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INSTITUTIONAL ECONOMICS OF DOCTORAL EDUCATION AND HUMAN CAPITAL
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ABSTRACT. Doctoral education is a vital mechanism for strengthening research potential and developing highly qualified
human capital. Although the doctoral experience has attracted considerable scholarly attention, the ways in which the institutional
environment interacts with individual characteristics to shape researcher development remain understudied, particularly in hybrid
academic settings that combine international and local educational traditions.

This research examines the institutional and individual determinants of researcher development during doctoral studies. Using a
qualitative, multivariate research design, the study examines two disciplinary contexts at Nazarbayev University. Empirical data were
collected through semi-structured interviews with doctoral students and supplemented by an analysis of institutional documents
to provide contextual depth and support data triangulation.

The results demonstrate that researcher development is influenced by organizational and individual factors. Institutional factors
including program structure, academic supervision practices, institutional support, support systems, and peer engagement shape
the developmental conditions in which research competencies are acquired. At the individual level, motivation, prior academic
experience, research activity, and student autonomy determine the extent to which PhD candidates can utilize these opportunities

and benefit from them.
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While contextual differences exist across disciplinary environments, the underlying mechanisms driving researcher development
demonstrate a high degree of consistency across contexts.

This study contributes to literature by offering an integrated framework that views researcher development as the result of the
interaction between institutional structures and individual activity. Furthermore, it enriches existing understandings of doctoral
education in hybrid academic environments by providing empirical evidence from a context where internationally oriented
academic standards coexist with locally rooted institutional characteristics.

KEYWORDS: doctoral education, researcher development, human capital development, individual factors, academic
socialization, qualitative case study.

NHCTUTYLMOHAbHAsA 3KOHOMMKA AOKTOPCKOro o6pa3oBaHna U yenioBeUeCckuii KanuTan
Temep6aesa A.M.", Koxymos A.C.%, Baiigunbauna A.M.?

'META University, Aimamei, Kazaxcmar; *Eepazulickuli HayuoHaneHsIl yHugepcumem umeru /1.H. Nymunéea, Acmana,
Kasaxcmar; *Kazaxckuli HayuoHaneHsIl nedazoaudeckuli yHusepcumem umeru Abas, Aamamel, Kazaxcmar

AHHOTALMA. [lokTopaHTypa npeacTaBaseT cobol BaKHEWLWA MeXaHW3M YKpernaeHus WCCAefoBaTeNbCckOro MoTeHLMana U passutvs
BbICOKOKBaNNULMPOBAHHOTO YenoBeYeckoro kanutana. HecMoTpsa Ha TO, UTO AOKTOPaHTypa MpUB/AEKaeT 3HauMTeNbHOe BHUMAaHME Y4eHblX,
B3aMMOZENCTBUE MHCTUTYLIMOHANbHOW Cpedbl C WHAMBMAYaNbHbIMW XapaKTepUCTKamy, BAVAIOLLEe Ha pa3BUTVE UccaedoBaTesieil, ocTaeTcs
HeJ0CTaTOYHO U3YyYeHHbIM, OCODEHHO B TMOPUAHBIX aKkaZeMUYecknx YCNOBUAX, COYeTaroWmnX MexXayHapoaHble 1 MeCTHble obpa3oBaTesbHble
Tpaguumnu.

B AaHHOM MCCnefoBaHUM M3YYatoTCAd UHCTUTYLIMOHA/IbHBIE U VHAWBUAYabHbIE AeTePMUHaHTbl Pa3BUTUA UCCeAoBaTeN el B JOKTOPaHTYype.
Mcnonb3ys kayecTBeHHbIA MeTOJ MCCNeJOBaHUA Ha OCHOBE MHOXECTBEHHbIX KeCOB, UCCefoBaHWe paccMaTpuBaeT JBa AWVCLMMAMHAPHDBIX
KoHTeKkcTa B HazapbaeBCcKOM yHUBepcuTeTe. IMNrpUYeckrie aHHble CoObpaHbl MOCPeACTBOM MNONYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHbIX UHTEPBBIO C JOKTOPaHTaMmn
1 AOMONHEHbI aHaIM30M UHCTUTYLIMOHHbBIX JOKYMEHTOB A8 0becrneyeHns KOHTEKCTHOW rY6VHbI U MOAAEPXKKN TPUAHTYAALMKU AaHHbIX.

