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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study, which is conducted using document analysis and 

primary data collection in order to understand the policy and problems of access and 

equity in Kazakhstani higher education in terms of financial issues. The absence of 

adequate financial support is the most major obstacle to accessing the education in 

Kazakhstan. At the same time higher education institutions are not allowed to raise 

funds and help students with decreasing the fees. The main answer of the question 

who pays and who should pay for higher education in Kazakhstan is revealed. The 

main findings reveal the proper information about higher. education financing sources 

and opinion of the students about the most appropriate source of education from the 

perspective of the Kazakhstani population. The correlation between main 

characteristics and wishes of the students was attempted to identify through the 

discriminant analysis. All of the findings are important for policy makers. The 

information could be used to make a decision about different financial sources 

provisions.



AHJIATIIA 

KykatTtapapl Tangay %xoHe GacTamKEr AepekTepHi %KHHay apKBUIBI KYpri3inren 
3€pTTeyAIH MaKCAaTbI KapoKbIIbIK Macenenep OOMbIHIIa Ka3aKCTAaHABIK %KOFapbI GiniM 
Oepyzeri Kom«KeTimainix eH TeHAIK CascaTblH Tyciny Oop TaObimager. Kapoxeraii 

KONMAYAbIH OKeTKIKCI3qiri - Kasaxcranmarb! 6inimre Kom *KETKISYHIH Herisri 

kegeprici. CoHbIMeH KaTap *KOFApBI OKy OpbIHwapbiHa KapaxkaT %XWHayFa 2%KoHe 
CTYHCHTTepre aKbl TeeyMi asalityra KeMekTecyre pyKcaT Gepinmeligi. Kasaxcranna 
*KOFapE! OiiM aylyFa KiM TeneHTiIH xKeHe KiM ToNeifTini TypasibI cypakka Heri3ri 
*Kayantap awbwage. Herisri HoTWKerep %KOFapb! Oinim GepyAi KapoKbWIaHbIPyABIH 
MaHbI3ObI Ke3i OonbIN Ta6pimaybl. CrygqentTepgin Herisri CHMaTTaMajylapbl MeH 

TIN€KTepiHi apacbIHarbl KOppeJIMUHA QMCKPHMHHAaHTTapybl Talay apKbUIbl 
aHBIKTA Ib. bapyeik TWKbIPbIMAap cadcaTKepiep YIiH MaHbI3qbI. AkMapat opTypili 

Kapkbl Ke3qepiH Kacay yUiH xKaHe onapAb pakTHKaya KoN_aHy YWik 
NaliqanaHbuiybt MYMKiH.



AHHOTAIHA 

[lento aHHoro UccHeqOBaHMA, KOTOPoe MpOBOAMMOCe c MCMOMB3OBaHHEM 
aHanv3a OKYMeHTOB W COOpa NepBHYHEIX DaHHbIX, ABJIACTCA MOHHMaHNe MONHTHK U 
MpoOjem AocTyma MW CiipaBeANMBOCTH B Ka3aXCTAHCKOM BBICIIeM o6pa30BaHHH c 
TOYKH 3peHHa (WHAHCOBbIX Bonpocos. OtTcyTcTBue anleKBaTHoii (bHHaHCOBOH 

HOJCP KKH ABJIACTCA OCHOBHBIM MIPeMATCTBHEM JIA MOCTyNa K OOpa30BaHHIO B 
Kasaxctane. B To xe BpeMa BBICIIMM y4eOHBIM 3aBeeHHAM He pa3pelllaeTca 

coOupaTb cpesicTBa HW MoMoraTE CTYM€HTaM B CHWDKEHHH MlaTbI. Packpbir OCHOBHOM 

OTBeT Ha BOMPOC, KTO MNaTHT, H KTO QOUDKEH TaTMTS 3a BbICHIee OOpa3z0BaHHe B 
KasaxcraHe. OcHOBHBIe BbIBOJEI packpbIBaroT HaHOosee BaxkKHEI MCTOYHHK 
(uHaHCHpOBaHHA BBICIIerO OOpa30BaHUA Cc TOUKH 3peHHaA Haceylenusa. Koppenauna 

