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Abstract

This study compares the public audit systems of the Republic of Korea and the Republic of Kazakhstan, focusing on
institutional status, independence, governance, audit mandate, audit types, follow-up mechanisms, and relations
with the executive, legislature, and citizens. The analysis uses a structured comparative-institutional method and
qualitative content analysis of constitutions, audit legislation, official institutional materials, INTOSAI principles,
and recent policy studies. Both countries place their supreme audit institution in a presidential institutional
setting and combine financial and performance-oriented oversight. Nevertheless, their accountability designs
diverge. Korea's Board of Audit and Inspection is a constitutionally established body under the President that is
statutorily independent in the performance of its duties and uniquely combines account audit with inspection
of public officials' duties. Kazakhstan's Supreme Audit Chamber, transformed in 2022, is directly accountable
and subordinate to the President, concentrates on external state audit and financial control, and operates within
a wider system that includes audit commissions and internal state audit bodies. The comparison demonstrates
that formal location under the President does not by itself determine practical independence; appointment
rules, collegial deliberation, audit-program autonomy, access to information, publication, legislative follow-up,
and implementation monitoring are equally important. The study proposes reciprocal institutional learning:
Kazakhstan may benefit from stronger publicly visible guarantees for operational autonomy and follow-up,
while Korea may benefit from clearer differentiation between financial audit and personnel inspection and from
more systematic performance-audit feedback. The findings contribute a functional framework for comparing
presidentially situated supreme audit institutions.

Keywords: supreme audit institution; public audit; institutional independence; financial control; performance
audit; Korea; Kazakhstan.

INTRODUCTION

The effectiveness of a supreme audit institution (SAl) cannot be assessed solely by asking where it is formally
located within the constitutional structure of the state. What matters equally is whether the institution can select
its audits, obtain necessary information, reach professional judgments, report its findings, and follow up on
recommendations without undue interference. This functional understanding of independence is reflected in
the Lima and Mexico Declarations (INTOSAI-P 1 and INTOSAI-P 10), while INTOSAI-P 12 further emphasizes the
contribution of SAls to public accountability and benefits for citizens. Recent comparative research also suggests
that formal legal safeguards operate within a broader institutional environment shaped by relationships with the
executive, legislature, and other accountability actors (Ferry et al.,, 2023; OECD/IDI, 2026).

Korea and Kazakhstan offer a particularly useful comparison for examining this question. In both countries,
the national SAl is institutionally connected to the President, yet the two systems organize public audit authority
in markedly different ways. Korea's Board of Audit and Inspection (BAIl) combines account audit with inspection
of administrative agencies and public officials. Kazakhstan, by contrast, places the Supreme Audit Chamber (SAC)
at the apex of a broader state-audit system in which external and internal audit functions are distributed among
several bodies. The transformation of the former Accounts Committee into the SAC in 2022 makes this comparison
especially timely, as it permits an assessment of two presidentially situated SAls with different mandate structures
and accountability arrangements.

The comparison therefore raises two related questions of institutional design. The first concerns independence:
how far can an SAI maintain operational autonomy when it is formally connected to the executive branch? The
second concerns mandate: what institutional consequences follow when external financial audit is combined
with administrative inspection, as in Korea, or distributed across a differentiated system of external and internal
audit bodies, as in Kazakhstan? These questions shift the analysis away from a simple classification based on
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constitutional location and toward the institutional arrangements through which audit independence and
effectiveness are secured in practice.

Against this background, this study examines how institutional location, governance, mandate design, and
follow-up mechanisms interact in the public audit systems of Korea and Kazakhstan. It addresses three research
questions. First, how do the legal status, appointment arrangements, and decision-making structures of the BAl and
SAC shape their capacity for independent audit? Second, how does the allocation of financial audit, performance
audit, compliance functions, and administrative inspection differ between the two systems, and what institutional
consequences follow from those differences? Third, what can each system learn from the other with respect to
operational independence, accountability, and the implementation of audit findings? The study proceeds from
the proposition that the practical independence and effectiveness of an SAl depend less on a single constitutional
label than on the interaction of multiple institutional safeguards and accountability relationships.