Pe3ysibTaTbl MOKa3biBatOT, UTO Pa3BUTME UCCIeAOBaTENEN MPOUCXOAUT MO COBOKYMHbIM BAUSAHMEM OPraHW3aLMOHHbIX U UHAVBUAYa bHbIX
dakTOpOoB. VIHCTUTYLMOHA bHbIE 3NEMEHTbI, BKAtOYasA CTPYKTypy Mporpammbl, MpakTUKy Hay4YHOro pPyKOBOZACTBA, CUCTEMbl MHCTUTYLIMOHHOM
MOAAEPXKKM M B3aUMOZAENCTBUe cKonneramu. Co3AatoTyCcN0BuS, B KOTOPbIX MPUOBPETatOTCA NCCeA0BaTeNbCKIE KOMMETEHLMW. Ha HANBYAYaNbHOM
YPOBHe MOTMBaLMA, NpeablAyLinii akageMnyeckunii 1 nccnefloBaTeNbCkuin OMbIT, @ Tak)ke CaMOCTOATENbHOCTL CTy/eHTa OnpeenstoT, HaCKoNbKO
JOKTOPaHTbI CMOCO6HbI MCMONb30BaTh 3TV BO3MOXHOCTU U U3BEKaTb U3 HUX NOJb3y. XOTA B Pa3NNYHbIX AUCLUMAVHAPHBIX Cpesax Habatoaarotcs
onpejeneHHble KOHTEKCTyalbHble pa3/nymA, OCHOBHble MexaHW3Mbl, onpejenstolive pa3BuUTUe MUCCaefoBaTeNel, JeMOHCTPYPYIOT BbICOKYHO
CTerneHb COrNacoBaHHOCTY B Pa3HbIX CIyYasX.

[laHHOe nccnefoBaHWe BHOCUT BKAaj B MTepaTypy, npeAnaras MHTErpypoBaHHYHO KOHLIEMLMIO pa3BUTUA MCCaejoBaTeNell Kak pesyibtar
B3aUMOZAENCTBUA UHCTUTYLIMOHHBIX CTPYKTYP W UHAMBUAYabHON camocToaTenbHOCTU. Kpome Toro, nccnegoBaHune oboralaeT CylecTBytoLiee
NMOHMMaHMe JOKTOPCKOro obpasoBaHWe B MOPWAHBIX akadeMU4eckux cpefax, MpejocTaBAAf 3MMUPUYEcKMe JaHHble W3 KOHTeKCTa, rae
MeXAyHapOAHO-OPUEHTUPOBaHHbIE akaeMuyeckre CTaHAaPTbl COCYLLECTBYHOT C MECTHBIMU MHCTUTYLIMOHAbHBIMU XapakTepUCTKaMu.

K/HOYEBBIE C/IOBA: pokTOpaHTypa, pasBuWTMe WCCnefoBaTesel, pa3BUTUE YeNOBEYEeCKOro KamnuTtana, WHAMBUAYanbHble ¢$akTopbl,
akaZiemuyeckas colmanmsaLms, kauecTBeHHOe UCcaes0BaHNe Kelic CTagu.

AokTopaHTypa 6iniMiHIH, MHCTUTYLLMOHaNAbIK SKOHOMMKAChI XK9HE ajaM KanuTtaabl
Temepb6aeBa A.M.", Koxxymos A.C.%, Baligunbauna A.M.*

'META University, Aimamei, Kazaxcmar; *Eepasulickuli HayuoHaneHsill yHusepcumem umeru /1.H. [ymunéea, Acmana,
Kazaxcman; *Kaszaxckuli HayuoHaeHsIl nedazozudeckuli yHusepcumem umeru Abas, Aimamel, Kazaxcmar

AHAATNA. loktopbik 6inim 6epy 3epTTey aneyeTiH HblFalTy XaHe 03blK aAaMu KanuTangbl AambITyAblH MaHpI34bl TeTiri 60/1bin Tabblaazbl.
JlokTopAblk Taxipunbe fanbiMAapablH Ha3apblH ayAapfaHbIMEH, MHCTUTYLIVMOHaNAbIK OPTaHbIH 3epTTeYLLINEePAIH AaMyblH KaabiNTacTbipy YLUiH Xeke
cMnaTTamanapMeH e3apa apekeTTecy XoAapbl, dcipece xanblkapasblk XaHe XeprinikTi 6inim 6epy agacTypnepiH BipikTipeTiH apanac akageMunanbik,
opTaja, XEeTKINKTi 3epTTe/IMEreH.

