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Abstract

Relevance. The study examines higher education financing systems in OECD countries and Kazakhstan, analyzing the
contributions of different funding sources. This is relevant as education funding impacts access, quality, and economic
development.

Purpose. The main goal of the study is to determine the share of participation of the state, the private sector and other
entities in financing the higher education system in the OECD countries in comparison with the Republic of Kazakhstan.

Methodology. The research used economic and statistical methods, comparative analysis, and expert evaluation. Data
was gathered from OECD, World Bank, UNESCO, and Kazakhstan government reports and statistics.

Results. The study found four main models of higher education financing among OECD countries, varying in tuition
costs and student support. Most OECD countries spend over 1.5% of GDP on higher education, with the public sector as
the main funder in European countries. Kazakhstan spends only 0.3% of GDP on higher education, with 70% of students
self-funding their education.

Conclusions. Kazakhstan's higher education financing system provides limited government support and low tuition fees,
resembling the fourth OECD model. To improve competitiveness, Kazakhstan needs to increase investment in higher
education and human capital development, expanding funding sources and mechanisms based on OECD country
experiences. The current grant allocation system is not equitable for low-income students and needs reform.

Keywords: higher education; state funding; private sector; state budget expenditures.

Introduction

As world practise shows, the more efforts are invested in
the development of education in a country, the more
developed its economy and socio-cultural structure. At the
same time, the higher education system makes a significant
contribution to improving the country's human capital.
Research shows that an increase in the number of students
enrolled in higher education leads to an increase in the
level of government and national income. Thus, it is safe
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to assume that higher education has an impact on
improving people's well-being. Thus, investments made in
the development of universities increase the quality and
number of highly educated graduates. Investments in
research and science increase productivity and the number
of highly qualified science and education graduates.
Graduates use their experience and knowledge gained
during their studies in their work and become major
players in the knowledge society and economy. A society
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dominated by a large number of university graduates is
distinguished by its development and civic engagement
[1].

Overall, research results show that a 10% increase in
the number of universities leads to a 0.4% increase in GDP
per capita in the region [2]. In the UK, expenses on tertiary
education averaged £ 21,000 per student in 2005 [3]. At the
same time, during the life of each graduate, the return to
the state in the form of taxes and state insurance is
approximately 93000 pounds sterling. This corresponds to
an average ROI of 12.1%.

Other studies show that the return on investment in
education ranges from 6% to 8% per year for men and 9-
11% for women [4-6]. Estimates of the return on
investment in education show that the return on higher
education not only grows, but also exceeds the income of
other levels of education. Such significant changes have
occurred since the 1960s and 1970s [7], when incomes
from primary education were higher than at other levels.
Research shows that wages for men with a college degree
versus those with only a high school education are 82
percent higher in Indonesia and nearly 300 percent in
Paraguay. For women, the advantage ranges from 55
percent in Indonesia to 179 percent in Brazil [8; 9].

Research shows that in the public and private sectors,
the higher-level knowledge and skills of workers affect
productivity both directly and indirectly. Thus, an increase
in the share of the labour force with a higher education by
1% increases the level of long-term productivity by 0.2-
0.5% [10]. In Kazakhstan, the higher education system
takes a special place in solving the problem of diversifying
the country's economy. Kazakhstan has made significant
progress over the past decade. At the same time, significant
measures are required to form the professional skills of the
population that meet the requirements of the labour market
and develop science and innovation as the main driving
force of economic growth. The system of financing higher
education in Kazakhstan plays a special role in the
implementation of these measures.

Materials and Methods

This study examined the different systems of financing
higher education in the OECD countries and the Republic
of Kazakhstan, analysed the contribution of various actors
involved in financing education. The first part of this study
focuses on an overview of higher education financing
models in OECD countries, while the second part analyses
the financing of higher education in Kazakhstan. Thus, the
study presents a comparative analysis of the higher
education financing system between countries.

The methodological basis of the study was the main
provisions and concepts of financing higher education. In
the course of the study, the following methods were used:
economic and statistical methods, an expert method,
methods of comparative analysis, etc. The information
base of the study was formed by legislative and regulatory
legal acts in the field of education, as well as data, reporting
and analytical materials of the OECD, the World Bank,
UNESCO, the Ministry education and science, the
Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Kazakhstan, etc.