MO%KIy OCHOBHbIMH xXapaKTepHCTHKaMH WM MOxKeaHHAMM CTYeHTOB Oba 

NPeANPHHATA MyTeM BHIABICHHA NMCKPHMHHAaHTHOrO aHalu3a, Bce BbIBOAEI BaXKHEI 

ANA MONMTHKOB. Mxhopmatina Moxer ObITb MCNONb30BaHa MIA CO3TaHA pasH4HBIX 

(PHHaHCOBBIX MCTOUHHKOB HW MIPHMCHeHHA HX B TIpakTHKe.
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1. Introduction 

“Everyone has the right to education... higher education (HE) shall be equally 

accessible to all on the basis of merit”. These words are taken from 26th article of the 

Universal declaration of Human Rights, which demonstrates importance of equal 

access to higher education. The desire and capability to attend university are all you 

need to get a higher education in a “perfect” world, in which education is equally 

available to all citizens. However, more access does not always bring an increase in 

equity (Reisberg and Watson, 2011). In order to attain an equity today it is necessary 

to “address the underlying factors that determine who enrolls and who persists to 

graduation” (Reisberg and Watson, 2011). | 

According to OECD, there are two main features of equity, fairness and 

inclusion. No personal or social conditions (such as gender, ethnic origin or family 

background) should prevent education (OECD, 2012). All individuals have the right 

to acquire basic knowledge and most students should have an opportunity to access 

high-level education (OECD, 2012). There are some principles which will ensure 

equity in higher education: 

- Every individual who is able to study in a higher education institution should 

have an opportunity to do so. 

- There should not be any discrimination on the basis of social class, gender, 

religion or ethnicity in the selection process for a place in higher education. 

- Everyone should get same opportunities to develop and improve their skills 

(James, 2007). 

These principles are interpreted in different ways and commonly used in 

governmental policies and strategies (James, 2007). They also can be taken as a 

measure of effectiveness of government work in the educational sphere (James, 

2007). Numerous countries are creating different strategies for improving access to 

higher education (James, 2007). The educational systems considered as the best are 

those which combine equity and at the same situation right access to higher education 

taking into consideration students’ qualitative outcomes (James, 2007). That is why



different variations of governmental strategies and method first of all are based on 

effective and efficient financing of educational system, quality of knowledge offered 

and support provided to people looking for education (James, 2007). 

Higher education gives individual skills and knowledge that result in positive 

effects for the economy, on that individual’s career and well-being, which will reduce 

the unemployment rate and increase standards of living (Department for Business 

Innovation and Skills, 2015). Higher education is also considered a good influence 

factor in various aspects of society, such as life satisfaction, social inequality, social 

cohesion, public safety and so on (Department for Business Innovation and Skills, 

2015). Bringing equity to higher education is one of the most critical issues in current 

discussions. Surely there is positive role of higher education in social and economic 

life, nevertheless the methods and ways of distribution funds in these spheres have 

different influence and do not always consider in accessing the higher education 

(Department for Business Innovation and Skills, 2015). 

1.1. Background theories 

Cost sharing “theory: stipends, student loan, necessity and rationales. 

It is accepted from the beginning the 21st century higher education brings welfare to 

students and their families, in professional and social conditions, social, cultural and 

economic well-being. In the addition, higher education is valued when students are 

nominated to increase enrollment and it become more popular among the population. 

Governments are supported by other urgent social needs, many of which seem 

politically motivated rather than higher education requirements. The government, of 

taxpayers, has four high categories: (1) government or taxpayers; (2) parents; (3) 

students; and / or (4) individual sponsors. or institutions. These parties could be 

identifed as the donors for the any public good financing system. In the particular 

disseratation, these parties are used to identify sources of financing the higher 

education in any country. The level of participation among the different sources 

depends on the different factors including the policy, economic system and other. 



