
taken a careful look at local faculty members’ experiences with
or their views about the process of internationalization. In
addition, very few previous studies used quantitative approach-
es to collect data from larger multi-institutional samples.
Meanwhile, a better understanding of faculty perceptions of
internationalization could be useful for HEI administrators
and higher education policymakers. Hence, this study aimed to
fill the gap in the available scholarship, as well as to obtain
novel insights about existing theories by using a survey of fac-
ulty members representing a wide range of institutional types
in various regions of Kazakhstan. Four research questions were
posed at the start of the study:

What are the faculty’s views on the internationalization
process at their institution?
How do the views vary among the faculty based on differ-
ent demographic characteristics (rank, discipline, age,
experience)?
What is the relationship between the views and faculty
members’ English language proficiency? 
To what extent do views differ between faculty members
who engage and those who do not engage in international
experiences?

Method 
This study used a quantitative survey design as the main
research strategy. In particular, answers to research questions
were obtained from APIKS (Academic Profession in the
Knowledge Society) survey. APIKS is the third major interna-
tional initiative to study the academic profession after the
Changing Academic Profession for 2007/08 and the Carnegie
Survey of the International Academic Profession in 1992.
Currently, the comparative study involves around 20 countries,
including Argentina, Canada, Chile, Croatia, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Kazakhstan, Japan, Korea, Lithuania, Malaysia,
Mexico, Portugal, Russia, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland, USA,
Taiwan, and Türkiye. 

For the study of academics in Kazakhstan, our team used the
standard internationally developed APIKS survey instrument,
which was modified to include several additional questions per-
tinent to the national context. The original instrument was
developed in the English language and included six sections: (1)
career and professional situations, (2) teaching activities, (3)
research activities, (4) external activities, (5) governance and
management, as well as (6) academics in the formative career
stages. The Kazakhstani version of the survey was translated



into Russian and Kazakh and was administered in both lan-
guages with the participants having a choice of which language
to use.

Before administration, the Kazakhstani versions of the
instrument were piloted on 30 individuals to ensure compre-
hensibility and consistency of the Russian and Kazakh versions
of the international instrument. Cronbach’s alpha reliability
for the Russian-language instrument was +0.83. For the
Kazakh instrument, the Cronbach’s alpha was +0.87. There is
general agreement that +0.75 or above indicates appropriate
instrument internal consistency. The test-retest/stability reli-
ability coefficient measured on the 30 participants was +0.84
and +0.77 for the Russian and Kazakh instrument respective-
ly, which was again an appropriate figure. 

To ensure the validity of the instrument, the pilot survey
was administered verbally. The participants were asked to read
the questions and instructions out loud, whereas the member
of the research team administering the survey took notes cap-
turing any parts of the questionnaire, which were not proper-
ly understood or were misunderstood by the respondent.
Subsequently, the phrasing of the instructions and questions
was modified until proper clarity was achieved. 

In selecting the sampling strategy for the survey, we took
into account the characteristics and size of the total population
of academics in Kazakhstan, hoping to obtain a representative
sample. The population is comprised of 38,470 individuals, 64%
of whom are female faculty. By educational level, 33.8% have a
Master’s degree, 33% are Candidates of Sciences, 6.8% - hold a
Ph.D. degree, and 8.5% are Doctors of Science (Ministry of
Education and Science, 2018). More than one-third of the fac-
ulty are located in Almaty, and about as many - in Nur-Sultan,
South Kazakhstan, and Karaganda region combined. These
individuals are also spread across public and private institutions
of different levels of importance/funding (national, regional,
city) - the two main types of HEIs in Kazakhstan.

To obtain a representative sample, a multistage stratified
random sampling strategy was used. First, 48 higher education
institutions were chosen purposefully in 17 different regions
(14 regions plus the present and the former capital cities,
where the greatest number of universities is located). The
sample included private and public, as well as the institutions
of different status including national (six out of eleven existing
institutions), regional, state, and private institutions (the latter
three types totaling 42 institutions). Second, we used cluster
sampling, whereas in each university we obtained a list of clus-
ters - schools, departments, and labs comprising organization-
al units. In each university, we randomly selected a set of such
units and within each unit. 