Thus, financing of higher education is mainly carried
out by the public or private sector, while in the world
practice over the past twenty years, the participation of the

public sector has noticeably decreased. While in many
countries funding from the public sector still dominates, in
Kazakhstan about 70% of Kazakhstan's total expenses on
higher education comes from private rather than public
sources. For comparison: in all OECD countries in 2015,
34% of funding comes from private sources. In
Kazakhstan, according to 2018 data, 70% of students in
higher educational institutions finance their participation
in higher education at the expense of their own or family
funds. This situation can lead to inequality in access to
higher education [11].

When conducting the study, to substantiate the
relevance of the research topic and determine the
importance of the development of higher education in the
economy and society, the works of foreign authors, such as
A. Valero, J. Van Reenen [2], were used, who considered
the issues of the economic effect of the activities of higher
educational institutions, N.V. Varghese [12], who
investigated the impact of government reforms on the
development of higher education. The analytical basis of
the study was the annual reports of the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development Education At
Glance [13-16], as well as the report “The economic and
social impact of higher education” by the Association of
Universities of Ireland, “The impact of universities on the
UK economy” [17] by the Association of Universities of
Great Britain, National report on the state and development
of the education system of the Republic of Kazakhstan for
2017 [18], data of the Committee on Statistics of the
Ministry of National Economy of the Republic of
Kazakhstan [19], Ministry of Finance of the Republic of
Kazakhstan [11], Review of National Police of 2017 [20].

Results and Discussion

Achieving the goal of expanding access to higher
education and ensuring high quality education may lead to
an increase in costs per student. As a result, the question of
whether the resources allocated to higher education by the
state can provide maximum efficiency and return is
particularly relevant. While it is difficult to assess the
optimal amount of resources required to prepare each
student for life and work in modern society, a comparative
analysis of the cost per student in higher education can
provide useful guidance.

Depending on the financing scheme for higher
education, all countries can be classified according to four
independent models of higher education financing
(classification of the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD). The first model
includes countries where students do not pay for higher
education, or pay insignificant sum. This is due to the fact
that these countries have created an effective system of
state support for students. This model includes countries
such as Denmark, Iceland, Norway [16]. High income tax
rates in these countries allow students get good
government support and not pay for tuition on their own.
The average enrolment rate for bachelor's programs in
these countries is 75%, by comparison, the average for
OECD countries is 58% (Figure 1). High indicators of
affordability of higher education reflect the attractiveness
and development of the financial support systems for
students in these countries. Thus, in countries belonging to
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the first model, more than 55% of students receive
government grants and/or government loans.
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Figure 1. Percentage of Bachelor's degree entry by OECD and partner countries, 2016

The second model includes countries that have high Czech 80 8 12 0
tuition fees and a well-developed student support system. France 80 11 10 0
Countries such as Australia, the Netherlands, New EU 78 15 8 0
Zealand, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United medium
States belong to this model. These countries are Latvia 77 21 1 0
distinguished by high tuition fees for higher education, but Estonia 76 6 17 0
at the same time, there is significant government support Turkey 75 12 12 0
for students._ Th_e average access to bachelor's degrees in Lithuania | 75 18 7 0
these countries is 76%, well ab_ove the OE_CD_ average. In Ireland 74 22 5 0
Model 2 countries, as a rule, private organisations (private Mexico 71 29 0 0
enterprises and non-profit organizations) make the largest Netherlan | 71 16 13 0
contribution to the funding of higher education institutions.
Thus, in Model 2 countries, education expenditures are ds
Lo ’ . OECD 70 22 9 0
distributed among government, households and private
. . average
companies (Table 1). According to Table 1, the largest Portuqal 68 26 5 0
amount of public funding for higher education institutions ug
is received in Finland — 97%, here private expenses on Spalq 68 29 3 0
educational institutions does not exceed 3%. In second ~ |-RUSSid 65 23 12 0
place are Norway and Luxembourg — 96% public funding, ltaly 65 28 ! 0
4% private. A large amount of government funding is also ~ |_Hungary | 63 0 0 37
observed in Austria and Iceland. These countries belong to Israel 58 26 16 0
the first model. New 52 34 15 0
Zealand
Table 1. Public and private financing of higher education, Canada 49 28 22 0
2015 Australia | 38 50 12 0
South 36 45 18 0
Public | Househ | Expense All Korea
financi old s of privat Colombia | 36 64 0 0
ng expense other e USA 35 46 18 0
S individu | expens Chile 32 57 10 0
als es Japan 32 52 16 0
Finland 97 3 0 0 United 29 48 23 0
Norway 96 0 0 4 Kingdom
Luxembo | 96 2 2 0
urg According to the data presented in Table 1, the largest
Austria 94 3 3 0 amount of funding from the private sector (71%) and the
Iceland 92 8 1 0 least amount of government funding (29%) are observed in
Sweden 89 1 10 0 the UK, where 48% of education expenses are borne by
Greece 88 12 0 12 households themselves, 23% — by other individuals. The
Slovenia | 87 11 2 0 same can be said about Japan, where private sector funding
Belgium | 86 9 6 0 is 68%, the USA 64%, South Korea 63%, Australia 62%
Germany | 85 0 0 15 (Figure 2).
Poland 84 14 2 0
Slovakia | 80 10 9 0
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Figure 2. Public and private funding of higher education, 2015