Byn 3epTTey gokTopbik 6inim bepyaeri 3epTreyLllinepain, AamybiHbIH MHCTUTYLIMOHANABIK SKOHE XeKe AeTepMUHAHTTapbiH 3epTTeisi. 3epTTey
HasapbaeB YHMBepcUTETIHAETI eKi MOHAIK KOHTEKCTTI 3epTTeinai. IMNuUprKanbik Aanensep AOKTOPaHTTapMeH XapTbiial KypblabiMaanfaH cyxbatrap
apKbl/bl XUHaNAbl XOHE KOHTEKCTIK TePEeHAIKTI XaHe AepekTepAi TpuaHryaauuanayabl Koagay ywiH UHCTUTYLMOHaNAbIK Ky>KaTTapabl TangayMmeH
TOJIbIKTBIPbIAZABI.

HaTmxenepi 3epTreyLUiHiH AaMybl ybIMAACTbIPYLLbIIbIK XKIHE XXeKe GpakTopaapabiH bipaeckeH acepi apKblibl Xy3€ere acblpbliaTblHbIH KOPCETEA,.
Baffapnama KypbUibIMbIH, XETEKLLINIK TaXXipubenepiH, MHCTUTYLMOHaNAbIK KOAAay XXyienepiH XoHe apinTecTepMeH e3apa apeKkeTTecysi Koca
anfaHAa, MHCTUTYLIMOHaAAbIK d1eMeHTTep 3epTTey Ky3blpeTTiNiKTePiHiH KanbinTacy XafaannapsliH 6enrineiai. Xeke geHrerige MOTUBaLNS, anablHFbI
aKaZeMuANbIK XaHe 3epTTey Taxipubeci XKoHe CTYAEHTTIK areHTTiK AOKTOPaHTTapAblH, OCbl MYMKIHAIKTEPre KaHWanbIKTbl KaTbica anaTblHbIH
X9He onapAaH KaHWanbIKTbl Nanga Kepe anatbiHbiH aHblKTanAbl. TopTiNTik opTa 6enrini 6ip KOHTEKCTIK aliblpMaLlbliblKTapAbl KOPCETKEHIMEH,
3epTTeyLiHiH AaMyblH KO3falTblH HeTi3ri MexaHn3MAep icTep 6oWbIHLLIA XOFapbl Aapexeaeri CONKeCTIKTI kepceTesi.

3epTTey 3epTTeyLUiHIH AaMyblH MHCTUTYLIMOHANABIK KYPbIIbIMAAP MEH XeKe areHTTIKTep apacbiHAarbl ©3apa dpeKeTTeCYAiH HaTUXeC peTiHae
TYXKbIPbIMAANTBIH UHTErpaLmanaHfaH KypblabiIMAbl AaMbITy apKblibl a4ebuetke yaec kocagbl. COHbIMEH KaTap, ON Xajblkapasnblk bafbiTTanfaH
aKafeMUAbIK CTaHAapTTap XXeprinikTi MHCTUTYLMOHaNAbIK cunaTTaManapMeH Katap eMip CypeTiH KOHTEKCTeH IMMNUPWKanbIK Aanengep Kentipy
apKblabl TMOPUATI akaseMUAbIK OpTasafbl JOKTOPIbIK 6iniM 6epyain Kasipri TyCiHiriH 6alibiTagbl.

KINT CO3AEP: pokTopaHTypasa 6inim 6epy, 3epTreyLlinepai 4ambiTy, ajamu Kanutangbl AaMbiTy, Xeke GakTopaap, akajeMusablk oNeyMeTTeHy,
cananbl Kenc-cragu

INTRODUCTION. Doctoral education plays an import-
ant role in the development of the knowledge economy,
as it contributes to the training of highly qualified spe-
cialists and the strengthening of the country's research
potential. In doctoral programs, students not only master
modern scientific achievements, but also contribute to
the creation of new knowledge through independent re-
search. As universities increasingly focus on research and
innovation, doctoral education is becoming a key factor
determining their academic reputation and competitive-
ness.

In recent years, interest in research on doctoral educa-
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tion has grown significantly. Some studies have focused
on issues of academic socialization and the development
of a research personality among young scientists, while
others have examined the institutional conditions that
influence success and scientific productivity in doctoral
studies. Researchers have examined a variety of factors,
such as university support, interaction with the scientific
community, doctoral students' motivation, and their pre-
vious research experience.

Despite the significant volume of research, most an-
alyze individual factors in isolation, which hinders a full
understanding of how doctoral education contributes to
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the development of research competencies and human
capital [1]. This issue is particularly relevant for higher ed-
ucation systems that are evolving under the influence of
international academic standards and national character-
istics.

