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Abstract. The changing global balance of power and the growing importance
of middle powers demonstrate the need for highly qualified diplomats to promote
international cooperation. For Kazakhstan, this means the need to establish a
modern system of diplomatic training capable of responding to global challenges
and actively participating in global discussions.

In this context, there is a limited number of studies, particularly on how
Kazakhstan trains its diplomats. The purpose of this article is to examine how
Kazakhstan is modernizing its system of diplomatic training and what it can adopt
from countries such as the United States and China. To achieve this objective,
the study employs comparative case analysis and content analysis to identify
key ideas and directions for improving educational programs and training for
diplomats.

The study shows that Kazakhstan’s diplomatic training system is based on
national traditions and has begun to move toward international standards. This
includes the use of digital tools, participation in global initiatives, an emphasis on
soft power, and cooperation with research organizations. Particular attention is
given to analytical centers such as the Kazakhstan Institute for Strategic Studies.
However, the study finds that, unlike the United States and China, Kazakhstan
has not yet fully integrated these research centers into its official system of
diplomatic training.

The results indicate that Kazakhstan has focused on practical training,
such as role-playing exercises and internships implemented at the Institute of
Diplomacy under the Academy of Public Administration. Significant attention
is paid to improving digital skills and strengthening links with analytical
centers. Recent reforms have emphasized the importance of multilingualism and
encouraged the study of foreign languages. The article concludes that combining
Kazakhstan’s national values with best global practices will enable the country to
compete more effectively in a multipolar world.
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The scientific contribution of the work lies in the systematization of the
Kazakhstani model of diplomatic training and a comparative analysis of its
differences from the practices of the US and China in engaging expert centers.
The practical significance is in the developed recommendations for integrating
the research community into diplomat training programs.

Keywords: diplomatic training, the Kazakhstan Institute for Strategic
Studies KazISS, diplomatic institutes, training practices, diplomatic education,
think tanks, digital diplomacy, soft power

Introduction

The international system is undergoing a significant transformation, as great
power states gain increasing influence and reshape traditional power hierarchies.
As Shakleina notes, the United States remains the only country that fully meets
the classical criteria of a great power, while other actors continue to strengthen
their political, economic, and diplomatic capabilities [1]. These developments
indicate a shift toward a more complex and less predictable global order.

In this environment, diplomacy has become essential for middle power
states not only as a tool for advancing national interests, but also as a key
instrument of survival and sustainable development. The growing importance
of international agreements is accompanied by rising risks, including regulatory
fragmentation and intensified strategic competition. As a result, the demands
placed on diplomatic personnel have increased substantially. Contemporary
diplomats are expected to understand cultural and geographic specificities,
interpret the objectives of diverse actors, and make informed decisions under
conditions of uncertainty.

Diplomatic practice itself has evolved beyond traditional negotiation and
representation. It increasingly involves long-term trust-building, the management
of intergovernmental communication across multiple platforms, and engagement
with a broad range of state and non-state actors. Consequently, the quality of
diplomatic training has acquired strategic importance: the level of professional
preparation of diplomats directly affects the effectiveness of foreign policy
implementation and a state’s ability to adapt to changing global conditions.

These global dynamics are particularly relevant for Kazakhstan, which
pursues a multi-vector foreign policy and actively participates in regional and
international institutions. The need to improve the quality and strategic orientation
of diplomatic training is explicitly articulated in the Foreign Policy Concept
of the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2020-2030 [2]. This document emphasizes
the modernization of foreign service education, the strengthening of analytical
capacity, and the development of professional competencies within the national
diplomatic corps, providing a policy framework for reform in this area.
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At the same time, contemporary challenges require diplomats not only
to master classical diplomatic methods, but also to adapt to a rapidly changing
international environment through the use of digital technologies and analytical
tools for forecasting global trends [3, 7]. Recent research highlights that “tech
diplomacy is becoming a vital tool for nations to engage in the digital economy
and address its challenges and opportunities” [3]. These trends underscore the
growing importance of digital literacy, data analysis, and strategic communication
within diplomatic education.

Kazakhstan’s expanding international engagement has contributed to
the establishment of diplomatic education and research institutions; however,
the existing system continues to face structural limitations. In particular, the
integration of analytical capacity, digital diplomacy, and international best
practices remains uneven. This has resulted in a gap between academic education,
applied diplomatic practice, and policy-oriented research, indicating the need for
a systematic assessment and modernization of the current model of diplomatic
training.

Against this backdrop, this study examines how international models of
diplomatic education can inform the modernization of Kazakhstan’s diplomatic
training system and contribute to strengthening its long-term foreign policy
capacity. The analysis focuses on the evolution and current state of diplomatic
training in Kazakhstan, with particular attention to institutions that support
professional development and policy expertise, including the role of think tanks
such as the Kazakhstan Institute for Strategic Studies [11].

This study makes several contributions. Theoretically, it advances
understanding of how international models of diplomatic education can be
adapted to the needs of emerging middle powers. Practically, it identifies
institutional practices and training methods that may enhance the quality of
diplomatic education in Kazakhstan. From a policy perspective, the study offers
recommendations for integrating analytical and digital competencies into national
diplomatic training programs in line with global standards.