1.1. Problem statement 

The result is intellectual growth in tertiary education programs of many 

countries and the increase in the value of some state revenues. In addition, tertiary 

education in many countries has been attacked due to lack of guidance in answering, 

or visibility, or in response to students, the ministry, or business and business. In this 

problem, problems and perspectives come from the idea of cost sharing’ As explained 

in Johnstone's view (2003), cost sharing relates to the switching of higher education 

costs from self-support or dependence on governments or taxpayers, the dependence 

on some funds for parents and / or students either in the form of study fees or " cost 

of the user "for paying the room's expenses. provided by government or board room. 

1.2. Significance of the study . 

This article is shows the inside statistics of the cost sharing analysis of higher 

education in Kazakhstan. In the addition it helps to show the preferred sources of 

financing it by students. It should help policy makers to analyze the situation with 

cost sharing of higher education in Kazakhstan. However, there are some limitations 

within the study in face of not deep just descriptive analyses. 

1.4. Research questions 

Question #1 Who pays for higher education in Kazakhstan? 

Question #2 Who should pay for higher education in Kazakhstan? . 

Question #3 How does different characteristics of the studetns affect the preffered 

source of financing their higher education? 

ot ee amemcennatearantiael



2. Literature review 

2.1. Types of financing higher education 

In economics and mechanism design, a cost-sharing theory is the process by 

which several agents decide on the scope of a public product or service, and how 

much agent should pay for it (Johnstone, 1991). The goal of cost-sharing theory is to 

divide it among external agents. The meaning of the cost-sharing is used in higher 

educational financial system, and as used in this dissertation, means the transfer of 

the higher educational costs among government, or taxpayers, to parents and 

students, and other different sources (Johnstone, 2006). As this particular study 

researches the higher education cost sharing theory, some examples and descriptions 

of different agents are listed below. 

Government. Most market markets are focused on revenue sources not only as 

"governments", but also as taxpayers (Johnstone, 2003). Many citizens can pay taxes 

directly and indirectly, such as income tax, property, small-volume sales, general use 

or specialized goods such as fuel, tobacco, alcoholic beverages, air transport or 

imported goods (Johnstone, 2003). Alternatively, the tax is not paid directly and is 

paid for free. As for example, direct taxes are paid directly to the main source of 

expences. If they are governed by government prices, because they are used for many 

socialist programs, and if companies are unable to transfer their taxes in the form of 

high prices, those in the industry, or price, should be in an area worn by low-wage 

workers and earnings (Johnstone, 2003). 

Parents. The other group is at the expense of sharing with parents, who would 

pay some higher education costs, or bear other living expenses for students, 

sometimes holding a local student (Johnstone, 2003). Parents themselves have paid 

their current income, either partially from previous savings, or partially borrowing - 

that is, being a future reward (Johnstone, 2003). Neither grandparents nor members of 

an extended family, or members of a village or church, are "parents" when it comes 

to supporting a student (Johnstone, 2003).



Students. The third part is to share the responsibility of higher education for 

students who can carry other long-term expenses or a holiday room or loan 

(Johnstone, 2003). Loans can also be repaid when a student is successful and 

employed, such as regular money, monthly rates or refunds for deductions from the 

employer, to the compensation fee when (such as income tax, insurance premiums or 

pension funds). ) and goes towards the consumer (Johnstone, 2003). Payments can 

also have income or can be paid at a certain percentage of salary. Or in a very similar 

way, the one who managed to repay the money (for the borrowing is taken, therefore, 

the lease, the government) using a surtax of income tax, or an additional income tax 

until the money is returned, including a percentage interest percentage (Johnstone , 

2003). In all the usual cases, the war is equally successful, or what the income is 

worth the student (or what should be accepted in the advertised world) is not a type of 

loan or liability, but (1) the existing selling price of the expected costs and (2) the 

number of years of renewal, in relation to # 1, defines a monthly payment. | 

Individual or institutional donors. The last costing group is a donor, whose 

contribution could be aimed at improving the university level (and thus accessing 

education) in relation to institutional budgets (which reduces the amount that should 

be delivered to parents and (Johnstone, 2003), or to students , in the form of money or 

scholarship, whether these are based on the financial needs of students or students 

and / or earning a small salary, reduce demand for other sources of income 

(Johnstone, 2003). These donations are, in fact, continuous the university itself can 

look like a donor because it provides students with experienced students from poor 

families, but real users in such cases can be parents of rich students who may be 

paying more than they would have to meet the normal cost of an institutional 

education, but who can see that the university can provide a certain path rebu - an 

instruction based on the quality of the institution's quality - and as a cost-effective 

institution (Johnstone, 2003). Students’ loans could be introduced in the developing 

countries so that disadvantage students could find the source of finance through bank 