The data was collected via a survey instrument by a profes-
sional data collection company, which was hired for the task in
Kazakhstan. The data collection team of the hired data collec-
tion company approached each of the faculty, researchers, and
administrators within the selected organizational units and
requested them to complete the survey. Trained data collec-
tors of a specialized data collection company interviewed indi-
vidual faculty using the Computer Assistant Personal
Interviewing (CAPI) method. The use of the CAPI method
effectively decreases both interviewer and response error. The
data was cleaned and analyzed using SPSS statistical software.

To assess the faculty views on internationalization at their
institution, we used a composite latent variable operational-
ized by a set of questions in the survey about internationaliza-
tion. The views on the internationalization scale included
answers on such perceived effects on internationalization as
enhanced prestige, enhanced academic quality, increased rev-
enue, widening research networks, increased mobility of stu-
dents and faculty. Faculty reacted to a series of statements
about the pace of internationalization at their institution (var-
ious aspects of internationalization) and about their views on
costs and benefits of internationalization on a five-point
Likert scale ranging from “not at all” to “very much”.
Mathematically, the scale was the average responses of faculty
to the abovementioned survey statements. The scale was
found to be internally consistent (Cronbach alpha coefficient=
0.88). Unless mentioned otherwise, the inferential tests and
correlational analyses are based on this scale.

Results
After applying the multi-stage approach to the selection of
participants, 1024 individuals filled out the survey. Out of
them, 73 were academic administrators that were taken out
from the analysis. The findings of this study are thus based on
valid survey responses from 946 full-time faculty members.
The following statistics describe the demographic and profes-
sional characteristics of the faculty respondents. Twenty-
seven percent of the participants were male. The median age
of the participants was 43 (age ranging from 21 to 62 years
old). In terms of ethnic composition, 84% of the participants
were Kazakh, 10% were Russians, and 6% - representatives of
other ethnicities. With respect to employment affiliation,
43% of the participants were employed at the hiring universi-
ty for 10 years or less. About a third of the respondents (32%)
worked at the institution for 11–20 years, 17% for 21–30
years; and the rest - for over 30 years. Most of the participants
worked at the university either full-time (47% of the respon-
dents) or more than full-time (44%). The majority of the
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respondents were hired on a fixed-term non-permanent con-
tract (65%) and were junior-level faculty (63%). In terms of
disciplinary specialization, 32% of the participants came from
natural, biomedical, and engineering backgrounds, whereas
20% came from education, another 20% from social sciences,
and 15% from humanities and art. 

RQ1: What Are Faculty Views on the
Internationalization Process at their Institutions? 

Two groups of questions in the survey instrument collected
responses pertinent to the first research question. The faculty
were asked to express their views about the benefits and costs
of internationalization, as well as their views about the pace of
internationalization at their institution. 

The results of the survey presented in ��� Table 1 summa-
rize faculty views on the benefits of internationalization. The
table clearly shows that faculty in Kazakhstan tend to have a
positive view of internationalization as a process. In particular,
the absolute majority of the faculty members (over 80% on
average) believe that internationalization contributes to an

institution’s enhanced prestige, enhanced academic quality,
enhanced research networks, increased student and faculty
mobility. The views were somewhat less optimistic about the
ability of internationalization to contribute to increased insti-
tutional revenue. Only 60% of the faculty thought that inter-
nationalization increases revenue to some or considerable
extent. 

��� Table 2 presents a summary of the faculty views about
the costs of internationalization. Based on the summary, many
faculty members acknowledge that despite some benefits,
internationalization is also associated with some costs. For
example, 78% of the respondents believe that international-
ization leads to weakened cultural identity. In addition, almost
70% of academics think that internationalization leads to
increased brain drain. 

Another set of questions in the survey asked the faculty
about their views on the pace internationalization is conduct-
ed at their institution. Based on the responses summarized in
��� Table 3, most faculty have positive views of their institution’s
internationalization initiatives. About 85% of the participants

��� Table 1. Faculty views about benefits of internationalization. 