This study contributes to comparative SAI research in two respects. Substantively, it provides an updated
comparison that incorporates Kazakhstan's 2022 institutional reform and examines the SAC in relation to Korea's
long-established BAI model. Analytically, the comparison separates an SAl's formal organizational location
from the safeguards that shape its operation in practice, including appointment and tenure, collegial decision-
making, audit-program autonomy, access to information, reporting, follow-up, and public accountability. The
purpose is not to rank presidential, parliamentary, or other constitutional models in the abstract, but to examine
how particular institutional arrangements support—-or constrain—credible public audit. This functional approach
provides the framework for the analysis that follows.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The classic normative foundation for comparative SAl analysis is the Lima Declaration, which establishes that
SAls can perform their tasks objectively and effectively only when they are independent of the audited entity
and protected against outside influence (INTOSAI-P 1). The Mexico Declaration develops eight dimensions of
independence, including a suitable constitutional framework, independence of heads and members, a sufficiently
broad mandate, unrestricted access to information, freedom to report, autonomy over the content and timing
of reports, effective follow-up, and financial and administrative autonomy (INTOSAI-P 10). These dimensions are
used in this study as evaluative criteria rather than as a single formal score.

Recent comparative scholarship moves beyond constitutional labels. Ferry et al. (2023) show that SAI
accountability arrangements are shaped by the interaction of INTOSAl's global norms, domestic regulatory
space, and each institution's organization, capacity, and scope. OECD and IDI (2026) likewise argue that informal
relationships with the executive, legislature, judiciary, media, and civil society can either reinforce or weaken
formal independence. Consequently, an SAl formally attached to an executive institution may retain meaningful
operational autonomy, while an apparently independent SAl may face practical constraints through appointments,
budget, information access, or weak follow-up.

Kazakhstan's state audit literature has focused on the transition from financial control toward a system of
public audit. The 2015 Law on State Audit and Financial Control distinguished financial statement, compliance, and
performance audit and structured the relationship between external and internal state audit bodies. Uspambayeva
et al. (2025) describe the continuing reform of public audit as part of modernization of economic governance. The
OECD Integrity Review of Kazakhstan (2025) recognizes the SAC as the highest body of state audit and financial
control and notes its roles in external audit standards, evaluation of other state audit bodies, risk-based planning,
and coordination. At the same time, it identifies continuing overlap among audit and financial-control bodies and
the need for stronger coordination and implementation of recommendations.

Studies of the Korean BAI emphasize its hybrid mandate and constitutional position. The BAl is established
under Articles 97 to 100 of the Constitution, placed under the President, and granted statutory independence in
the performance of its duties. Its combination of account audit and inspection of duties has historical roots in the
1963 merger of the Board of Audit and the Commission of Inspection. This hybrid model gives the BAI a wider
corrective reach than SAls confined to external financial audit. It also makes the boundary between external audit,
administrative supervision, disciplinary accountability, and support for active administration especially important.

The existing literature rarely compares Korea and Kazakhstan directly after the 2022 Kazakh reform. Official
training materials provide a useful descriptive starting point, but a publication-oriented analysis must distinguish
verified legal rules from broad institutional characterizations. For example, it is insufficient to contrast a 'collegial
Korean body' with a purely ‘chairman-led Kazakh body": the SAC also includes members and differentiated
appointment channels. The relevant question is how collegiality, appointment, reporting, and follow-up operate
together. This article addresses that gap through a criterion-based comparison.

METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

The study employs a qualitative comparative-institutional design. The units of analysis are the national SAls
and the state audit systems surrounding them. Primary sources include the Constitution of the Republic of Korea,
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the Board of Audit and Inspection Act, official BAl and Audit and Inspection Training Institute materials, the
Constitution and Law on State Audit and Financial Control of Kazakhstan, presidential decrees concerning the
SAC, and the SAC's official GOV.KZ pages. Secondary and normative sources include INTOSAI principles, the OECD
Integrity Review of Kazakhstan, OECD/IDI research on SAl independence, and recent peer-reviewed comparative
audit studies.

Documents were coded across seven categories: (1) legal foundation and institutional location; (2)
appointment, tenure, and decision structure; (3) audit mandate and audited entities; (4) audit types and planning;
(5) access, reporting, and transparency; (6) corrective action and follow-up; and (7) relations with the legislature,
other audit bodies, and citizens. The comparison applies a functional-equivalence rule: institutions are compared
by the public-accountability function they perform, even when their legal names and administrative classifications
differ.