(Woodhall, 1988). There could be different types of loans which depends on the



economy of the country and assessed by special agencies (Ziderman, 2002). In the 

addition, universities and other charitable organizations could be distinguished as the 

part of this source of financing the higher education (Johnstone, 2003). The examples 

of such institutions are Tatishev Foundation which makes donations to lots of 

students each year (Tatishev foundation). The industry also supports the students in 

higher education such as Kazenergy grants (Kazenergy). Such a donations made from 

the perspective in human resource capacity building. 

2.2. Context: educational system in Kazakhstan 

Similar to most countries, Kazakhstani government faces problems with access 

and equity in higher education. Comparatively, Kazakhstan is a young country with a 

market economy, democratic governance, civil society and the rule of law. The 

context of education in Kazakhstan today is changed from the system provided under 

the former Soviet Union. The government of USSR provided free and equal access to 

education for every competent person in country (Sarinzhipov, 2013). The education 

system was fully controlled because of strict views and also was funded by Soviet 

Union (Sarinzhipov, 2013). Affordability was not a problem because higher 

education was free for all (Sarinzhipov, 2013). This system had benefits for children 

of working class families, children from rural areas and children from certain ethnic 

groups (Heyneman, 2010). Nevertheless, higher education was in the hands of 

institutions, which could control admission of students through their own entrance 

examinations, which were obscure and usually inequitable (Heyneman, 2010). 

After the collapse of USSR, the Kazakhstani government needed policies to 

regulate the educational system, therefore “Law of education” was created on the 

base of previous management experience in order to take control of all educational 

institutions (Heyneman, 2010). From the years following independence up until now 

different amounts of money have been given to universities in form of grants to 

create financial accessibility of higher education (Heyneman, 2010). Nevertheless, 

this amount of money is not sufficient to create equal rights to higher education and 

rates: s¢ ast Destined owas



accessibility (Department for Business Innovation and Skills, 2015). During the years 

of transition new opportunities have appeared in Kazakhstani higher educational 

sphere, because of the growing desire to increase the number of available places in 

higher educational institutions (Heyneman, 2010). Very soon, improving the access 

to higher education became an important mission for government (Heyneman, 2010). 

By Constition of Kazakhstan, every citizen of our state has the right to get free higher 

education on a competitive basis in public universities. As well private institutions 

are also regulated by the Constitution. Thus because of increasing rapid demand for 

higher education, the higher education institutions have expanded, mostly in the form 

of private provision (Heyneman, 2010). From the 1999 till the 2005 Kazakhstani 

higher education enrollment increased its quantity ti two times (Narenova,2006). This 

disseratation focuses on the problem of the access and equity in Kazakhstani 

education policies which should ensure education to be available to all, despite the 

different characteristics as economic or social status. 

Table | - Number of students in higher education, 1999-2005 (in thousands) 

1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2004-05 

000s % 000s % 000s % 000s % 060s % 

or agember 365.4 100.0 440.7 100.0 514.7 100.0 597.5 100.0 7442 100.0 

Full-time 226.2 61.9 2545 63.5 288.2 56.0 300.3 50.3 349.6 47.0 
Evening 2.8 0.8 2.1 0.48 1.9 0.37 1.8 0.3 2.3 0.3 

Distance 136.4 37.3 184.1 41.8 2246 43.6 295.4 49.4 392.2 52.7 | 
Total number 

of students in 94.4 25.8 126.9 28.8 182.5 35.5 256.0 429 344.2 46.3 
private HEIs 

Full-time 452 12.4 556 126 798 155 1092 183 125.9 16.9 

Evening 1.8 0.5 15 0.4 1.5 1.5 1.7 0.3 2.2 0.3 
Distance 47.4 12.9 698 158 1012 197 146.1 245 2162 261 

Source : Narenova, M,, et al. (2006), unpublished background report and 

presentation prepared for the review team; UNICEF IRC (2006), TransMONEE 

2006 database, UNICEF IRC, Florence. 