Aspects No/little extent Neutral Some/considerable extent

Enhanced prestige 28 71 847

3.0% 7.5% 89.5%

Enhanced academic quality 39 101 806

4.1% 10.7% 85.2%

Enhanced research networks 30 93 823

3.2% 9.8% 87.0%

Increased mobility of students 28 96 822

3.0% 10.1% 86.9%

Increased mobility of faculty 61 125 760

6.4% 13.2% 80.3%

Increased revenue 147 224 575

15.5% 23.7% 60.8%

��� Table 2. Faculty views about costs of internationalization. 

Aspects No/little extent Neutral Some/considerable extent

Weakening cultural identity 77 132 737

8.1% 14.0% 77.9%

Increased brain gain 122 184 640

12.9% 19.5% 67.7%

Note: A five-point response scale was used in the original survey. For the purposes of this study, we collapsed the data from the responses “No” and “To a little extent”
and data from the responses “To some extent” and “To a considerable extent.”



felt that their institution had a clear internationalization strategy
and provided opportunities for students’ participation in
exchange programs. The respondents were in a strong, but
somewhat weaker agreement with the statements that their insti-
tutions provided funding for short-term visiting or long-term
contracted international faculty, as well as encouraged its faculty
members to publish abroad. Only slightly above 50% of the fac-
ulty agreed that their institutions provided funding for research
and conference presentations abroad and that institutions were
not particularly keen on supporting international students.

RQ2: How Do the Views Vary among the Faculty
Based on Different Demographic Characteristics
(Rank, Discipline, Age, Experience)? 

To explore whether faculty varied in their views about interna-
tionalization depending on a set of demographic characteristics
we used either a t-test or a test of significance of the correlation,

depending on the scale of the corresponding independent vari-
able. In particular, we looked at the influence of such variables
as rank, age, experience, and disciplinary specialization. The
results of the tests are summarized in ��� Table 4. Based on the
results, it is clear that there was no difference between groups
of faculty members based on the selected characteristics.

RQ3: What Is the Relationship between the Views
and Faculty’s English Language Proficiency? 

One of the hypotheses that we pursued in the study is that bet-
ter knowledge of the English language is associated with more
favorable views of internationalization. Only about 38% of the
participants indicated that they were fluent in English or flu-
ent enough for professional communication (��� Table 5). The
majority of the participants could hardly speak English or did
not have any skills in the language at all. We assessed the sta-
tistical significance of the difference between the fluent and
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��� Table 3. Faculty views about the pace of internationalization at their institution. 

Statement Strongly disagree/disagree Neutral Strongly agree/agree

Your institution has a clear strategy for 51 93 802
internationalization 5.4% 9.8% 84.8%

Your institution provides various international 42 96 808
exchange programs for students 4.4% 10.1% 85.4%

Your institution provides various opportunities/ 121 161 664
funding for visiting international scholars 12.8% 17.0% 70.2%

Your institution encourages the recruitment 92 164 690
of faculty members from foreign countries 9.7% 17.3% 72.9%

Your institution encourages faculty members to 123 128 695
publish internationally 13.0% 13.5% 73.5%

Your institution provides various opportunities/funding 201 188 557
for faculty members to undertake research abroad 21.2% 19.9% 58.9%

Your institution provides various opportunities/ 145 196 605
funding for visiting international students 15.3% 20.7% 64.0%

Your institution provides various opportunities/
225 163 558

funding for faculty members to attend international
conferences abroad

23.8% 17.2% 59.0%

��� Table 4. Faculty backgrounds and positive views on internationalization. 

Variable Results

1. Rank Junior faculty look similarly at internationalization (M=4.40) as senior (M=4.32), p=0.07, t(652)=-1.80

2. Age No association between age and favorable internationalization scale, r=-0.44, n=946, p=.172 

3. Discipline Non-STEM faculty look similarly at internationalization (M=4.40) as STEM (M=4.31), p=0.086, t(737)=-1.72

4. Experience in academia No meaningful association between experience and favorable internationalization scale, r=-0.74, n=946, p=.023



non-fluent speakers of English using a t-test. Fluent speakers
look more favorably at internationalization (M=4.50) com-
pared with those, who speak less fluently (M=4.35), p=0.008,
t(241)=-2.66 albeit with a small effect size (Cohen’s D= 0.218).