The method has limitations. First, the Korean source supplied for this study is a presentation document
and does not substitute for the full text of all current regulations. Second, parts of the Kazakh official English
interface retain legacy references to the Accounts Committee and are less detailed than the Kazakh- or Russian-
language legal materials. Third, institutional effectiveness cannot be inferred solely from legal texts. Accordingly,
the conclusions distinguish formal design from observed or reported implementation and avoid causal claims
that would require interviews, case-level audit data, or longitudinal enforcement statistics.

RESULTS

1. Historical development and legal position

Korea's present BAl was established in 1963 by merging the Board of Audit, responsible for examination
and audit of accounts, with the Commission of Inspection, responsible for inspection of administrative duties.
The Constitution establishes the BAI under the President for examination of the state's revenue and expenditure
accounts, audit of accounts of the state and legally designated bodies, and inspection of administrative agencies
and public officials. The BAI Act states that although the institution belongs to the President, it retains an
independent status with respect to its duties. This formula combines organizational attachment with functional
independence.

Kazakhstan established the Accounts Committee for Control over Execution of the Republican Budget in 1996.
Following constitutional amendments, the institution was transformed by presidential decree on 26 November
2022 into the Supreme Audit Chamber and its status and powers were expanded. The official website describes the
SAC as Kazakhstan's supreme audit institution, directly accountable and subordinate to the President, performing
external state audit and financial control. The transformation signals movement from ex post budget-execution
control toward broader assessment of public-resource management and national policy performance.

The shared presidential location is therefore a similarity, but the legal formulations are not identical. Korea
expressly combines presidential affiliation with statutory independence in the performance of duties. Kazakhstan's
official formulation emphasizes direct accountability and subordination to the President. This difference matters
under INTOSAI-P 10, but it should not be treated as conclusive. Operational autonomy also depends on the
security of leadership tenure, control over audit selection and methods, access to documents, publication freedom,
budget and staffing, and the response of the President and Parliament to audit findings.

2. Governance, membership, and decision-making

The Korean BAI is composed of seven commissioners, including the Chair. The Chair is appointed by the
President with the consent of the National Assembly; the other commissioners are appointed by the President
upon the Chair's recommendation. Commissioners deliberate and decide important audit results and institutional
matters through the Council of Commissioners. This collegial structure is designed to reduce unilateral decision-
making and to provide internal deliberative legitimacy. The Chair and commissioners have four-year terms,
subject to the statutory rules on reappointment and retirement age.

The SAC also has a chair and members. Its current official structure identifies the Chair, a Head of Staff, and
multiple Chamber members. Appointment channels distribute a role among the President and the two houses of
Parliament under Kazakhstan's constitutional and legislative framework. The resulting design contains collegial
elements even though the institution is publicly represented and administratively led by the Chair. A precise
comparison must therefore examine which matters require collective consideration, how portfolios are allocated,
and how appointment diversity affects independence, rather than inferring governance solely from the title of
the head.

For both institutions, collegiality can protect audit judgments only if members have secure tenure, clear
grounds for removal, access to the same evidence, and meaningful voting authority. The Korean model makes
collective resolution especially visible. Kazakhstan's mixed appointment structure may broaden institutional
linkage with Parliament, but its independence-enhancing effect depends on transparent selection and the actual
authority of members.
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Table 1. Institutional design of the two supreme audit institutions

Criterion

Republic of Korea: BAI

Republic of Kazakhstan: SAC

Legal position

Constitutional body under the President;
independent in duties under the BAI Act

Highest external state audit and financial-control body;
directly accountable and subordinate to the President

Historical form

1963 merger of account audit and
administrative inspection bodies

1996 Accounts Committee; transformed into SAC in
2022

Leadership

Chair plus six commissioners

Chair plus Chamber members and staff apparatus

Decision logic

Council of Commissioners deliberates
major matters

Collegial membership with chair-led institutional
administration; procedures governed by Kazakh law

and regulations

President, Parliament, and the wider state-audit

coordination system

Core accountability
link

President and National Assembly; audit
results also publicly disclosed

Note: developed by the author based on the sources cited in the text.