The article is structured as follows. The next section outlines the materials
and methods used in the study. The results section presents a comparative analysis
of diplomatic training models in Kazakhstan, the United States, and China. The
discussion interprets the findings in light of contemporary theoretical approaches
and systemic challenges in diplomatic training. The conclusion summarizes the
main findings and identifies directions for further research.

Materials and Methods

Researcher’s Position and Paradigm. This study is grounded in an
interpretivist paradigm, which emphasizes understanding social phenomena
through the meanings and experiences of individuals and institutions involved
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in diplomatic education. The researcher adopts a constructivist position,
recognizing that knowledge is co-created through interactions between researcher,
participants, and analyzed documents. This position aligns with the study’s focus
on understanding how different national systems—Kazakhstan, the United States,
and China—conceptualize and implement diplomatic training within their socio-
political contexts.

Research Design. This research employs a qualitative comparative
case study design combined with systematic content analysis. The chosen
methodological framework ensures transparency, verifiability, and analytical
rigor, enabling a structured comparison of three national models of diplomatic
training—Kazakhstan, the United States, and China. The comparative case
study approach is appropriate because it allows examination of similarities and
divergences across different institutional, political, and educational environments.

The analysis concentrates on institutional reforms, curriculum
modernization, and professional development mechanisms designed to strengthen
the competencies of foreign policy personnel and align training practices with
contemporary international challenges.

Sampling. A purposive sampling strategy was applied to select countries
and institutions representing distinct and well-documented models of diplomatic
training. The selected cases—the United States, China, and Kazakhstan—reflect
diverse approaches to foreign service education, encompassing Western liberal,
Eastern centralized, and hybrid/post-Soviet frameworks.

United States — representing the Western liberal and pragmatic model, with
an emphasis on analytical reasoning, leadership development, interdisciplinary
specialization, and adaptive learning (U.S. Foreign Service Institute, FSI).

China — exemplifying an Eastern centralized model rooted in state ideology,
hierarchical career structures, and strategic national development objectives
(China Foreign Affairs University, CFAU).

Kazakhstan —a transitional hybrid model combining national traditions with
international standards, represented by the Academy of Public Administration
and the Kazakh Institute of Diplomacy.

The selection criteria were explicitly defined to ensure relevance,
comparability, and transparency:

- Temporal relevance: inclusion of reforms implemented within the last
15 years (2010-2025).

- Institutional diversity: coverage of educational, analytical, and state-
level training components.

- Public accessibility: availability of official documentation, policy
papers, and institutional reports for independent verification.

- Policy significance: selection of institutions directly linked to the
formulation and implementation of foreign policy.
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- The data sources comprised four categories of sources:

- Official documents — including foreign policy concepts and institutional
reports [2, 16, 19].

- Academic publications — peer-reviewed articles and monographs on
diplomacy and diplomatic training [4-6, 8, 9, 13].

- Analytical reports — materials from research and training organizations,
including DiploFoundation [7, 10].

- Institutional materials — documents and resources from key diplomatic
training institutions (FSI in the United States, CFAU in China, and the Institute
of Diplomacy in Kazakhstan) [14, 16, 19].

Sources were collected in English, Russian, and Kazakh, ensuring cross-
lingual coverage. Searches were conducted through Google Scholar, Scopus,
ResearchGate, MFA repositories, and official institutional websites.

Data were collected systematically from primary and secondary sources,
following the purposive sampling criteria outlined above. This ensured that all
materials were relevant, comparable across countries, and methodologically
coherent.

Primary sources included:

- Strategic education and foreign policy plans and institutional materials
[2, 14, 16, 19];

- Analytical reports and methodological guidance from training-oriented
organizations [7, 10];

- Academic literature on diplomatic training, soft power, and professional
identity [4-6, 8, 9, 13].

Secondary sources included peer-reviewed journal articles, monographs,
open-access databases, and policy archives. Data collection emphasized
transparency, triangulation, and reproducibility.

Regarding ethical considerations, all data were derived from publicly
available documents and institutional sources, avoiding privacy violations or the
need for direct human participation. Ethical review approval was not required
due to the non-intrusive nature of data collection and absence of human subjects.

Results

Benchmark Models of Diplomatic Training. The United States and China
serve as benchmark cases, representing distinct approaches to diplomatic
education.

The American model emphasizes analytical reasoning, leadership
development, interdisciplinary specialization, and adaptive learning. Training
and institutional programming are structured through the U.S. Foreign Service
Institute (FSI), which provides a broad course portfolio and professional
preparation for diplomatic personnel [16].
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China employs a centralized training system emphasizing state ideology
and hierarchical career progression. A key institutional role in this model is
played by the China Foreign Affairs University (CFAU), which develops training
programs and supports curriculum modernization for foreign affairs specialists
[19].

The Kazakh model represents a hybrid approach, combining practical
training, professional development, and national priorities. Kazakhstan has
established the Institute of Diplomacy at the Academy of Public Administration
to provide professional education for diplomatic personnel, focusing on analytical
skills, practical training, and alignment with national priorities [14]. The system
is also discussed in academic literature on diplomatic education and training
in Kazakhstan [13], as well as in recent analyses of modern competencies and
hybrid models in Kazakhstan’s diplomatic education [15].