RQ4: To What Extent Do Views Differ between
Faculty Who Engage and Those Who Do Not
Engage in International Experiences? 

Another hypothesis that we pursued in the study is that having
some international experiences is associated with more favor-
able views of internationalization. Only about 48% of the par-
ticipants indicated that they engaged in some form of collab-
oration with international colleagues (��� Table 6). We
assessed the statistical significance of the difference between
those who had international experiences and those who did
not have any using the t-test. However, we found no signifi-
cant difference between those who engaged and did not
engage actively in internationalization. There was no differ-
ence in the attitude towards internationalization between
those who engaged with foreign colleagues and those who did
not (Menagged=4.39, Munengaged=4.33, p=0.323, t(728)=0.99). 

Discussion 
Several important findings emerge from the study. First, at the
face value, faculty in Kazakhstan seem to have positive views of
internationalization in general and internationalization efforts

in their institutions in particular. The absence of association
between the perception of internationalization and age, experi-
ence, and discipline, is consistent with the finding that the
majority of faculty view internationalization positively. 

If the uniformly positive views of the faculty accurately
reflect the reality of internationalization in Kazakhstani institu-
tions, then this may point to the positive effects that the
process has on opportunities for international mobility created
by international mobility, internationalization of the curricu-
lum, and research collaboration. Most institutions might truly
be actively pursuing various internationalization initiatives and
faculty members seem to be satisfied with the pace of their
implementation.

However, the lack of variation in faculty perceptions could
be the consequence of the faculty members’ minor role in
institutional decision-making and educational policy. Until
recently, as a legacy of the Soviet-era centralized decision-
making in all spheres of life (Burkhanov, 2018), higher educa-
tion policy and organizational decision-making remain large-
ly top-down (Bilyalov, 2016). The views of faculty are rarely
considered, and the academic staff is rarely consulted when
internationalization policies are adopted and when university
administration decides to take a particular course of action in
that direction (Sarinzhipov, 2013). We believe that as a result
of little engagement in organizational governance, lack of
opportunities to be heard and engaged in deciding the direc-
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��� Table 5. English language proficiency of the participants. 

English language proficiency Frequency Valid percent Cumulative percent

Fluent 145 15.3 15.3

Fluent enough for professional communication, reading special literature 219 23.2 38.5

Hardly can speak and understand 377 39.9 78.3

Do not speak and understand 205 21.7 100.0

Total 946 100.0

��� Table 6. Engagement in internationalization experiences. 

Do you collaborate with international colleagues? Frequency Valid percent

Yes 350 47.9

No 380 52.1

Total 730 100.0

Missing 216

Total 946 



tions of internationalization, and absence of any feedback
gathering mechanisms within the decision-making system at
universities, many faculty members might uncritically adopt
the view of those in power, including the view of the benefits
and costs of internationalization. 

As mentioned in the introductory part of the paper, inter-
nationalization is centrally considered as the main instrument
of higher education modernization and many internationaliza-
tion activities are pushed to universities from the government,
which is also responsible for providing a policy rationale about
its advantages and disadvantages (Jumakulov et al., 2019;
Kuzhabekova, 2020). In addition, the main responsibility for
the implementation of government directives falls on the uni-
versity administration, and internationalization initiatives are
carried on in a centralized fashion at the institutional level (Li
& Ashirbekov, 2014). The uniform view of the faculty mem-
bers in our study could be just a symptom of their lack of
agency and limited influence over institutional decisions about
internationalization. 