3. Mandate, audit types, and audited entities

The most pronounced substantive difference concerns mandate breadth. The BAl performs three constitutional
functions: examination of final state accounts, audit of accounts, and inspection of duties. Account audit concerns
the legality and propriety of revenues, expenditures, assets, liabilities, and accounting by the state and legally
designated entities. Inspection of duties examines the administration of government agencies and the conduct of
public officials. In practice, this enables the BAI to address both systemic administrative problems and individual
misconduct. It may request correction, caution, disciplinary action, or other measures and may refer suspected
crimes to investigative authorities in accordance with law.

The SAC's principal domain is external state audit and financial control. Kazakhstan's legal framework
distinguishes financial-statement audit, compliance audit, and performance audit. The SAC examines the
management and use of republican budget resources, state and quasi-public assets, and the effectiveness of
government programs and public policies within its statutory jurisdiction. Audit commissions undertake external
audit at regional and major-city levels, while the Ministry of Finance's Internal State Audit Committee and internal
audit services perform internal state audit functions. The SAC additionally contributes to methodological standard-
setting, evaluation of state audit bodies, and coordination through the Coordinating Council.

This division produces different strengths and risks. Korea's integrated mandate can connect financial
irregularities with organizational causes and individual responsibility, shortening the path from findings to
corrective or disciplinary action. However, concentration of financial audit and duty inspection can create perceived
tension between independent external assurance and executive-style administrative supervision. Kazakhstan's
differentiated system supports specialization and territorial coverage, but overlapping mandates and repeated
audits may increase burden on audited entities and dilute responsibility for follow-up unless coordination and
shared information systems are effective.

Both institutions increasingly use performance audit to examine whether policies produce intended results.
Performance audit is particularly important because legality alone does not assure value for money. Yet performance
recommendations must respect the boundary between audit and policy choice. Auditors should identify weak
evidence, poor implementation, inefficient resource allocation, and control failures without replacing the political
responsibility of elected and executive bodies to select policy goals.
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Table 2. Functional comparison of audit mandates

Dimension Korea Kazakhstan

Financial oversight Final accounts and account audit External state audit and financial control

Performance and policy/program audits

within BAl mandate Performance audit is an express state-audit type

Performance

Legality and propriety reviewed through

. . . i iti tate-audit t
account audit and inspection Compliance audit is an express state-audit type

Compliance

Direct inspection of duties and potential Not the defining SAI function; misconduct issues may

Personnel conduct disciplinary request be transferred under applicable law

Formal multi-body system including SAC, audit
commissions, internal state audit, and a Coordinating
Council

System Relations with self-audit bodies; audit
coordination support and guidance

Note: developed by the author based on the sources cited in the text.

4. Audit planning, evidence, reporting, and follow-up

Audit-program autonomy is a core independence safeguard. The BAI develops annual and strategic audit
plans and may conduct institution, thematic, performance, special, or other audits according to statutory and
internal criteria. Korea also provides channels through which citizens and public-interest groups may request
audits, including citizen audit requests and public-interest audit requests. These channels can reveal issues
overlooked by risk models, although admissibility criteria are needed to prevent audit requests from becoming
instruments of partisan or private disputes.

The SAC prepares an annual list of audit objects and uses risk-management approaches in selecting
audits. Official pages publish information on state audit, lists of audit objects, subsequent evaluation, and the
evaluation of state audit bodies. The OECD (2025) notes that the SAC conducts annual desk-based assessment
and planned assessment of relevant audit bodies and uses the Coordinating Council to consider results and issue
recommendations. These functions place the SAC not merely above audited entities but also at the center of
quality assurance for Kazakhstan's state audit system.

Auditimpact depends on a complete chain: access to reliable data; documented findings; an opportunity for the
audited entity to respond; authoritative adoption and publication of the report; clear recommendations or legally
available measures; assigned responsibility and deadlines; and transparent monitoring of implementation. Korea's
BAI combines recommendations with legally differentiated dispositions such as correction, caution, disciplinary
request, and notification. Kazakhstan's SAC sends instructions and recommendations, seeks recovery or correction
where permitted, and monitors subsequent implementation. In both systems, publication of implementation
status is as important as publication of the initial finding because an unimplemented recommendation produces
little public value.

Digital audit creates a shared reform opportunity. Integrating budget, procurement, subsidy, state-asset,
and performance-indicator data can support continuous risk analysis and more targeted fieldwork. However,
automated anomaly detection is not itself an audit conclusion. Both institutions need rules on data quality, model
validation, explainability, human review, cybersecurity, and procedural rights of audited bodies. Cross-border
cooperation between the BAl and SAC could focus on digital-audit training, construction-cost verification, public
procurement analytics, and evaluation of major national projects.