The effectiveness of doctoral programs depends not
only on formal educational requirements, but also on a
wide range of factors. These include government support
for research, the availability of research opportunities,
the quality of academic supervision, and the willingness
of doctoral students to actively participate in research.
Therefore, the development of a researcher can be viewed
not as the result of any single factor, but as the result of
the interaction between the institutional environment and
the individual characteristics of the student [2].

Based on this, this study aims to investigate how insti-
tutional and personal factors influence the development
of doctoral students' research potential. Doctoral studies
are considered not only as another level of higher edu-
cation, but also as an environment in which professional
research competencies, scientific thinking and the ability
to create new knowledge are formed. It is during this pe-
riod that the transition from mastering existing scientific
methods to conducting independent research and enter-
ing the academic community takes place.

The research question is aimed at the following issues:
what institutional and personal factors have the greatest
impact on the development of researchers during doctor-
al studies? To answer this question, doctoral studies are
considered as a unique educational and research envi-
ronment in which the development of future researchers
is influenced by both the characteristics of the academic
environment and the personal resources of the student.

The study suggests that the development of research
competencies cannot be explained solely by the quality
of the educational program or the individual character-
istics of the doctoral student. Their interaction plays an
important role. On the one hand, the university creates
conditions for scientific work through research infrastruc-
ture, academic supervision, academic networks and sup-
port mechanisms. On the other hand, the effectiveness of
these opportunities depends on the motivation, research
experience, level of independence, and willingness of the
doctoral student to actively participate in research. Even
in a supportive academic environment, outcomes can vary
significantly, as some students adapt more quickly to the
research culture and use the available resources, while
others encounter difficulties along the way.

This approach allows us to view research readiness as
a dynamic process that develops at the intersection of
institutional context and individual engagement. This is
especially important for understanding that identical ed-
ucational conditions do not always lead to identical out-
comes in the development of research competencies.

The empirical basis of the study is data obtained in a
hybrid academic environment, where international re-
quirements for research readiness are combined with lo-
cal educational practices and institutional characteristics.
Analyzing this context allows us to expand existing under-
standings of research development, which to date have
been based mainly on data from Western universities. The
results obtained may be useful both for the further de-
velopment of doctoral research and for the improvement
of doctoral training programs aimed at strengthening the
researlch capacity of universities and developing human
capital.

MATERIAL AND METHODS OF RESEARCH. The re-
search used a qualitative approach because researcher
development is a complex and multifaceted process that
cannot be fully described by quantitative indicators alone.

The development of research competencies is not only
related to academic results or publication activity, but also
to the daily experiences of doctoral students, their super-
visors, colleagues, and the academic community. There-
fore, it is important to explore the personal stories, per-
ceptions, and explanations of those involved in the edu-
cational process to understand how researchers develop.

The study used a comparative case study format and
included two academic schools at Nazarbayev University:
the Graduate School of Education and the School of En-
gineering and Digital Sciences. The choice of department
was due to the intention to study the development of re-
searchers in different disciplinary contexts. Doctoral stud-
ies in education and engineering are based on different
research traditions, forms of scientific collaboration, and
ways of organizing research. This allowed us not only to
identify the specifics of each context, but also to identify
important factors regardless of the discipline.

Nazarbayev University is of particular interest for this
study. On the one hand, the university adheres to inter-
national standards of research training and is actively
integrated into the global academic space. On the oth-
er hand, it operates within the national higher education
system and interacts with its institutional characteristics.
This combination makes the university a unique platform
where international academic practices and local educa-
tional realities intersect. It is in these cases that the influ-
ence of both the institutional environment and the indi-
vidual strategies of doctoral students is clearly visible.

The main method of data collection was semi-struc-
tured interviews, which allowed us to assess the partici-
pants’ experiences, their perceptions of doctoral educa-
tion, and the factors that influence their research develop-
ment. Particular attention was paid to how doctoral stu-
dents perceive the available opportunities, what resources
they consider most important, and what challenges they
face in their studies and research.

Internal university documents, including doctoral pro-
gram guidelines, regulatory documents, and policy mate-
rials, were also analyzed to better understand the context
under study. This analysis allowed us to compare the for-
mally stated goals and mechanisms of research teaching
with how they were implemented and perceived by par-
ticipants in practice.

Data processing was carried out according to the qual-
itative case study methodology of R. In [4]. In the first
stage, open coding of interviews was carried out to iden-
tify recurring themes and patterns. During the analysis,
special attention was paid to the issues of institutional
support, the role of academic leadership, interaction with
the academic community, motivation for research, previ-
ous experience and the level of autonomy of doctoral stu-
dents. Subsequently, analysis was carried out both within
and between cases, which allowed us to identify common
mechanisms of research development, while simultane-
ously identifying differences due to the specificity of the
discipline.