Countries where tuition fees are high, but the student
support system is weak, in the OECD classification, belong
to the third model. For example, in Japan and Korea, higher
education institutions have high tuition fees, but at the
same time, the state system of support for students is less
developed in comparison with model 1 and 2 countries.
This approach places a heavy financial burden on students
and their families. The percentage of access to higher
education in these countries is below the OECD average in
Japan (50%), Korea (56%). Japan and Korea are among the
countries with the lowest levels of public expenses on
higher education as a percentage of GDP (Figure 3). This

wto GDP = Public financing
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is due to the small proportion of students receiving
government loans. However, in both countries, the system
of state support for students has noticeably improved in
recent years and these countries are approaching Model 2.
Analysing the data presented in Figure 3, it can be noted
that the total expenditure on higher education in most
countries is 1.5% of GDP. In countries such as the USA,
Chile, Australia, the figure even exceeds 2%. At the same
time, countries such as Luxembourg, Ireland, Hungary
allocated less than 1% of GDP for financing higher
education in 2015.
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Figure 3. Public and private expenses on higher education as% of GDP, 2015

According to the data presented in Figure 3, in most
countries the public sector plays a more important role in
financing higher education than the private sector. Thus,
the leaders in terms of public expenditures to GDP are
Norway and Finland — 1.7%, Austria — 1.6%. Between
1998 and 2015, the OECD average did not change
significantly and stood at 1.0% in 2015. In comparison, in
Kazakhstan, public expenses on higher education in 2015
amounted to only 0.3% of GDP, which is significantly

lower than in all OECD countries (including OECD partner
countries), where the minimum indicator was 0.5% of
GDP.

If to consider the total expenses on higher education
in% of GDP, the absolute leader is the United States —
2.6%. Chile is next — 2.5%, Australia — 2.0%. The fourth
model includes countries where tuition fees are low in
higher education institutions, while the system of state
support for students is underdeveloped [13]. The fourth
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model includes all other European countries for which data
are presented (Belgium, Czech Republic, France, Ireland,
Poland, Portugal, Switzerland, and Spain) and Mexico. All
of these countries have moderate tuition fees compared to
Model 2 and 3. These countries have relatively low
financial barriers to university enrolment (or no tuition fees
at all, as in Ireland and Mexico), while the level of
government support for students also comparatively lower,
as a rule, state support is focused only on specific groups.
Tuition fees charged at public higher education institutions
in this group range around USD 2000.

In the fourth group, educational institutions tend to be
heavily dependent on government funding, and access to
higher education is generally below the OECD average —
56% on average. Since the establishment of high tuition
fees in Group 4 countries may increase potential barriers to
student enrolling to higher education, these countries
assume that lower tuition fees will facilitate access to
education, but it does not guarantee high access to quality
higher education.

In these countries, both students and their families may
be eligible for other types of government support from
sources other than the ministry of education (for example,
housing benefits, tax credits and/or tax credits for
education), but these are not considered in this analysis.
For example, in France, publicly funded housing
allowances make up about 90% of scholarships/grants, and
about a third of students benefit from them. In Model 4
countries, higher education lending systems such as
government loans or government guaranteed loans are not
available or are available to only a small proportion of
students.

