
FEEDBACK
on the IQAA analytical report

‘Analysis of the results of institutional, programme and first-cycle programme 
accreditation (2024–2025)’

1. General overview
The report covers the results of the external evaluation of nine Kazakhstani higher 

education institutions across all levels of education – bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral 
programmes. The document is well structured: starting with a general overview of accredited 
programmes, the authors move systematically on to typical observations, an analysis of 
individual programmes and interaction with stakeholders. This structure allows the reader to 
quickly find the relevant section and immediately apply the material in their work.

It is worth noting separately that the authors did not limit themselves to a list of 
comments, but sought to identify their systemic nature – that is, to show which problems recur 
across different universities and programmes. This makes the report useful not only for the 
nine universities that have undergone accreditation, but also for the wider academic 
community.

2. Practical value
The most useful part of the report appears to be the comparative analysis of the results 

of institutional and programme accreditation. The authors note a consistent pattern: at 
university level, quality policies and regulations are generally in place and formally enshrined; 
however, at the level of specific study programmes, their implementation falls noticeably short. 
This is precisely the problem that any head of department faces in practice: the documents 
exist, but they do not always find their way into day-to-day work with students and lecturers.

A useful approach is to use a heat map to visualise results against standards. This is a 
simple and clear tool that the department can easily adapt for its own self-assessment when 
preparing for accreditation
- rather than having to start the analysis from scratch every time.

The section on undergraduate programmes deserves special attention. Higher 
education institutions launching new programmes often underestimate the risks associated 
with staffing and resource provision at the outset. The report clearly shows that this is 
precisely where the greatest number of comments are concentrated – and this serves as a 
useful warning for those planning to launch new degree programmes.

3. Important observations for academic departments
Among the standards for which the highest number of comments were recorded are

- ‘Academic and teaching staff’ and ‘Student-centred learning, teaching and assessment’. 
Both standards fall directly within the department’s remit,

According to the PPS, the comments relate primarily to low publication output in 
international journals, limited participation in grant schemes and restricted academic mobility. 
The problem is understandable and not new – but it is important that the report identifies it as 
a systemic issue rather than a characteristic of individual universities. This is an argument in 
favour of addressing it not through ad hoc measures, but through targeted support for lecturers 
at department and university level.

With regard to student-centred learning, the most frequently cited issues are vague 
assessment criteria, limited student involvement in curriculum development, and insufficient 
engagement of employers in the teaching process. All these are issues that can be rectified 
within the department, without waiting for decisions from above: revising assessment criteria, 
holding regular meetings with industry representatives, and ensuring a more genuine choice
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C'ieHKxo.n,nep-aHajTH3 rroKaabiBaeT, hto <J>opMBi eaaHMo^ghctbhm c paooTonaxejiaMH, 
CTyxteHTaMH h b biny c khhka mh b 6ojibniHH CTBe By30B cymecTByioT. FaaBHaji ripexeHana 
3KCnepTOB – He B OTCyTCTBHH 3TOH paOoTBI, a B TOM, HTO OHa He CHCTeMaTH3HpOBaHa H He

3 a/io K y M eH TH po BaH a. H a npaKTHKe sto 03 H a H aer: Hy>KHo He H3 o6 peTaTb HOBtie M exaHH 3M 
bi, a (})HKCHpOBaTB TO, hto y>i<e a e n a e T c a .

4. Kan Hcnojib30BaTb othct b paSoTe Ka^eapbi
MaTepnajibi oTneTa }yio6 ho ncnojib30BaTb npH iioai'otobkc k aKKpe^HTapnH: 

THnojiorHB 3aMenaHHH B 3 r cfjaKTHHecKH aBjiaeTca roTOBbiM neK-jiHCTOM no 
Han6ojiee ya3BHMBiM 30HaM. Taicace othct MO>KeT nocjmivHTb ochoboh jxm o6cy>K,neHHa 
Ha 3ace,naHHH Ka<J)eapbi – ocooeHHo b nacTH cxaHnapxoB n n c h 

cTyqeHToneHTpHpoBaHHoro oSyneHHa, rue OTBeTCTBeHHOCTB jie>KHT npeacae Bcero Ha 
KatficnpajibHOM ypoBHe.

IIpn npoeKTHpOBaHHH hobbix o 6 pa30 B aTejiB H B ix n p o rp a M M p a x a c j i n o nepBHHHOH 
aKKpe/iHTartHH ctoht H3yHHTB 3 a 6 jiaro B pe M e H H o - oh n o 3 B o n a e T n p e n y c M O T p e rb Tuno B B ie 
Phckh c in e H a 3 T an e pa 3 pa 6 o T K H , a He y c ip a H a x b aaMCHaHHa nocTtjjaKTVM.

5. OSmaa ouemca
O t h c t IQAA 3a 2024–2025 ro/ibi – nojie3HBiH h cohep>Kaxejibhbih noKYMeHx. 

O h HariHcaH /xocxyrmbiM hsbikom, xoporno cxpyKxypHpoBaH h opneHTHpoBaH Ha 
npaKTHnecKoe npuMeHeHne. CucTeMHBiH B3rjia,n, Ha pe3yjibTaxBi arKpcnuxamiH, 
kotopbih npen.naraiox aBTopBi, noMoraeT By3 aM yBH^eTB He tojibko coScTBeHHBie npoOjieMBi, 
and as for the ‘TeH^eHpHH’ – that is, the ‘3 HaHHTejiBHo ae H H ee’ – it is not a ‘neM npocTO nepeneHB 3 
aMenaHHH’ but rather a ‘KOHKpeTHOH nporpaMMe’.

X o Textoc B 6 bi, hto6 bi n o n o o H b ie aH ajiH TH HecK ne o 63 o p B i bbixo^hjih p e ry j ia p H o h 

BKJHOHajIH CpaBHeHHe C npe^BIHVU^HMH pHKJiaMH aKKpe,THXaiJHH – 3TO n03B 0JIHJI0 6 bi 

OTCJieHCHBaTB AHHaMHKy H3MeHeHHH H OIieHHBaTB 3(J)(j)eKTHBHOCTB npHHHMaeMBIX M ep.

3aBe^yiomHH Kac^eApoH ‘MeHC^>KMeHT’