Particular attention was paid to ensuring the quality of
the research. To increase the reliability of the results, data
triangulation was used, involving multiple sources of in-
formation. All stages of data collection and analysis were
documented, which ensured the transparency of the re-
search process and the possibility of monitoring the logic
of the conclusions reached. Participation in the study was
voluntary. All respondents provided informed consent
prior to the interview, and the data obtained were ano-
gymized to ensure confidentiality and protect personal

ata.

The research design of this article allowed us to identify
factors that influence the development of doctoral stu-
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dents and to understand the mechanisms by which these
factors influence their impact.

RESULTS AND THEIR DISCUSSION. The findings indi-
cate that researcher development during doctoral training
is shaped by the combined influence of institutional ar-
rangements and individual characteristics. Although these
dimensions can be discussed separately for analytical pur-
poses, interview participants consistently described them
as inseparable in their day-to-day doctoral experience.
Their accounts suggest that the development of research
competence, the formation of an academic identity, and
integration into scholarly communities evolve through
the interaction of both dimensions rather than through
the effect of either one alone.

To facilitate interpretation, the findings are presented
under two broad categories: institutional determinants
and individual determinants. This distinction is analytical
rather than absolute. Doctoral education operates as a
system in which organizational structures create learning
opportunities, while students' motivation, previous expe-
rience, and personal engagement determine how these
opportunities are translated into research capability and
professional growth.

Across both cases, respondents repeatedly emphasized
that institutional support alone does not guarantee suc-
cessful researcher development. Likewise, personal moti-
vation cannot fully compensate for weak organizational
conditions. Instead, doctoral progress emerged from the
continuous interaction between institutional opportuni-
ties and students' ability to recognize, use, and expand
them throughout their studies.

Among the institutional factors identified, the overall
structure of the doctoral program was mentioned most
frequently. Participants viewed the gradual transition
from coursework to proposal preparation and disserta-
tion research as a logical sequence that enabled them to
build confidence and progressively assume responsibility
for independent scholarly work. Many described proposal
development as a decisive stage in their doctoral journey
because it required them to formulate original research
questions, defend methodological choices, and begin
making independent academic decisions rather than re-
lying primarily on supervisory guidance.

Academic supervision emerged as another central
component of researcher development in both academ-
ic units. Participants rarely viewed supervisors solely as
methodological advisors. Instead, they described them
as intellectual mentors who challenged ideas, provided
constructive feedback, encouraged independent think-
ing, and supported professional growth throughout the
doctoral journey. Students who reported regular and pro-
ductive interaction with their supervisors also described
greater confidence in conducting research, clearer aca-
demic goals, and a stronger sense of belonging within the
research community. These accounts suggest that effec-
tive supervision contributes not only to scientific compe-
tence but also to the development of professional identity
and long-term academic engagement.

Institutional support extended well beyond formal su-
pervision. Respondents emphasized the importance of
access to research laboratories, digital resources, finan-
cial support, administrative assistance, and well-defined
academic procedures. According to participants, these
institutional resources reduced uncertainty, simplified
navigation through program requirements, and allowed
them to devote more attention to research activities. By
contrast, limited access to institutional support often de-
layed research progress, increased administrative burden,
and narrowed opportunities for academic development.

From the authors' perspective, these findings demon-

strate that universities foster researcher development not
only through curriculum design or formal training re-
quirements but also by creating an institutional environ-
ment that promotes confidence, sustained engagement,
and increasing scholarly independence. The quality of the
surrounding academic ecosystem appears to shape how
effectively doctoral students transform available resourc-
es into research competence.

The social dimension of doctoral education also
emerged as an important element of researcher devel-
opment. Participants consistently highlighted the value of
interactions with peers, describing them as a source of
intellectual exchange, collaborative learning, constructive
feedback, and emotional support. Informal discussions
with fellow doctoral students frequently complemented
formal supervision by creating opportunities to test ideas,
share experiences, and address common research chal-
lenges. These interactions contributed to a stronger sense
of academic belonging and reduced the isolation often
associated with doctoral study.

Interactions with fellow doctoral students emerged as
another important source of researcher development.
Interview participants described peer communication as
extending well beyond informal social contact. Discus-
sions with colleagues provided opportunities to exchange
practical advice, compare research experiences, solve
methodological problems, and receive feedback that was
often unavailable through coursework or formal supervi-
sion. For many participants, these interactions became an
important mechanism of informal learning, strengthening
both research competence and confidence in conducting
independent scholarly work.