5. Assessment against INTOSAI independence and public-value principles

The comparison confirms that organizational location is only one dimension of SAl independence. Korea's
express functional-independence clause and visible collegial decision process are important safeguards, while
the Chair's appointment with legislative consent creates a direct parliamentary check. Nevertheless, location
under the President, executive influence over resources, and the politically sensitive character of duty inspection
can generate continuing perceptions of dependence. Strengthening transparent criteria for audit selection,
commissioner nomination, and publication of follow-up data would reinforce confidence without requiring a
single predetermined constitutional model.

Kazakhstan's 2022 elevation of the SAC and expansion of parliamentary links are important reforms. The
mixed appointment structure and reporting to Parliament can diversify accountability, while performance audit
and evaluation of audit bodies can improve system-wide quality. Yet the official description of direct accountability
and subordination to the President makes operational guarantees especially important. Publicly accessible rules
should make clear the SAC's autonomy to choose audits, determine scope and methods, obtain information,
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publish findings, and monitor responses. Budgetary and staffing autonomy and transparent grounds for dismissal
should also be assessed against INTOSAI-P 10.

Accountability should not be mistaken for dependence. An independent SAI must itself be accountable for
legality, audit quality, ethical conduct, use of its budget, and fair procedures. External peer review, quality-control
systems, parliamentary hearings, publication of annual performance data, and reasoned responses to audited-
entity objections can strengthen both independence and legitimacy. The aim is balanced autonomy: freedom to

audit without interference combined with transparent responsibility for how audit power is exercised.

Table 3. Reciprocal institutional learning agenda

Reform field

Potential lesson for Korea

Potential lesson for Kazakhstan

Mandate clarity

Clarify boundaries between external audit, duty
inspection, and executive supervision

Clarify allocation and coordination among
external and internal state audit bodies

Increase transparency of nominations, audit selection,

Make operational, reporting, information-

Independence access, tenure, and resource safeguards
and resource safeguards . L
more publicly visible
. . . Strengthen  transparent trackin of
Publish standardized recommendation- gt P . 9
Follow-up instructions and recommendations across

implementation and outcome data

audit bodies

Performance audit

Connect recommendations more systematically to
measurable policy outcomes

Continue building sector expertise and
evidence-based program evaluation

Citizen engagement

Evaluate accessibility and impact of citizen/public-
interest audit requests

Expand accessible publication, feedback,
and citizen-oriented communication

Digital audit

Share mature audit training and integrated analytics
experience

Develop interoperable risk data while
safeguarding procedural fairness

Note: developed by the author based on the sources cited in the text.

DISCUSSION

The two cases challenge a simple executive-versus-legislative typology of SAls. Both institutions operate
in a presidential environment, yet their accountability arrangements are hybrid. The BAI is legally independent
in its functions, led through a commissioner council, reports examination results to the President and National
Assembly, and also exercises a form of administrative inspection. The SAC is directly accountable and subordinate
to the President but has parliamentary appointment and reporting linkages and exercises system-coordination
functions. Institutional performance must therefore be analyzed as a configuration rather than inferred from one
constitutional phrase.

Mandate design affects organizational identity. The Korean BAl's power to inspect duties makes it
simultaneously an external auditor and an integrity/administrative accountability institution. This increases
the possibility that audit findings lead to concrete personnel consequences, but it can also shift organizational
attention toward fault-finding and individual responsibility. The SAC's financial and performance orientation may
preserve a clearer public-finance identity, yet fragmentation among external and internal bodies may reduce
coherence. Neither model is inherently optimal: the central policy question is whether the mandate is matched
with competence, procedural safeguards, coordination, and credible follow-up.

A second finding concerns the role of collegiality. Collegial decision-making can reduce arbitrary action
and diversify professional judgment, but only if members possess real authority and independence. Conversely,
chair-led administration can improve speed and strategic coherence, but requires transparent delegation,
recorded deliberation, and quality control. Future empirical research should compare how contested findings are
deliberated, how often recommendations are modified during internal review, and whether member appointment
channels change audit priorities.