Figure 4 shows the average tuition fees reported by
public and private tertiary institutions for undergraduate
degrees. As Figure 4 shows, the highest tuition fees are
found in US universities — on average over USD 21189 per
year. At the same time, the cost of training in US state
universities is slightly more than 8 thousand US dollars.
England has the second highest tuition fees at USD 11951.
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Figure 4. Tuition fees in public and private higher education institutions at the undergraduate level, 2015/16

In 2015, in OECD countries, the share of total
government expenses on education averaged 11.1% of
total government expenses. In OECD and partner countries
— the Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Japan and the
Russian Federation, on average, the share of expenses on
education is less than 8%, while in Brazil, Mexico, New
Zealand and Chile, expenses on education accounted for
more than 16% of the total government expenses (Table 2).

When it comes to expenses by education level, on average
across OECD countries, 27% of total government expenses
on education has been allocated to finance higher
education. Thus, in Hungary, lsrael, etc., expenses on
higher education amounted to less than 20% of all
expenses on education, in Austria, Norway, Turkey, etc.,
more than 33% [16].

Table 2. Total government expenses on education, 2015

Government expenses on education as a percentage of total government expenses
. Primary Secondary After Higher Higher Total for
OECD countries secondary (including (without education
(not higher) | R&D) R&D) (including
R&D)
Australia 4.6 4.4 0.3 4.2 2.6 13.5
Austria 1.8 4.3 0.0 3.5 2.6 9.6
Belgium 2.9 5.1 2.7 2.0 10.6
Canada 5.2 0.0 3.4 2.2 12.1
Chile 5.9 6.1 5.4 5.0 17.5
Czech 1.8 4.1 0.0 1.9 1.1 7.8
Estonia 3.1 3.4 0.5 3.5 2.3 10.4
Finland 2.5 4.7 3.3 2.3 10.5
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France 2.0 4.2 0.0 2.2 15 8.4
Germany 14 4.6 0.4 2.8 1.9 9.2
Greece 2.3 2.7 0.0 14 1.0 6.3
Hungary 15 3.5 0.6 1.3 1.0 6.9
Iceland 5.2 5.1 0.1 3.4 13.9
Ireland 4.8 4.4 3.1 2.3 12.8
Israel 5.7 4,5 0.0 2.4 12.7
Italy 2.0 3.5 0.2 15 0.9 7.2
Japan 2.9 3.4 1.7 8.0
Korea 4.9 6.2 2.9 2.1 14.0
Latvia 4.3 4,5 0.2 3.2 2.4 12.2
Luxembourg 3.0 3.8 0.0 1.2 1.1 8.1
Mexico 6.4 6.4 4.2 3.1 17.0
Netherlands 2.7 4.9 0.0 3.6 2.5 11.2
New Zealand 5.3 7.8 0.5 5.5 4.8 19.1
Norway 3.7 4.5 0.1 4.0 2.9 12.3
Poland 3.6 3.6 0.0 2.9 2.5 10.1
Portugal 2.9 4.3 1.9 1.1 9.1
Slovakia 2.0 3.9 0.1 3.1 1.8 9.0
Slovenia 2.9 3.5 2.0 1.7 8.5
Spain 2.6 3.6 2.2 15 8.4
Sweden 3.6 4.1 0.1 3.8 2.5 11.6
Switzerland 4.3 5.3 3.9 2.3 13.6
Turkey 2.9 4.7 4.3 3.4 11.9
United Kingdom 4.4 4.9 3.2 2.5 12.4
USA 4.0 4.4 0.0 35 3.1 11.9
OECD average 35 45 0.2 3.0 2.3 111
EU average 2.8 4.1 0.2 2.6 1.8 9.5
Brazil 5.0 8.1 4.2 17.3
Colombia 5.6 5.4 3.6 14.6
Costa Rica 12.1 11.3 8.1 315
Lithuania 2.0 4.4 0.4 34 2.6 10.2
Russia 5.3 2.1 2.0 7.5