Findings

The United States possesses a long-standing academic tradition in
preparing diplomats. Prestigious institutions such as Harvard University,
Princeton University, and Georgetown University offer specialized programs in
international relations, diplomacy, and public policy. Georgetown’s Edmund A.
Walsh School of Foreign Service, established in 1919, emphasizes intercultural
communication and interdisciplinary learning. Undergraduate students complete
a liberal arts core before specializing in fields such as Science, Technology, and
International Affairs, integrating natural sciences, ethics, and political theory to
prepare for the multifaceted challenges of modern diplomacy.

The U.S. Foreign Service Institute (FSI), under the Department of State,
offers extensive training covering regional studies, cyber diplomacy, crisis
response, intercultural negotiation, leadership, and language training. The
institute is structured into schools for language studies, professional and area
studies, applied information technology, and leadership and management,
alongside supporting units such as the Office of the Historian and a Transition
Center. Training methods include virtual diplomacy simulations, interagency
coordination exercises, and fellowship programs to enhance inclusivity in the
diplomatic service.

China’s diplomatic training system is centralized and ideologically
coordinated. Key institutions—including the China Foreign Affairs University
(CFAU), Peking University, Tsinghua University, and Fudan University—play
a leading role in preparing future diplomats. CFAU, affiliated with the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, has trained more than 20,000 specialists, including over 500
ambassadors, and continues to modernize its curriculum.

Training programs integrate diplomacy, international law, public diplomacy,
cybersecurity, regional studies, and intensive language preparation, complemented
by internships in Chinese embassies and international organizations such as the
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UN and ASEAN. China’s diplomatic philosophy emphasizes unified strategic
narratives and soft power. Institutions such as the China Institute of International
Studies promote state-aligned foreign policy concepts to ensure strategic
coherence across diplomatic missions.

Kazakhstanrepresents ahybrid model that combines elements of Western and
Eastern approaches while emphasizing national priorities. The Kazakh Institute
of Diplomacy and the Academy of Public Administration provide professional
education for foreign service personnel, integrating strategic planning, practical
training, and internships alongside civic education.

Between 2011 and 2020, Kazakhstan implemented comprehensive reforms
aimed at modernizing higher education and diplomatic training, focusing on
professional development of teaching staff, curriculum modernization, and
incorporation of digital tools. Participation in international exchange programs
and collaboration with research centers such as the Kazakhstan Institute for
Strategic Studies strengthened analytical skills and strategic thinking.

Discussion

Theoretical Interpretation of Diplomatic Training Models. Modern
diplomatic studies are grounded in several key theoretical frameworks that provide
tools for understanding the preparation and professional behavior of diplomats.
In this study, these frameworks are operationalized to analyze Kazakhstan’s
diplomatic training system and its adaptation of international practices.

One of the most influential frameworks is Joseph Nye’s theory of soft power
[4], which defines a state’s ability to achieve desired outcomes through attraction
rather than coercion. In the context of Kazakhstan, soft power is examined
through the inclusion of courses on cultural diplomacy, public communication,
negotiation skills, and digital engagement in the curricula and internship programs
of diplomatic institutions. This operationalization allows the study to evaluate
how Kazakhstan cultivates diplomats capable of advancing the country’s cultural
and strategic influence abroad.

Social Identity Theory [5] offers another essential perspective, emphasizing
that an individual’s identity is shaped by group membership. Within diplomatic
training, SIT is used to assess how programs foster a professional and national
identity among trainees, promote ethical norms, and develop intercultural
competence. These dimensions are critical for diplomats’ effectiveness in
multilateral negotiations and international representation.

A complementary framework is Iver Neumann’s typology of diplomats [6],
which distinguishes three archetypes: the bureaucrat, who maintains institutional
procedures and stability; the hero, who drives innovation and strategic initiative;
and the mediator, who facilitates cross-cultural and political understanding. In this
study, the typology is applied to evaluate whether Kazakhstan’s training programs
develop skills and mindsets corresponding to each archetype, thereby supporting
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professional growth and adaptation to complex international environments.

By linking theory directly to empirical analysis, this study ensures that
frameworks are actively applied, not merely cited. This multidimensional
approach provides a robust lens for understanding how institutional practices,
curricula, and professional socialization jointly contribute to the formation of
highly qualified diplomats capable of advancing Kazakhstan’s foreign policy
objectives and projecting national influence through soft power.

Systemic Challengesin Diplomatic Training. Contemporary diplomacy faces
several systemic challenges. Globalization and the Fourth Industrial Revolution
are transforming the nature of diplomatic communication and decision-making
[7]. Diplomats now operate in a multipolar environment characterized by rapid
technological change, information overload, and non-traditional threats such as
cyber risks and hybrid conflicts.

Another challenge concerns the decline of traditional diplomacy and the
rise of new actors — including international organizations, corporations, and
civil society. This pluralization of international relations requires diplomats to
master interdisciplinary competencies such as digital literacy, data analysis, and
public communication [8, 9].