If the uniform views on the pace of internationalization are
the result of lacking faculty engagement, the finding is problem-
atic. Internationalization can be costly and can be wasteful for
institutions of its benefits are not fully capitalized upon in the
process of teaching, research, and advising, which are within the
realm of the direct responsibility of faculty members. The facul-
ty members’ concerns that internationalization may contribute
to the loss of cultural identity and increased brain drain are also
consistent with the official views about the negative side-effects
of internationalization (Tazhibayeva, 2017). For example, the
fears that students sent abroad on government scholarships
might not return to Kazakhstan or might return with significant-
ly modified national identities are some of the key concerns
expressed by critics of such government scholarships (Bokayev,
Torebekova, & Davletbayeva, 2020). Moreover, there are grow-
ing concerns of brain drain in the country as more young citizens
decide to immigrate and/or pursue higher education abroad.
This issue is especially poignant in regions bordering Russia
(Central Asian Bureau for Analytical Reporting, 2019). The fact
that faculty are concerned about the loss of intellectual capital
and cultural identity is important. University faculty members
are among the best-educated individuals in the country, who are
empowered to inculcate cultural values in the next generation of
Kazakhstanis. University administrators and policymakers in
Kazakhstan should take a greater effort to investigate the reasons
for these concerns, as well as faculty ideas on how the problems
aggravated by internationalization could be addressed. 

The only difference in views among faculty emerges under
the influence of such a factor as the knowledge of the English

language. Those fluent in English have more positive views on
internationalization, potentially because they benefit more
from it. For example, they are more likely to receive fellow-
ships for professional development abroad, grants for collabo-
rative research, as well as are more likely to be involved in uni-
versity teams responsible for managing partnerships with uni-
versities abroad, thus benefitting in terms of exposure to best
international practices. 

An important finding from the survey is that faculty seem
to be less satisfied with the availability of funding for short-
term and conference trips abroad. This possibly happens
because: (1) internationalization policy in Kazakhstan focuses
predominantly on students (Jumakulov et al., 2019), (2) institu-
tionally funded mobility programs benefit predominantly stu-
dents and are used for marketing purposes (Kuzhabekova,
2020). We find this finding highly problematic. Faculty are the
main targets of internationalization-driven modernization. For
example, interaction with international experts and profession-
al development trips abroad could be prescribed within the
frames of reforms aimed at improvement of the quality of
teaching or transfer to credit-hour technology (Nessipbayeva,
2014). Similarly, faculty are expected to engage in internation-
al research collaborations within the government’s initiatives
to enhance university research capacity (Jumakulov et al.,
2019). Meanwhile, while being viewed as the main implemen-
tors of internationalization initiatives, faculty have few oppor-
tunities to benefit from internationalization themselves. This
could explain why faculty members, who have limited knowl-
edge of English, have less positive view of internationalization.
They might be excluded from whatever limited opportunities
are available. An important practical implication of this finding
is that universities and governments should stimulate better
access of faculty to international programs via subsidized lan-
guage training and expansion of mobility programs and inter-
national research collaboration funding.

Conclusion 
Several important implications arise from the findings of the
study. First, more funding should be provided for faculty
mobility programs, as well as for faculty language training, so
that more faculty could benefit from the mobility. Second, the
voice of faculty members should be included in international-
ization policy development, and they should be provided with
opportunities to express both positive and negative views, as
well as suggestions for changes in the course of actions. Third,
given the faculty concerns about the brain drain and the loss of
cultural identity, as well as the state’s interest in lowering the
rate of brain drain from the country, especially among the

Yüksekö¤retim Dergisi | TÜBA Higher Education Research/Review (TÜBA-HER)

Aliya Kuzhabekova, Darkhan Bilyalov, & Merey Mussabayeva

S42



younger generation, faculty can be encouraged to engage in
critical conversations about internationalization with their stu-
dents. This is something, which may be difficult to achieve in
a post-Soviet state, where critical thinking was undermined by
years of centralized decision-making and ideological control
(Burkhanov, 2018). Recent initiatives aimed at the expansion of
university autonomy might create a window of opportunity for
both greater involvement of faculty in the determination of
internationalization policies, as well as in critical reflection and
conversations about societal impacts of internationalization
(Bilyalov, 2016). 
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