In order to determine to which of these 4 models
Kazakhstan belongs, it is necessary to analyse 2 indicators:
the level of state funding for higher education, as well as
the cost of training in higher education institutions. Since
the comparison of absolute indicators will not be entirely
correct, a comparative analysis will be carried out in terms
of relative indicators. First, the level of government
expenses on education as a whole to GDP. According to
data for 2015, the share of government expenses on
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education on average in OECD countries was 4.2% of GDP
(in Kazakhstan in 2015 — 3.3%, in 2018 — 3.27%). Norway
invests the most in education (6.3%), as well as Finland
and lIceland (5.6%). In Kazakhstan, the level of
government expenses on education is still lower than in the
advanced countries of the world. For OECD countries, the
standard is 5-6% of GDP (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Public expenses on education in OECD countries and the Republic of Kazakhstan to GDP (2015)
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Indicators of public expenses of the Republic of
Kazakhstan on tertiary education (in the statistics of OECD
countries, the indicator includes technical and vocational,
bachelor's, master's, doctoral studies) in 2015 and 2016
amounted to 0.6% of GDP. The indicator is 40% lower
than the OECD average (OECD average 1.0% of GDP)
[16; 19]. If to consider the level of government expenses
on education in relation to government expenses, then
since 2012 the indicator has not dropped below 16%, while
there has been a constant trend of gradual decline. As a
result, in 2017, for the first time since 2012, the share of
expenses on education fell below the recommended

25%

international threshold, amounting to 14.8%. In nominal
terms, the amount of government expenses on education
shows annual growth, but this growth was not proportional
to the increase in total government expenses. However, in
2018, the total expenditures of the state budget decreased
by 9% compared to 2017, and expenditures on education
increased by 6%, respectively, the share of expenditures on
education in expenditures of the state budget increased to
17% (Figure 6). However, this indicator is still lower
compared to the average values for the last 5 years.
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Figure 6. Dynamics of the RK government expenses on education. Dynamics of the share of government expenses on
education in the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2012-2018, %

According to the results of the analysis, it can be noted
that, in general, the volume of public expenses on the
education system in the structure of the state budget of the
Republic of Kazakhstan increased by 61% over the period
2012-2018, on the system of higher and postgraduate
education — by 63%. The share of expenses on education

in the expenditures of the state budget of the Republic of
Kazakhstan on average over the past seven years is about
17.3%, the share of expenditures on higher education is
1.7% (Table 3) [20, 22].

Table 3. State budget expenses on education in the Republic of Kazakhstan, billion tenge

Year | Expenses of the state | Expenses of the state budget | Expenses of the state budget of the RK on
budget of the RK, | of the RK on education higher and post-graduate education
total total in % to expenses of | total | in % to expenses | in % to expenses

the state budget of the state budget | on education

2012 | 6269.0 1210.1 | 19.3% 113.9 | 1.8% 9.4%

2013 | 6 852.7 1237.4 | 18.1% 129.3 | 1.9% 10.4%

2014 | 7791.9 1358.7 | 17.4% 133.1 | 1.7% 9.8%

2015 | 8227.1 1364.7 | 16.6% 122.6 | 1.5% 9.0%

2016 | 9433.7 1669.4 | 17.7% 140.1 | 1.5% 8.4%

2017 | 124854 1843.2 | 14.8% 185.8 | 1.5% 10.1%

2018 | 11 346.1 19485 | 17.2% 206.4 | 2% 10.6%

In general, the share of expenses on higher education
also remains quite low, both in the structure of the state
budget and in the structure of expenditures on education
(on average over the past 7 years, 1.7% and 9.7%,
respectively). If to consider the second indicator — the cost
of education in higher educational institutions, then on
average one year of a bachelor's degree at a Kazakh
university will cost a student 396 307 tenge. For four years
of study, you will need to pay 1 585 228 tenge (data for the

2018-2019 academic year). Compared to OECD countries,
Kazakhstan has a fairly low cost of higher education. At
the beginning of the 2018-2019 academic year in the
Republic of Kazakhstan, the total number of students was
542 458. Of these: 162 877 people study at the expense of
state educational grants — 30% of the total number of
students, on a paid basis — 379 581 people or 70% (Figure
7).