Finally, the politicization of diplomatic appointments undermines
professionalism in some states. This trend weakens institutional continuity and
effectiveness, making professional training systems increasingly important. In
this context, diplomatic education must ensure merit-based selection, continuous
professional development, and alignment with international standards.

Comparative Analysis. Across the three countries, four analytical
dimensions—institutional structure, curriculum content, training methods and
digital integration, and strategic orientation—highlight distinct patterns. The U.S.
model prioritizes adaptability, interdisciplinary skills, and crisis management,
fostering cross-agency flexibility. China emphasizes ideological alignment,
hierarchical career structures, and centralized strategic planning, ensuring
consistency in pursuing long-term national objectives. Kazakhstan integrates
lessons from both models, enhancing analytical and digital competencies,
offering practical training opportunities, and preserving national identity and
strategic coherence.

Thiscomparative perspectiveidentifies key strengths, gaps,and opportunities
for Kazakhstan’s diplomatic training system. Western practices contribute to
analytical rigor, leadership development, and international adaptability, while
Eastern approaches provide a framework for centralized oversight, strategic
narratives, and cohesive national representation. By synthesizing these lessons,
Kazakhstan can further modernize its diplomatic education system, aligning with
international standards while addressing its unique socio-political context.
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Professional Diplomatic Training Programs. Transformational Diplomacy,
introduced in 2006 by U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, significantly
reformed the training of American diplomats. One major shift was the
redistribution of personnel from traditional diplomatic centers in Europe to regions
with higher instability, including the Middle East, Asia, and Africa. Diplomats’
roles expanded beyond embassy duties to encompass community development,
democratization initiatives, and strengthening of public institutions. The reform
enhanced language and regional training programs, enabling diplomats to
integrate more effectively into host countries. Emphasis was also placed on digital
diplomacy, including the use of the internet and social media, and on interagency
collaboration with military, intelligence, and development agencies, ensuring a
comprehensive approach to international crises. Consequently, Transformational
Diplomacy made U.S. diplomatic training more dynamic and oriented toward
addressing 21st-century global challenges.

In addition to structural reforms, the U.S. employs professional skills training
and simulation games as active learning strategies. Social-psychological training
focuses on communication skills, with participants practicing conversation
structuring and non-verbal communication in group discussions. Audio and video
recordings are used for subsequent error analysis. Simulation games recreate
diplomatic negotiations, allowing participants to practice decision-making at
each stage, which serves both educational and research purposes.

China’s primary institution for diplomatic training is the China Foreign
Affairs University, established in 1955 and administered by the Ministries of
Foreign Affairs and Education. CFAU offers programs in diplomacy, international
law, public diplomacy, and international relations, with a strong emphasis on
foreign languages and intercultural communication. Since its founding, CFAU
has produced around 20,000 graduates, including ministers, ambassadors, and
diplomatic advisors, earning recognition as the «cradle of Chinese diplomats.
The university comprises multiple departments, a dedicated research institute,
and over thirty affiliated research centers. CFAU also trains foreign diplomats,
scholars, and government officials through programs that include short-term
courses, Chinese language and cultural immersion, professional translation, and
master’s programs in international relations. Recent reforms have focused on
digitalization, the introduction of online courses and simulations, training in cyber
diplomacy and big data analysis, and expanding public diplomacy programs to
enhance engagement with global media and NGOs.

Overall, both U.S. and Chinese diplomatic training programs demonstrate
substantial investment in human capital and digital capacity, as well as
interdisciplinary studies and professional standards. Their priorities, however,
differ. The U.S. emphasizes adaptability, strategic leadership, inclusion, and
interagency collaboration, encouraging flexible deployment of diplomats across
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various contexts. China prioritizes ideological alignment, national messaging,
and long-term state interests, ensuring cohesion through direct integration of
training with national strategy. These comparative insights provide a foundation
for understanding how international models of professional diplomatic education
may inform the modernization of Kazakhstan’s training system.

Digitalization. In recent years, digital technologies have become central to
diplomatic training in the United States. The Foreign Service Institute introduced
mandatory courses in cybersecurity, digital communication, and big data analysis,
equipping diplomats with the tools necessary to operate effectively in a digital
international environment. Virtual diplomacy simulations have been implemented,
covering crisis negotiation, embassy operations, and complex multilateral
discussions, enhancing diplomats’ preparedness and adaptability. Initiatives are
also underway to establish a Center for the Study of Diplomatic Practice and a
dedicated Leadership School aimed at further developing analytical capabilities
and leadership under uncertainty. The use of digital diplomacy extends beyond
training exercises: during the Syrian conflict, U.S. officials utilized digital tools
to communicate the country’s position, counter false narratives, and highlight
human rights violations, demonstrating the practical integration of technology
into diplomatic practice.