Researcher development was not confined to the for-
mal structures of the university. Participants frequently re-
ferred to conferences, disciplinary associations, research
seminars, and professional academic networks as envi-
ronments that broadened their understanding of con-
temporary research practice. Exposure to wider academic
communities familiarized doctoral students with disci-
plinary standards, current scientific debates, and diverse
approaches to conducting research. Equally important,
these experiences contributed to the formation of their
professional identity and helped them see themselves as
members of an international scholarly community rather
than solely as doctoral students within a single institution.

In the authors' view, these findings highlight that re-
searcher development is cumulative in nature. Formal su-
pervision, institutional resources, peer learning, and par-
ticipation in the broader academic community reinforce
one another. None of these elements appeared sufficient
in isolation; together they created conditions that encour-
aged intellectual independence, continuous learning, and
sustained academic growth.

Alongside institutional influences, the interviews re-
vealed several individual characteristics that shaped
doctoral trajectories. Three dimensions were particularly
prominent across participants' accounts: intrinsic moti-
vation, previous academic and research experience, and
personal agency in managing the doctoral journey.

Intrinsic motivation consistently distinguished students
who engaged more actively with research. Participants
who expressed strong internal interest in their research
topics were more likely to devote additional time to inde-
pendent reading, seek regular feedback, participate in ac-
ademic events, and pursue opportunities for professional
development beyond mandatory program requirements.
Their narratives suggest that motivation influenced not
only the intensity of engagement with doctoral study but
also the pace at which research competencies developed.

Previous academic preparation also affected the transi-
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tion into doctoral education. Respondents with earlier re-
search experience generally described a smoother adap-
tation to doctoral-level expectations. They reported great-
er confidence in designing studies, selecting appropriate
methodologies, and managing research tasks during the
initial stages of the program. By contrast, participants en-
tering doctoral study with limited research experience of-
ten required additional time to develop methodological
competence and become comfortable with the expecta-
tions of an intensive research environment.

Another theme that emerged consistently from the
interviews was student agency. Participants who actively
sought research opportunities, established professional
networks, initiated collaboration with faculty and peers,
and assumed responsibility for their own academic prog-
ress appeared to benefit more fully from the resources
available within the university. Simply having access to in-
stitutional support was not sufficient; what distinguished
more successful doctoral trajectories was the ability to
recognize available opportunities and translate them into
meaningful academic experience.

From the authors' perspective, this finding represents
one of the central contributions of the study. Institutional
support creates the conditions for researcher develop-
ment, but these conditions become effective only when
students actively engage with them. Researcher develop-
ment therefore should be understood as a dynamic pro-
cess shaped jointly by institutional context and individual
initiative rather than by either dimension independently.

The interview findings indicate that institutional sup-
port, although essential, does not by itself ensure suc-
cessful researcher development. Its contribution depends
largely on whether doctoral students are willing and able
to engage with the opportunities available to them. Ac-
cess to resources, academic guidance, and organizational
support creates favourable conditions for learning, but
these conditions produce different outcomes depending
on how students respond to them.

A consistent pattern across both cases was the close
interdependence of institutional and individual influenc-
es. Rather than operating as separate determinants, they
shaped researcher development through continuous in-
teraction throughout the doctoral journey. The university
provided the academic infrastructure, research opportuni-
ties, and support mechanisms, whereas individual charac-
teristics determined how effectively these resources were
recognized, interpreted, and transformed into research
competence.

Participants' experiences demonstrated that similar
institutional conditions could lead to markedly different
developmental trajectories. Students with stronger intrin-
sic motivation, greater confidence, previous research ex-
perience, and a proactive approach generally described
richer learning experiences and greater progress in de-
veloping as independent researchers. Many participants
explained that they were able to overcome certain institu-
tional constraints by actively seeking feedback, expanding
professional networks, and making purposeful use of the
resources available to them.

By contrast, respondents who engaged less actively
with the academic environment did not always benefit
fully from the support provided by the university. Access
to Institutional resources alone was therefore insufficient
to promote researcher development. What appeared to
matter most was the combination of supportive institu-
tional conditions and students' own initiative.

From the authors' perspective, this interaction rep-
resents one of the principal findings of the study. Re-
searcher development should not be viewed as the direct
outcome of institutional arrangements or individual char-

acteristics considered independently. Instead, it emerges
through the dynamic relationship between the educa-
tional environment and students' active participation in it.
This interpretation reinforces the human capital perspec-
tive adopted in the study, according to which universities
create the conditions for developing research capacity,
while individual agency determines how effectively those
conditions are converted into professional knowledge,
skills, and academic identity.