2480



Modern practise of financing higher education: an analysis of the experience of OECD countries and the Republic of Kazakhstan

80 74

~
N

70 -

70

60
50
40 -
30

20 +—
10

0

69 69 71 71
28 I51 h I29 |29

2013 2014

M Paid

2015

2016 2017 2018

® At the expense of the state

Figure 7. The ratio of the contingent of students of higher and postgraduate education on a paid basis and at the
expense of the state, %

Despite the fact that in 2018 the number of state grants
almost doubled across the country: 53 594 grants in 2018
against 31 702 grants in 2017, it should be noted that the
increase in the number of grants did not allow increasing
equal access to higher education for all segments of the
population. If to take into account that every year the share
of the population's expenditures on education from the
total expenditures decreases. For the period 2012-2017 the
population's expenditures on education in nominal terms
increased by 1.2 times, in share ratio — decreased. If in
2012, the share of expenditures on education in the total
expenditures of the population was 3.88%, then by 2017
the value dropped to 3.14% [18].

Tertiary education coverage in Kazakhstan is still low
—46.3% (63rd place in the 2017 GCI) in comparison with
the indicators of countries of the world (Switzerland —
57.7%, USA — 85.8%, Singapore — 92.2%, Netherlands —
78.5%, Germany — 68.3%). Also, if to consider the
indicator of the gross enrolment rate in higher education
(the ratio of the number of students, regardless of age,
studying in technical and vocational education
organisations and universities, to the total population aged
18-22), then in Kazakhstan it is 54.3%. Thus, summing up
the analysis of the financing of higher education in
Kazakhstan, it can be concluded that Kazakhstan in the
OECD classification belongs to the 4th group: countries
where higher education institutions have low tuition fees,
while the system of state support for students is
insufficiently developed. In the countries of the fourth
group, educational institutions, as a rule, are largely
dependent on government funding, which can be traced in
Kazakhstan.

According to the research results in Kazakhstan, only
one in five students from families with a low level of
education reaches the degree of higher or secondary
vocational education. By comparison, on average across
OECD countries, two-thirds of students who have at least
one parent with higher education are university graduates.
The most vulnerable in terms of equal access to higher
education are students with special educational needs. In
2018, the share of students enrolled in the quota was only
12.7% of the total contingent (68 791 people). According
to OECD experts, the actual need for preferential higher
education among people with low socioeconomic status is
much greater. The existing model of grant distribution in
Kazakhstan is based on the principle of academic
achievement (merit-based). In  OECD countries,
universities, as a rule, do not practice “blind” selection

based on academic achievement. There is always an
“environment” component in enrolment: parental
education, location and quality of secondary school,
financial capacity of parents, and other factors. The current
state mechanisms for expanding the population's access to
higher education are ineffective for children from families
with low income [21].

The current academic model allocating grants is not fair
to children from low-income families. In the context of the
autonomy of universities since 2018 and the introduction
of a universal income declaration from 2020, additional
mechanisms are needed to expand the population’s access
to higher education, taking into account social, economic,
cultural and other factors. The priority direction of the
development of education should be to ensure the
availability of education: grants should be received by
children from socially unprotected segments of the
population. The authors consider it necessary to reform the
system of state grants and state loans. There is a need to
make sure that support mechanisms are effective for
students from low-income families and rural areas. More
grants should be made available to provide financial
support to students in need, and student loans should be
made more affordable for students who have not received
a grant.

Conclusions

Expenditures on education are one of the key conditions
for leadership in the global educational market. According
to UNESCO, the annual spending on education by
governments, households and donors is USD 4.7 trillion all
over the world. Of this, USD 3 trillion (65%) is in high-
income countries and only USD 22 billion (0.5%) in low-
income countries. According to the results of the study, it
can be noted that in each country different entities
dominate that finance higher education. Each country has
its own higher education financial system. For example, in
the United States, Great Britain and Korea, the private
sector is more involved in financing higher education
compared to the public sector. However, in most European
countries, the public sector is the main provider of higher
education funding.

Most countries spend more than 1.5% of GDP on
financing higher education, this figure exceeds 2% of GDP
in some countries such as the USA, Chile, Australia, while
other countries (Luxembourg, Ireland, Hungary and
Kazakhstan) allocate less than 1% of GDP. According to
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2018 data, in Kazakhstan, public spending on higher
education amounted to only 0.3% of GDP. In most OECD
countries, the state supports higher education and more
than 25% of all state budget spending on education is spent
on higher education. However, in Kazakhstan, out of all
state budget expenditures on education, only 10.6% is
allocated to higher education. Thus, only 30% of students
of higher educational institutions in Kazakhstan receive
state funding support, and the remaining 70% are forced to
pay for higher education on their own.