China actively integrates technology into diplomatic education,
particularly through institutions such as the China Foreign Affairs University
and Beijing Foreign Studies University. These universities employ digital
platforms for training simulations, including cyber diplomacy and international
communication scenarios. Courses include digital literacy, data protection, and
public diplomacy in the digital age. CFAU also provides specialized training
for foreign diplomats upon official request, covering Chinese language, culture,
and international relations. China’s digital strategy emphasizes global narrative
control and information sovereignty, with diplomats trained to engage effectively
with international media, civil society, and opinion leaders. Since President Xi
Jinping’s 2013 speech, the country has expanded its capacity to shape global
discourse and enhance soft power through strategic communication.

Both the U.S. and China are actively embracing digitalization in diplomatic
training, albeit with different emphases. The U.S. model prioritizes information
security, crisis response, and interagency coordination, fostering flexibility
and operational readiness. The Chinese model emphasizes public diplomacy,
strategic messaging, and digital narrative management, aligning training closely
with national strategic objectives. These contrasting approaches reflect broader
geopolitical strategies and diplomatic philosophies and provide valuable insights
for Kazakhstan in designing its own technology-enhanced diplomatic training
programs.
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Kazakhstan'’s  National Approach. Kazakh diplomatic education
emphasizes applied learning. Courses such as Diplomatic Protocol and Etiquette
and Negotiation Process Technologies combine theoretical instruction with
simulations. Students also analyze real-world geopolitical cases such as the
Afghan crisis, the Syrian conflict, and instability in the Sahel-Sahara region.
Instructors employ active learning strategies including debates, interactive
workshops, portfolio assessments, and keyword-based conceptual frameworks,
which cultivate communication skills, cultural intelligence, strategic reasoning,
and emotional resilience.

Similar to the U.S., Kazakhstan incorporates interactive teaching methods
including case studies, simulations, and mandatory internships, helping bridge
theory and real-world practice. Like China, Kazakhstan’s training is closely linked
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ensuring that educational programs align with
national foreign policy goals. At the same time, the Kazakh model prioritizes
regional expertise, multilingualism, and the promotion of the country’s image
as a neutral and peace-oriented actor. Despite progress in digital diplomacy and
participation in international platforms such as the Tech Diplomacy Network,
challenges remain, particularly the absence of a unified national strategy for
digital diplomacy. Overall, Kazakhstan is developing a training model that
blends international experience with the strengthening of national identity while
preparing diplomats to navigate both traditional and emerging challenges in
global governance.

Think Tanks: The Intellectual Backbone of Modern Diplomacy. This study
analyzes the role of research centers in shaping Kazakhstan’s foreign policy
expertise, using qualitative content analysis of publicly available documents,
reports, and institutional publications. The focus is on the Kazakhstan Institute
for Strategic Studies under the President (KazISS), examining its research output,
institutional collaborations, and contributions to diplomatic training [2].

Internationally, think tanks complement formal education and government
policymaking, contributing to the professional development of diplomats. In the
United States, for example, cooperation exists between the State Department and
leading research institutions to develop policy training modules that enhance
diplomats’ strategic competencies. Similarly, in China, research institutes work
with diplomatic training institutions to produce analytical materials and conduct
regional security research, integrating think tank insights into diplomatic training.

In Kazakhstan, KazISS demonstrates a model adapted to national needs.
Since 2013, it has expanded academic and regional partnerships with scientific and
expert-analytical institutions to strengthen its role in foreign policy development
and diplomatic training. KazISS conducts interdisciplinary research, publishes
analytical reports, and organizes seminars and workshops that enhance the
strategic and analytical competencies of future diplomats. It also collaborates
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directly with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Institute of Diplomacy,
offering internships and co-organized training programs that integrate research
findings into practical diplomatic education [2].

Comparative analysis indicates that think tanks operate differently
depending on the political context. In democratic systems, think tanks maintain
relative independence, providing fellowships, internships, and expert-led
seminars to cultivate critical thinking and policy analysis skills. In contrast,
in more centralized systems, think tanks are closely linked to state organs,
contributing to ideological alignment and strategic messaging within diplomatic
training. Kazakhstan’s experience with KazISS lies between these models: the
institute functions as a semi-independent research hub that aligns with national
priorities while fostering analytical capacity and strategic foresight for diplomatic
professionals.

Overall, the analysis shows that integrating think tanks into diplomatic training
strengthens evidence-based decision-making, enhances strategic thinking, and supports
national policy formulation. In Kazakhstan, further formalization of collaborations
between the Institute of Diplomacy and think tanks could expand opportunities for
applied research, scenario exercises, and exposure to global best practices in diplomatic
training.

Implications for Modernizing Kazakhstan s Diplomatic Training. The theoretical
synthesis leads to concrete, evidence-based implications for Kazakhstan. The nation
stands at a crossroads, possessing a foundational hybrid model but requiring targeted
modernization to enhance its strategic autonomy and global influence.

First, to address its soft power deficit, Kazakhstan must move beyond ad-hoc
initiatives and develop a comprehensive strategy for digital and public diplomacy. This
involves integrating advanced modules on strategic communication, data analytics,
and digital narrative-building directly into the core curriculum of institutions like
the Academy of Public Administration, drawing on best practices from both U.S.
adaptability and Chinese strategic focus.

Second, to overcome its identity fragmentation, a deliberate program of
professional socialization is needed. This could involve enhanced mentorship
programs, structured secondments between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, think
tanks like KazISS, and academic institutions, and the creation of a shared “corporate
culture” for the diplomatic service that bridges the theory-practice divide.