A third finding is that public value is created after the report, not merely by the report. Both SAls need
outcome-oriented follow-up indicators distinguishing formal acceptance, completed corrective action, recovered
funds, institutional reform, and measurable service improvement. Implementation rates should be accompanied
by qualitative assessment because rapid closure may reflect superficial compliance, whereas complex reforms
may require longer periods. Publication should allow Parliament, audited entities, citizens, and researchers to
trace the life cycle of major recommendations.

CONCLUSION
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This study compared the public audit systems of Korea and Kazakhstan through seven functional dimensions.
The two SAls share a presidential institutional setting, a national external-audit role, and an increasing emphasis
on performance and policy effectiveness. Their principal differences lie in the legal expression of independence,
the breadth of mandate, the architecture of state audit, and the relationship between collective decision-making
and chair-led administration.

Korea's BAI is distinctive because it combines account audit with inspection of administrative duties and
public officials. Its statutory functional independence, constitutional status, and Council of Commissioners provide
significant safeguards, but the concentration of audit and inspection powers requires continuing attention to
political neutrality, role boundaries, fair procedures, and transparent follow-up. Kazakhstan's SAC represents a
modernized financial and performance-audit institution at the apex of a broader external and internal state-
audit system. The 2022 reform strengthened its status, but the credibility of the new model will depend on
demonstrable operational autonomy, coordination, publication, and implementation of recommendations.

The hypothesis is supported: formal placement under the President does not alone determine independence
or effectiveness. A credible SAIl requires a mutually reinforcing bundle of safeguards covering leadership tenure,
collegial judgment, audit-program autonomy, access to information, reporting freedom, resource capacity, and
effective follow-up. It also requires accountability to Parliament and citizens for audit quality and institutional
performance.

For future cooperation, the BAl and SAC should establish a focused comparative program on digital audit,
performance measurement, major-project audit, recommendation tracking, and auditor education. Future research
should add interviews with commissioners, auditors, legislators, and audited entities; analyze comparable audit
cases; and measure recommendation outcomes over time. Such work would move the comparison from formal
institutional design toward evidence on how audit contributes to trustworthy and effective government.
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AHHOTauunA