Table 1 shows the rapid increase in enrolment rates which have resulted in 

gross participation rates of 44.3% among 19-to-24-year-old population demonstrating 

evidence of high access to higher education. A deeper investigation of Table 1 also 

shows that full time gross participation rose from 14.6% in 2000 to 20.8% in 2005. 

During the same period, higher education participation rate has grown from 2.9% to 

7.5% in the private education sector in 2005. Whereas, distance learning the highest 

level of the enrolment increase occurred in 2000. It was approximately grown 4 times 

from 50 thousand to 200 thousands students. 53% percent of all student’s study part 

time. These participation rates show good indicators of accessibility and according to 

the OECD average of 53% for high income countries (OECD, 2012). Kazakhstan has 

made a real progress in increasing higher education participation rate from the year 

1996. Two policies have improved access to higher education which include 

inclusivity of the well-off and rural areas. In the addtition, the new form of student 

evaluation was accepted in 2003 year. It was called UNT (United National Test) 

which is used as the bridge among the school and university. In the addition, it does 

assess the knowledge given at the times of school. 

2.3. Cost sharing of Kazakhstani Higher Education 

Since, 2003-2004 years’ admission department of each university is dependent 

of the UNT. The UNT is an attempt to implement a corruption-free, transparent 

admission procedure (OECD, 2012). According to OECD recommendations UNT 

should be improved and developed in order to increase equity in students’ enrollment 

(OECD, 2017). Kazakhstan has introduced a public education scholarship, which 

allows selected students to access an elective institution. In 2006, 32,500 public 

educational institutions were awarded, -60% of Kazakh students who spoke 40% of 

speakers from Russia (Damitov, et al., 2006). These scholarships from the Ministry 

of Education and Science on Government Orders have awarded Altyn Belgi, the 

Olympics, always competitive, and on the basis of government currencies, due to 

certain aspects of the language, students pass of the lowest points (Damitov, et al.).



Potential impacts of UNT transitional rates for rural students have access to the 

resources discussed below (Damitov, et al., 2006). Quotas are based on public 

educational resource rewards in this way - 30% of government orders for rural 

students to have the main priorities in the field of learning, economics; 2% in 

Kazakhstan, who are citizens of Kazakhstan; 0.5% of children with disabilities; 1% 

of orphans and children without parental support (Damitov, et al., 2006). After 

introduction of the UNT, government covered approximately 30% of the all students 

payments and finances in the same amount till nowadays (MNERK, 2014-2015). 

As-mentioned above there is a link between the financial status of a region and 

UNT scores. Therefore, Kazakhstani government should deeply investigate socio- 

economic status of applicant and make informed decisions about right financing in 

education area. Actually, Kazakhstan has difficulties obtaining reliable information 

about social-economic status of citizens and one of the most significant reasons of 

this problem is widespread “grey” economy (MESRK, 2014). Thus, authentic data 

about the income levels of the population can not be defined. Data from the Ministry 

of Education and Science (based on a survey of higher education institutions, to 

which 80 institutions replied) shows us that almost two-thirds of "students from poor 

families" study without any financial support (MESRK, 2014). A study by the 

National Center for Educational Statistics and Evaluation (NCESE, 2014) shows that 

UNT scores are related to the regions where students are located: on regions with 

high numbers of people living in lower standards of living, the UNT scores were 

considerably lower. By comparison, the high-income cities of Almaty and Astana 

usually achieve the highest scores on the UNT (NCESE, 2012). 

Even if there is not enough reliable information about socio-economic status of 

students, it is surely obvious that there is an interconnection with the geographic 

location of students, their SES and their academic performance (MESRK, 2014). 