Third, to cultivate a more innovative diplomatic profile, the system must
intentionally foster competencies aligned with Neumann’s «Hero» and «Mediator»
archetypes. This requires pedagogical shifts towards more scenario-based planning,
crisis simulation games, and courses on strategic foresight that empower diplomats to
be not just executors of policy, but also its architects.
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Conclusion

In the context of a rapidly transforming global environment — marked by
digitalization, multipolarity, and the emergence of new non-traditional threats —
the training of a professional diplomatic corps has become a critical component of
national security and international influence. For Kazakhstan, the modernization
of the diplomatic education system is not merely an educational policy agenda
but a strategic necessity aimed at strengthening sovereignty and enhancing
competitiveness in the international arena.

The comparative analysis of the American, Chinese, and hybrid models
demonstrates that Kazakhstan has developed a foundational hybrid system of
diplomatic training that combines elements of Western adaptability and Eastern
strategic coherence while reflecting national priorities and foreign policy objectives.
At the same time, the findings indicate that this system requires further consolidation
to ensure coherence between academic education, professional training, and analytical
support.

Building on these findings, several recommendations can be identified. First,
Kazakhstan’s diplomatic training system would benefit from the development of a
more systematic approach to digital and public diplomacy, including the integration
of strategic communication and analytical competencies into core training programs.
Second, greater emphasis on professional socialization and institutional coordination
between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, educational institutions, and analytical centers
could strengthen the formation of a shared professional culture within the diplomatic
service. Third, the expansion of practice-oriented training formats, including scenario-
based learning and simulation exercises, could further enhance diplomats’ capacity to
operate effectively in complex and uncertain international environments.

Overall, the study concludes that the modernization of Kazakhstan’s diplomatic
training system represents a long-term strategic investment in the country’s foreign
policy capacity. By building on its existing hybrid model and aligning training practices
with national priorities outlined in the Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Republic
of Kazakhstan for 2020-2030, Kazakhstan can enhance the effectiveness, resilience,
and international competitiveness of its diplomatic corps. Further research may focus
on assessing the practical outcomes of specific training reforms and on incorporating
empirical insights from practitioners involved in diplomatic education and foreign
service training.
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KA3BAKCTAHIAFbBI JUIIVNIOMATUSJIBIK JASPIAY )KOHE
3EPTTEY OPTAJIBIKTAPBIHBIH JJIAMYbI: CAJIBICTBIPMAJIbI
TAJJAY KOHE ’KAHFBIPTY IIEPCIIEKTHUBAJIAPBI
* KonsicOaesa A.B.!, Accerkbiznl JK.2, Anmuesa C.K. *

*13 JI.LH. l'ymunés arbinnarsl Eypasust YITTBIK YHUBEPCHUTETI,
Actana, Kazakcran
% Azus 3eprreyinepi kadenpacsl, KazakcTaH crparerusiiblk 3epTTeyiep HHCTHTYTHI,
Actana, Kazakcran

AHaaTrna. OJeMIIK KYIITep TeNe-TeHIrHIH ©e3repyl JKoHEe opTa
JieprKaBajiapAblH MaHbI3AbUIBIFBIHBIH apTYybl XaJIbIKAPAJIbIK BIHTHIMAKTACTHIKTHI
JAMBITY YILIH >KOFapbl OUTIKTI AMUIIJIOMATTapra JEereH KaKeTTUIIKTI KepceTel.
Kaszakcran ymria Oy »xahaHIbIK ChIH-KaTepiepre »ayar Oepe anaThlH >KOHE
XaJIbIKApalbIK ~ MiKipTajgacTapra OelCeHIl  KaTbhICaThIH  JUIIJIOMAaTTap.Ibl
JasipiayablH 3aMaHay ! >KyHEeCiH KaJbIITaCThIpy KAKETTINH OL1aipe.

Ocpl Typrbia KazakcTaHHBIH AUIUIOMATTapblH Kajail JaspiialdThIHbIHA
apHaJFaH 3epTTeyJiep CaHbl MIEKTEYIl OOJIBIN OTHIp. ATainFaH MakKajJaHBIH
Makcarhl — KazakcTaHHBIH TUIIIOMATUSIIBIK Aasipiay sKyHeciH Kajlal )KaHFbIPTHII
»atkanbiH koHe AKII men KpiTail CHAKTBHI enaepaiH ToxKipuOeciHeH KaHaai
3JIEMEHTTep/1 KaObl11al anaTelHbIH 3epTTey. OChbl MaKcaTKa JKEeTY YIL1H 3epTTeyie
CaJIBICTBIPMAJIbI KEUCTIK TaJljay YKOHE KOHTEHT-TaJay SJICTepl KOJAaHbUIbII,
JTUTIIIOMaTTapFa apHairaH OutiM Oepy Oarmapiamaiiapbl MEH Jaspiay >KyheciH
KETUIIIPYIIH HET13r1 OarbITTapbl alKbIHAAIIIBL.