B HacTosAWweM nccnefoBaHUM NPOBOAMTCA CPaBHUTE/bHBIA aHaWU3 CUCTEM FrOCyAapCTBEHHOrO ayauTa Pecny-
611kmn Kopes 1 Pecnybavkn KasaxcraH ¢ akLleHTOM Ha MHCTUTYLIMOHabHbIV CTaTyC, HE3aBUCUMOCTb, CUCTEMY
yrnpasieHus, NOJHOMOUMNA B chepe ayanTa, BUAbl ayamTa, MeXaHU3Mbl MOCAeAyHOLWEero KOHTPOAsA U B3anuMo-
AEeNCTBME C UCMONHWUTENBbHOW U 3aKOHOAATEIbHON BETBAMM BAACTY, a TakXKe C rpaxaaHaMu. AHasnM3 oCHOBaH
Ha CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOM CPaBHUTENbHO-UHCTUTYLIMOHAIbBHOM METO/e N Ka4eCTBEHHOM KOHTEHT-aHan3e KOH-
CTUTYUMI, 3aKoHOAaTeNbCTBa B chepe ayanTa, opuLmanbHbIX UHCTUTYLMOHANbHBIX MaTepuanos, NPUHLMUMOB
INTOSAI 1 coBpeMeHHbIX UCCneAoBaHWiA rocyAapCTBEHHON NOAUTMKN. B 0beunx cTpaHax BbICLUME OpraHbl ro-
CyBApPCTBEHHOTO ayanTa GYHKLMOHMPYHOT B MPE3NAEHTCKOW UHCTUTYLIMOHANbHOW cuCTEME 1 codeTaroT du-
HaHCOBbI KOHTPOAb C ayAUTOM 3bPekTMBHOCTW. BMecTe ¢ TeM MexaHW3Mbl MOAOTYETHOCTU CYLLECTBEHHO
pa3nunyatorca. CoBeT Mo ayanTty n nHcnekumm Pecnybankun Kopes fBASETCA KOHCTUTYLIMOHHO YUpeXAeHHbIM
opraHoM npwu lpe3ngeHTe, KOTOPbIA ObnagaeT NpesyCMOTPEHHOM 3aKOHOAATe/NbCTBOM He3aBUCMMOCTLIO
npv OCyLEeCTBAEHNN CBOUX MOJHOMOUYMI U YHUKaAbHbIM OOpa3oM coyeTaeT MPOBEPKY CUYETOB C UHCMEKTU-
poBaHVeM AeATeIbHOCTU roCyAapCTBEHHbIX cayxalmx. Beiclias aygmtopckas nanata Pecnybavkm KasaxcraH,
npeobpasosaHHas B 2022 rogy, HeNOCPeACTBEHHO NOAOTHETHA U NOAUYMHEHa [Tpe3naeHTy, cocpejoToveHa Ha
BHELLUHEM roCyAapCTBEHHOM ayauTe U GUHAHCOBOM KOHTPOE U QYHKLMOHMPYET B pamkax bosiee LMPOKOWA
CUCTEMBI, BKHOYAIOLLEN PEBU3NOHHbIE KOMUCCMM U OpraHbl BHYTPEHHEro rocyjapcrtBeHHoro ayamta. Cpas-
HeHue nokasblBaeT, UTo popManbHoe nogumHeHune Mpe3ngeHTy camo no cebe He onpeaenseT NpPakTUYecKyo
He3aBMCMMOCTb; HE MeHee BaXHbl MpaBuia HazHauyeHWs, KoaermaabHoe NPUHATUE PeLLEHN, aBTOHOMUA Npw
bopmMMpOBaHMM ayaMTOPCKMX NPOrpaMM, AOCTyn K MHGopMaLmm, nybavkaLms pesyabTaToB, NapaaMeHTCKUM
KOHTPO/b 3a peanu3aumein pekoMeHAaUUA U MOHUTOPUHT MX UCMOAHeHWs. B uccnegoBaHum npegnaraetcs
B3aMMHOE MHCTUTYLMOHaAbHOE obyyeHue: KasaxctaH MOXeT YCUANTb NyBANYHO 3aKpeneHHble rapaHTum one-
paLMOHHON aBTOHOMMWU 1 MOCNEAYIOLLEro KOHTPOASA, Toraa kak Kopes MoXeT NoBbICUTb YeTKOCTb pasrpaHuye-
HUA MeXay GUHAHCOBbLIM ayAUTOM U MHCNEKTUPOBAHNEM [eATe/IbHOCT roCyJapCTBEHHbIX CNYXKALLMX, a TakXKe
obecneunTb Honee cucTeMaTMUeCKyto 06paTHYHO CBA3b MO pe3ysbTaTaM ayauta 3ddeKTUBHOCTU. MNonyyeHHble
pe3yabTatbl GOPMUPYIOT GYHKLMOHANLHYIO OCHOBY A CPAaBHUTE/IbHOrO aHaAM3a BbICLLMX OPraHoB rocyjap-
CTBEHHOTO ayAnTa, QYHKLMOHMPYIOLWMX B MPE3NAEHTCKOW MHCTUTYLIMOHANBHOW CUCTEME.

KntoueBble cnoBa: BbICLLNIN OpraH rocyAapCTBEHHOrO ayAnTa; rocyapCTBEHHBIA ayAuT; MHCTUTYLMOHaAbHas
He3aBNCUMOCTb; GMHAHCOBBIA KOHTPOb; ayauT 3ddekTnBHOCTY; Kopes; KasaxcTaH.
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Anpatna