Over the past several decades, the example of
developed countries has proven that investment in the
development of higher education is paying off, and the
countries known for the largest investments are world
leaders in this area. After all, as mentioned above, 65% of
the world's government spending on education, which is
about USD 3 trillion per year, including higher education,
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CyyacHa mnpakTuka (QIHAHCYBAHHSI BHINOI OCBITH: aHagi3 aocBiny kpain Opranizamii
€KOHOMIYHOI0 criBpoOiTHMITBA Ta po3BUTKY i PecnyOsiiku Ka3zaxcran
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AHoTanis

AKTyaJdbHIiCTB. Y JOCITIDKEHHI pO3IIISAalOThCS CUCTEMH (iHaHCyBaHHS BuIIoi ocBiTH B KpaiHax OECP i KazaxcraHi,
aHAJI3yIOThCA BHECKH PI3HUX pKepen dpiHancyBaHHS. Lle akTyanbHO, OCKUTbKH (DiHAHCYBaHHS OCBITH BIUIMBA€E HA TOCTYII,
SIKICTh Ta €KOHOMIYHUN PO3BUTOK.

Meta. OCHOBHOIO METOIO JOCJII/PKEHHS € BU3HAUEHHS YaCTKU Y4acTi Iep»KaBH, IPUBATHOTO CEKTOPA Ta IHIINX CYyO'€KTIB
y ¢inancyBaHHi cuctemu Buoi ocBiTH B kpaiHax OECP y nopiBasrHI 3 Pecy6mikoro Kazaxcran.

MetomoJiorisi. Y IOCTIKCHHI BUKOPHUCTOBYBANIHCS €KOHOMIKO-CTATHCTHYHI METOAW, MOPIBHSUIBHHUMA aHai3 Ta
excriepTHa ouinka. [lani Oysu 3i0pani 31 3BiTiB i crarucTnynux nanux OECP, CeitoBoro 6anky, FOHECKO ta ypsay
Kazaxcrany.

PesyabraTn. JlocnmijukeHHsT BHSABWIO YOTHPU OCHOBHI Mojeni (iHaHCyBaHHs BHIIOi ocBiTH B KpaiHax OECP, ski
BIZPI3HSIOTHCS 32 BapTICTIO HABYAHHS Ta MIATPUMKOIO cTyIeHTiB. binburicts kpain OECP BuTpavaoTh Ha BHIILY OCBITY
noHax 1,5% BBII, npuuomMy B €éBponelchbKUX KpaiHaX OCHOBHUM JIOHOPOM € JAepskaBHHUI cexrop. Kasaxcran BuTpauae
Ha BuIny ocBity numie 0,3% BBII, npu upomy 70% cTyaeHTiB caMocCTiiiHO (piHAHCYIOTh CBOE HABYAHHSL.

BucnoBku. Kazaxcrancbka cucrema (piHaHCYBaHHS BUILOI OCBITH Iiepei0avae 0OMexeHy Jep)KaBHY MiITPUMKY 1 HU3bKY
IUTaTy 3a HaBYaHHS, MO Haraxye dyerBepTy mozens OECP. [lnst migBuineHHs KOHKypeHTocnpoMmoxkHocTi Kazaxcrany
HEOOXiTHO 30UIBIIMTH IHBECTHII y BHIINY OCBITY Ta PO3BHUTOK JIIOJICHKOTO KalliTaly, PO3LIMPIOOYM JpKepena Ta
MexaHi3mMu (piHaHCcyBaHHS Ha ocHOBI JocBiny kpaiH OECP. Huninims cucrema po3no/iily rpaHTiB HE € CIIPAaBEIIHBOIO
JUISl CTYJICHTIB 3 HU3bKUMH JIOXOAaMHU i OTpeOye peopMyBaHHSI.

KurouoBi cjioBa: Buiia ocBiTa; iepxkaBHe (piHaHCYBaHHS; MPUBATHUI CEKTOP; BUJATKH JIEPIKABHOTO OIOJIKETY.
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