The institutional and individual determinants identified
through the analysis, together with their respective roles
in researcher development, are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 - Institutional and individual factors
influencing researcher development

Ne | Category Factor Role in Development
1 |Institutional |Program structure E)Zfi'?es progression
2 |Institutional |Supervision Shapes research
direction
- Institutional .
3 |Institutional support Reduces uncertainty
4 |Institutional |Peer environment |Facilitates integration
_— Professional Expands academic
5 | Institutional engagement exposure
6 |Individual |Motivation Drives engagement
7 |Individual |Prior experience Influences adaptation
o Determines use of
8 |Individual |Agency opportunities
Note: compiled by the author

The findings demonstrate that researcher development
during doctoral education is shaped by the continuous
interaction between institutional support and individual
initiative. Universities provide the academic infrastructure,
organizational arrangements, and social environment
necessary for doctoral training, yet participants' experi-
ences indicate that these conditions alone do not deter-
mine developmental outcomes. Equally important is the
extent to which doctoral students actively engage with
the opportunities available to them, seek feedback, es-
tablish professional relationships, and take responsibility
for their own scholarly progress.

Across both cases, participants consistently described
researcher development as a process built through the
combination of institutional support and personal effort.
Access to resources, supervision, and academic networks
created favourable conditions for learning, but the ben-
efits varied considerably depending on students' moti-
vation, previous experience, confidence, and willingness
to engage with the academic community. In the authors'
view, this finding reinforces the idea that doctoral educa-
tion should be understood as a dynamic partnership be-
tween universities and doctoral candidates rather than as
a process driven exclusively by institutional provision or
individual ability.

The evidence also aligns with previous research portray-
ing doctoral development as a complex and context-de-
pendent process. Participants described diverse devel-
opmental trajectories shaped by disciplinary traditions,
academic environments, and personal circumstances, in-
dicating that there is no single pathway through doctoral
education. These observations closely correspond with Xu
[5], who conceptualizes research identity as an evolving
construct that develops through continuous adaptation
to changing academic contexts.

A similar perspective is offered by Choi et al. [6], whose
work illustrates how doctoral students negotiate multi-
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ple academic, professional, and personal responsibilities
throughout their studies. The interview data collected in
the present study support this interpretation. Participants
frequently referred to the need to balance research ac-
tivities with teaching responsibilities, employment, family
commitments, and other professional obligations, all of
which influenced the pace and character of their academic
development.

The importance of institutional context identified in
this study is also consistent with the findings of Wofford
and Blainey [7], who emphasize the role of local academic
culture in doctoral socialization. Our results extend this
argument by showing that institutional culture alone does
not explain differences in researcher development. Similar
organizational conditions produced different outcomes
depending on how students interpreted available oppor-
tunities and the extent to which they engaged with them.
From the authors' perspective, this interaction between
institutional context and individual agency represents
one of the principal mechanisms through which research
competencies and academic identity are formed during
doctoral education.

Taken together, the findings suggest that researcher
development cannot be explained through institution-
al or individual factors considered in isolation. Rather, it
emerges through their ongoing interaction, with universi-
ties providing the necessary conditions for learning while
doctoral students actively shape their own developmental
trajectories. This interpretation is consistent with the hu-
man capital perspective adopted in the study and high-
lights the importance of creating doctoral environments
that combine strong institutional support with opportuni-
ties for independent scholarly engagement.

The present study underscores the central role of in-
stitutional conditions in shaping researcher development
during doctoral education. Interview evidence suggests
that program organization, supervisory relationships, peer
interactions, and access to institutional resources should
not be viewed as isolated components of doctoral train-
ing. Participants consistently described these elements as
mutually reinforcing, creating an academic environment
that supported the gradual development of research
competence, strengthened academic identity, and en-
couraged increasing independence in scholarly work.

From the authors' perspective, one of the key insights
emerging from the study is that doctoral education is not
solely an individual learning process. Rather, it represents
an organizational system in which the quality of institu-
tional support substantially influences how doctoral stu-
dents develop as researchers. Institutional arrangements
may either facilitate or constrain this process depending
on how effectively different forms of academic support
are integrated within the doctoral program.

These findings are consistent with those reported by
Wang et al. [8], who identified institutional support, pro-
gram organization, and supervisory relationships as im-
portant contributors to doctoral success. The interview
data collected in the present study further suggest that
these elements generate the greatest benefit when they
operate as an integrated system rather than as separate
institutional initiatives. Participants frequently noted that
high-quality supervision was considerably more effective
when accompanied by access to research infrastructure,
funding opportunities, administrative support, and a col-
laborative academic culture. Conversely, institutional re-
sources alone were perceived as less valuable when stu-
dents lacked regular guidance, constructive feedback, or
meaningful interaction with supervisors.