3eprTey HoTKenepl KazakcTaHHBIH AUIIIOMATHSUIBIK Jasipiiay *KYHeCciHiH
VITTBIK JOCTYpJIEpre HeT13/1e1reH1H )KoHe O1pTiH 1eM XaJbIKapaJIblK CTaH1apTTapFa
Kapail OeT anbll Keje KaTKaHbIH Kepcereai. by ynepic mudpiabik Kypaagaps
KoJlanyabl, kahanaplk Oacramanapra KaTbICyAbl, )KYMCAK KYILIKe OachIMJIbIK
Oepyni KoHE 3epTTey YHBbIMIAPbIMEH BIHTBIMAKTACTHIKTHI KaMTu[bl. Epekine
Hazap KaszakcTaH cTpaTerusiiblK 3epTTeyiep HHCTUTYThI CUSKTBI aHATUTUKAJIBIK
oprasblKTapra aynapbeuiagsl. Anaiina, 3eprrey AKLL nen Keiraiira kaparanza,
Kaszakcranga Oy 3epTTey OpTajbIKTapbIHBIH JUIUIOMATTapAbl JaspiiaydblH
pecMH KyHeCiHe dJi1 TOJBIK €HT13IMETeHIH aHBIKTAN/TbI.

3eprrey HoTHKenepi KazakcTaHHBIH IPAKTUKAJIBIK OKBITYFa, aTall alTKaHaa
MewmuiekeTTik Oackapy axaJeMHsChl >KaHbIHIAFrbl JlUmyioMaTuss MHCTUTYTHIHA
JKY3€re achIpbUIaTbIH POJIJAIK OWBIHIAP MEH TarblUIbIMJIaMayiapFa OachIMJIbIK
oeprenin kepcereni. L{udpnplk marapiapapl KETUAIPYTE KOHE aHATUTHKAIIBIK
OpTaJbIKTapMEH OailylaHbICTapAbl HBIFANTyFa epekine koHUT OemiHeni. COHFbI
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pedopmanap KONTUIALIIKTIH MaHBI3ABUIBIFBIH aTal OTiN, WIeTeNl TUIACPIH
MEHrepy/l bIHTa’daHIbIpAbl. Makanaaa KazakcTaHHBIH YITTBIK KYHBUIBIKTapbIH
V31K QJIEMTIK TOKIPUOETIEPMEH YIIITACTHIPY €I1H KOTIIOIIOCTI dJIeMIeT1 OaceKere
KaOUIETTUIIrH apTThIpyFa MYMKIH/IIK OepeTiHl Typajbl KOPHITBIH/IbI JKacaja/bl.

FoubiMu  ynec — KaszakcTaHHBIH JUIUIOMATUSIIBIK Jaspiay MOJAEIIH
xkyueney sxkoHe oOHbIH AKII men Kpitaii ToxipubeciHeH capanTaMaiibiK
OpTaJIBIKTAP/Ibl TAPTY KOHIHJIET1 albIPMaLIbIIBIKTAPbIH CAJIBICTHIPMAJIbl TAJAAY.
[IpakTuKanblK MaHBI3ABUIBIFBI — JAMILIOMATTapibl OKbITY OarjapiamaliapblHa
3epTTeylll KaybIMIACTBIKThI O1piKTipy OOMBIHIIA 931pJIEHIE€H YChIHBIMIAP/A.

Tipexk ce3aep: nuIUIOMaTUsIBIK Jaspiay, KazakcraH cTpaTerusibik
3eprreyaep uHCTUTYTHl (KC3UM), nunmmoMaTHsUIbIK HHCTUTYTTap, Jaspiay
TOXIpubenepl, AUIMIOMATUSUIBIK OUTIM Oepy, TajaaMaiblK oprajibikrap (think
tanks), UG PIBIK TUTIIOMATHS, )KYMCAK KYIIT

PA3BUTHUE JUILIOMATUYECKOM MMOAIOTOBKHA U
HNCCIEAOBATEJIBCKUX HEHTPOB B KAZAXCTAHE:
CPABHUTEJIBHBIN AHAJIN3 Y IEPCIIEKTUBBI
MOJEPHU3ALIUN
* KonsicOaeBa A.B.!, Accetkbisnl XK.2, Aimmesa C.K.?

*13 Epasuiickuii HauuoHanbHbIi yHuBepcuteT umenn JI.H. ['ymunésa,
Actana, Ka3zaxcran
2 Ka3axcTaHCKHMI MHCTUTYT CTPATETUUECKUX MCCIICIOBAHNUM,
Actana, Ka3zaxcran

AnHoTanusi. V3MmeHsomuiicss MUPOBOM OamaHC CWJI U pacTyliee
3HaYEHWE CTPaH CPEIHUX JCp)KaB TIOKA3bIBAIOT HEOOXOIUMOCTh BBICOKO
KBATU(UIIMPOBAHHBIX  JAWIUIOMATOB  JUISI  Pa3BUTUSA  MEXIYHApPOIHOTO
corpynuudectBa. s Kaszaxcrana, 370 o3HauaeT HEOOXOAMMOCTb CO3JaHUS
COBPEMEHHOUW CHUCTEMBI TIOJTOTOBKH JUIIJIOMAaTOB, CIIOCOOHBIX pearupoBaTh Ha
MHPOBBIEC BBI30BBI U AKTHBHO YYaCTBOBATh B IIIO0ATBHBIX JUCKYCCHUSX.