Byn 3epTTeyae Kopes Pecnybamnkacel MeH KasakctaH PecnybankacbiHbIH MEMIEKETTIK ayAuT XyhenepiHe canbl-
CTbIpManbl Tangay >Xyprisifin, MHCTUTYLMOHaNAbIK MapTebere, Toyenci3gikke, backapy XymeciHe, ayauT canacbiH-
Aafbl OKiNeTTiKTEpre, ayAuT TypaepiHe, KeWiHri bakblnay TeTikTepiHe, COHAaN-ak aTKapyLUbl XXOHE 3aH, LW blFapyLUbl
6unik opraHaapbIMeH XaHe azamaTTapMeH e3apa iC-KMMbliFa Ha3ap aygapblnagbl. Tangay kypblibiMAanfaH ca-
JIbICTbIPMabl-UHCTUTYLIMOHANAbIK, 34iCKe XXaHe KOHCTUTYLMANapFa, ayAnT canacbiHAafbl 3aHHamMa¥a, peCMu UH-
CTUTYyUMoHanablk, Matepuangapa, INTOSAI kafuaaTTapbiHa XXaHe MEMJIEKETTIK cascaT canacbiHAarbl 3aMaHaym
3epTTeynepre XyprisiireH canablk KOHTEHT-Tanjayfa Herigeneai. Exi enge ae memMnekeTTik ayAnTTiH, XOFapbl
opraHzapbl NPE3UAEHTTIK MHCTUTYLIMOHANABIK XYMe LWeHbepiHAe XYMBbIC iCTENAl XoHe KapXKblablk Hakblaayabl
TMiMAINIK ayanTiMeH ywTactbipagbl. COHbIMEH KaTap ecenTifik TeTikTepi alTapabikTali epekweneHesi. Kopes
PecnybmKacbIHbIH AyAWT XXaHE MHCMeKL WS XeHiHAer keHeci [pe3naeHT XaHbIHAafbl KOHCTUTYLUANBIK HEri3ae
KypblaFaH opraH 60bin Tabblnajbl, 01 63 6KINETTIKTEPIH XYy3ere acblpy KesiHje 3aHHaMaza b6enrineHreH Tayen-
Ci3AiKKe ne XaHe WoTTapabl TEKCEPYAI MEMIEKETTIK KbI3METLUINePAiH KbI3METIH MHCNEeKUMAAayMeH yLuTacTbl-
paabl. 2022 Xbinbl KanTa yrbiMAacTbipblifaH KasakctaH PecnybankacbiHbiH XKofapbl ayautopablk, nanartachl
Mpe3naeHTke Tikenei ecen 6epesi xaHe ofaH BafbIHbICTbI 060/bIN Tabblaagbl, CbIPTKbl MEMAEKETTIK ayAuT neH
Kap>Xblablk, bakbliayfa bacbiMablk 6epesi XoHe ayAnTop/iblK KOMUCCUSAAAP MEH LUK MeMEKETTIK ayAuT op-
raHZapblH KaMTUTbIH HEFYPbIM KEH, XYie WweHbepiHae XyMbIC icTeli. CanbicTblpy HaTUXKenepi Mpe3naeHTke
dopManabl Typae 6afbiHbICTbINLIKTBIH, ©3i NPaKTUKanblK TOYENCi34iKTi aHbIKTaMalTbiHbIH KepceTeai. byn petTe
TafalblHAAY Kafuaanapsl, WeLiMAepAi ankanbl Typae Kabblagay, ayant 6araapaamManapbiH KaabintacTslpyaassl
AepbecTik, aknapatka KO/KETIMAINIK, HBTUXENepAi Xapuanay, yCbiHbIMAAPAbIH OpblHAAYbIHA MapAaMeHTTIK
Bakblnay >XaHe oflapAblH, iCke acbipbllyblH MOHUTOPUHITEY e MaHbi3bl pen atkapajbl. 3epTreyje e3apa WH-
CTUTYLMOHaNAbIK TOXipMbe anmacy ycbiHblaabl: KazakctaH onepaumsblik 4epbecTik neH KeniHri 6akblaayabiH
KOfaMmfa allblk KeningikTepiH KylwenTyaeH nainga kepe anagbl, an Kopes Kap>Xblablk ayauT neH MeMAEKeTTiK
KbI3METLUINEPAIH KbI3METIH MHCNEKLMANAY apacbiHAaFbl LWeKapaHbl HaKTbllayFa, COHAaM-aK TUIMAINIK ayAWTIHIH
HaTMXKenepi BoMbIHLIA Xyeni kepi balnaHbICTbl KYLLUEWTyre Ha3ap ayjapa anadbl. 3epTTey HaTUXenepi npe-
3NAEHTTIK MHCTUTYLIMOHANABIK, XYIe XafAalblHAA XYMbIC iCTEUTIH XOfapbl MEMEKETTIK ayAWUT opraHAapbliH
CanbICTbipMabl TangayabiH GYHKLMOHaNAbIK HEri3iH KanbinTacTblpabl.

TyiiiH ce3pep: XOfapbl MeM/IEKETTIK ayAuUT OpraHbl; MEMAEKETTIK ayAauT;, WUHCTUTYLMOHANAbIK, TOYencisaik;
Kap>Xblablk, bakbliay; TMiMainik ayauti; Kopes; KasakctaH.
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