In the authors' opinion, these findings have important
implications for the design of doctoral programs. Im-

proving individual components in isolation is unlikely to
produce substantial changes in doctoral outcomes. More
sustainable improvements are likely to emerge when uni-
versities coordinate supervision, research training, institu-
tional services, and opportunities for scholarly collabora-
tion within a coherent support system.

The interviews also reim%rced the importance of super-
visory relationships. Participants consistently portrayed
supervisors as playing a much broader role than providing
methodological or technical advice. Effective supervisors
acted as intellectual mentors who challenged assump-
tions, encouraged critical thinking, offered constructive
feedback, and supported students' professional develop-
ment throughout different stages of the doctoral journey
[9]. These accounts indicate that supervision contributes
simultaneously to the development of research compe-
tence, academic confidence, and professional identity.

The findings further suggest that institutional factors
should be understood as components of a broader ac-
ademic ecosystem rather than as independent determi-
nants of doctoral success. Their influence depends not
only on the quality of individual support mechanisms but
also on how effectively these mechanisms complement
one another. From this perspective, the effectiveness of
doctoral education reflects the degree of alignment be-
tween curriculum design, supervision, institutional infra-
structure, administrative processes, and opportunities for
academic engagement. This interpretation is consistent
with the argument that doctoral education functions as
a coordinated institutional process requiring continuous
adaptation and integration across multiple areas of sup-
port [10].

The practical implications of the research are directly
relevant for universities seeking to strengthen research
capacity and develop highly qualified human capital. The
findings indicate that investments in high-quality super-
vision, structured research training, accessible institu-
tional services, and collaborative academic environments
can substantially improve doctoral learning experiences.
At the same time, the interview evidence suggests that
institutional initiatives are most effective when they also
encourage student autonomy, initiative, and active partic-
ipation in research activities. Simply providing resources is
insufficient if doctoral candidates do not possess the con-
fidence, motivation, or opportunities required to make
effective use of them.

In the authors' view, researcher development should
therefore be regarded as a shared responsibility between
universities and doctoral students. Universities create the
institutional conditions that enable learning and scholarly
growth, while doctoral candidates determine how those
opportunities are transformed into research competence,
professional identity, and long-term academic capacity.
This conclusion also reinforces the human capital per-
spective underpinning the study, according to which in-
vestments in institutional quality generate sustainable
outcomes only when accompanied by active student en-
gagement and individual agency [11].

CONCLUSION. This research examined how institu-
tional and individual factors shape the development of
researchers in doctoral education from a human capital
respectives. The results demonstrate that doctoral de-
velopmnet depends on the interaction of organizational
conditions and management. Rather than on any single
factor on isolation. Institutional mechanisms create op-
portunities for academic growth, while individual charac-
teristics determine how effectively these opportunities
are utilized.

The analysis identified two closely connected groups of
factors that shape researcher development during doc-
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toral education. The first encompasses institutional condi-
tions, including program structure, academic supervision,
institutional support, peer interaction, and participation
in scholarly communities. Together, these elements cre-
ate the environment in which research competencies are
acquired and academic identity gradually develops. The
second group relates to individual characteristics, particu-
larly intrinsic motivation, previous academic and research
experience, and student autonomy. These personal attrib-
utes influence how effectively doctoral candidates recog-
nize, access, and use the opportunities available within
the university.

Taken together, the findings indicate that successful
doctoral education depends not only on the quality of in-
stitutional provision but also on the active engagement of
doctoral students themselves. Throughout the interviews,
participants repeatedly emphasized that meaningful re-
searcher development occurred when supportive institu-
tional conditions were combined with individual initiative,
respkonsibility, and sustained commitment to academic
work.

From the authors' perspective, the principal contribu-
tion of this study lies in demonstrating that institutional
and individual dimensions should not be examined inde-
pendently. Instead, they operate as complementary com-
ponents of a single developmental process. By integrat-
Ing these dimensions within one analytical framework, the
study extends existing scholarship on doctoral education
and offers additional evidence from a hybrid, non-West-
ern academic environment where international academic
standards coexist with local institutional traditions. In do-
ing so, it contributes to a broader understanding of re-
searcher development from a human capital perspective.

The findings also have practical implications for univer-
sities seeking to strengthen doctoral education and ex-
pand research capacity. The interview evidence suggests
that investments in high-quality supervision, research-ori-
ented training, accessible institutional services, opportu-
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