B 510l CBSI3M CylIECTBYET OrpaHUYEHHOE KOJWYECTBO HCCIICIOBAHMM,
0COOEHHO B KOHTEKCTE TOT0, Kak KazaxcraHn roToBUT CBOMX auriioMaTtoB. Llenbto
JJAHHOW CTaThbH SBIISIETCA MCCIIEOBaHHE TOro, Kak KazaxcTtaH mMopepHU3HpyeT
CBOIO CHUCTEMY JHUIUIOMAaTUYECKOW MOJATOTOBKM M YTO OH MOXET IMEPEHSTh OT
takux ctpaH, kak CILIA u Kwurait. [Ins sToro B MccieqoBaHUM HUCTIONB3YETCS
CpPaBHUTEJIBHBIA aHAIN3 KEHCOB M KOHTEHT-AaHAJIMU3 JJI BBISBIICHUS KJIFOYEBBIX
W]l 1 HaIPABJICHUH JJIs YITyUIICHUST 00pa30BaTeIbHBIX IPOrPAMM U TPEHUHTOB
JUISL TUTIIIOMATOB.

HccnenoBanue moka3pIlBaeT, 4TO CUCTEMA JUITIOMATHYECKON MOATOTOBKH
Kazaxcrana ocHOBaHa Ha HAUMOHAJIBHBIX TPAAUUMAX W Hayajia JBUIaThCS B
CTOPOHY MEXKTYHAPOIHBIX CTAHIAPTOB. ITO BKIIFOUAET UCTIOIH30BAaHUE IU(PPOBHIX
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MHCTPYMEHTOB, y4acTue B INI00AJIbHBIX MHUIIMATUBAX, aKIEHT Ha MATKYIO CUILY
U COTPYAHHYECTBO C UCCIEI0BATEIbCKUMU opranu3auusiMu. Ocodoe BHUMaHUE
yAensercs aHAIUTUYECKUM IIeHTpaM, TakuM Kak KazaxCTaHCKMIl HMHCTUTYT
CTpaTernyeckux wucciaenoBanuil. OAHako HccieloBaHUE OOHAPYKUBAET, YTO
B oranurie oTr CIIA u Kuras, Ka3zaxcran elne HE IOJHOCTBIO BKJIIOYAET ITU
HCCIIEI0BATEIbCKUE ILIEHTPhl B CBOIO OQHUIIMAIBHYI0 CHUCTEMY IOATOTOBKU
JTUIIOMATOB.

Pesynprarel nccnenoBanus mokasbiBaroT, yTo KazaxcraH cocpemoTouns
BHHUMaHUE Ha IPAKTUYECKOM 00yUEHUH, TAKOM KaK POJIEBbIE UTPBI U CTAXKUPOBKH,
peanusyemble B MHcTuTyTe nuruiomaruud npu AKaJeMUU TOCYAapCTBEHHOTO
ynpasiaeHus. BakHoe BHMMaHHE YIEJIEHO YIYYIIEHUIO LHU(POBBIX HABBIKOB
U YKpEIUIEHUIO CBs3€il ¢ aHaJIuTUYecKUMHU LeHTpamu. HenaBuHue pedopmbl
MOJYEPKHYJIM BAXKHOCTh MHOTOSI3BIYHOCTH W CTUMYJMPOBAJIM H3y4EHUE
MHOCTPAHHBIX A3BIKOB. B cTaThe AenaeTcs BBIBO, UTO COUETaHNE HAIMOHAIBHBIX
ueHHoctei KazaxcraHna ¢ Jqy4IllMMU MHUPOBBIMHU MPAKTUKAMU IOMOXKET CTpaHe
6osee 3((HheKTUBHO KOHKYPHUPOBATh B MHOTOIIOJIIPHOM MUDE.

Hayunslii Bkjag pa®oThl — cuCTeMaTu3alus Ka3aXCTaHCKOM Mojaenu
JUTITIOITOTOBKA M CPaBHUTEIBHBIN aHanmu3 e€ orumumii or mpaktuk CIIA u
Kurass B mnpuBnedeHHM SKCIEPTHBIX LEHTpoB. llpakruueckas 3HAYMMOCTH
— B pa3pabOTaHHBIX PEKOMEHJAIMSAX MO HMHTErpalllyd HCCIEI0BaTENbCKOTO
coo011ecTBa B IpOrpaMMbl 00y4€HHUs JUIJIOMATOB.

KuroueBple cJjoBa: gumioMaTrhdeckas TTIOAroToBka, KaszaxcTaHmckuil
UHCTUTYT cTparernyeckux wucciaenopanuii (KMCU), nunnomarunyeckue
WHCTUTYThl, [PaKTUKWA  IOJATOTOBKH, JUIJIOMaTHYeckoe oOpa3oBaHUE,
aHanutudeckue HeHTpsl (think tanks), nudposas nuniaomarus, Markas cuia
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