Rural students in Kazakhstan are more likely to be of low SES status and to perform 

less well on the UNT (MESRK, 2014). This inequal competition for state grants have 

a negative effect on the completion of studies by these students, because rural and



urban students do not receive totally fair consideration or do not receive totally fair 

consideration or appreciation. 

Figure 1 Regional value added per capita and grant financing 

Per Capita Value Added in Region (Preliminary 2003 USD) 

8000 - ‘ ; $$ 

e Atyrau 

7000 

6000 

5000 

® Almaty cit 
4000 y cily 

© Mangistau 

© Astana 

3000 | 

| 
® WKO | 

2000 © Aktyubinsk ° Karaganda * Pavodar | 
e Kostanal ERO 

° 

1000 *Kyzylorda . ‘akmola ° NKO 
SKO e  ,® Almaty 

Jamby! | 

3) 0 iii Sa ene Oe i n 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 

% students with grant and loan financing 2004 

Source: Damitov, B.K., et al., (2006), “Natsionalniy doklad o sostoyanii i 

razvitll obrazovaniva” (National Report on the Status and Development ef 

Education), National Centre for Educational Quality Assessment, Astana. 

Financial imbalance is also reflected in the economic report of citizens. 

According to the employment profile, about 44% of Kazakhstani employees are 

classified as low ineome, 43% in the middle group and 10-13% in the incoming 
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education fees (MNERK, 2014-2015). Access to higher education for young people 

eligible for state aid is a major problem (OECD, 2016). The national survey found 

that 59.8% of high schools from poor families did not have the opportunity to 

continue their education, of which 76% lacked funding as the main reason (OECD, 

2016). 

The absence of adequate financial support is the most major obstacle to 

accessing the education in Kazakhstan. State grants and scholarships are provided 

only for one-quarter of higher education students (NCESE, 2014).There is a voucher- 

type system of grants in Kazakhstan. This means, state funds for higher education 

places are allocated to the student, rather than to the higher education institution 

(NCESE, 2014). And most students use private funds to access higher education. As 

we can see in figure 2 about 73% of Kazakhstan’s higher education students funded 

their places in higher education institutions using their own family funds (MNERK, 

2014-2015). 

The rate of tution is increasing much faster than the income levels of citizens 

(Nazarbayev University School of Graduation, 2014). All institutions have to 

guarantee that the tuition levels do not fall below the state education grant 

(Nazarbayev University School of Graduation, 2014). Thereofre, the government 

cannot increase public funding of higher education without raising the tuition 

paymants for those who pay for education. Minimum grant/tuition funds levels are set 

on by government, and change by istitutions and disciplines (Nazarbayev University 

School of Graduation, 2014). Typical tuition levels at public institutions range from 

roughly KZT 300 000 to KZT 700 000 or roughly USD 900 to USD 2 000 at mid- 

2016 conversion rates and the private institutions usually charge several times more 

than that (Nazarbayev University School of Graduation, 2014). 

Free higher education is available on a competitive basis only and educational 

grants give students a chance to access the institution of their choice. Mostly, the 

grants are distributed among state education institutions. The state can regulate the 

number of specialists that are needed the most through managing the number state 
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grants’ or particular specialities and institutions (Government of Republic 
Kazakhstan, 2009). Thus in certain fields, such as law, as few as one in ten bachelor- 
level students studies on a state grant (Government of Republic Kazakhstan, 2009). 

In other fields, such as engineering and technology, roughly six in ten students hold a 
grant and in agricultural sciences, as many as eight in ten do (JSC Information- 

Analytic Center, 2015). . 

Along with usual state grants government implemented grant set-asides which 
have been introduced for students from a range of backgrounds: rural students, those 
in priority social and economic disciplines, Kazakh ethnic minorities, Kazakhs who 

are citizens of another country, students with a disability and orphans and children 

without parental support (Government of Republic Kazakhstan, 2009). In the case of 

equal scores on the UNT, orphans and children who need support are given 

preferential treatment (Government of Republic Kazakhstan, 2009). Other grants and 

discounts in many higher education institutions have introduced their own discounts 

for various groups of students. Fees may be reduced by between 15% and 50% for 

high-achieving students, elite athletes, students with dependents, and where two or 

more students come from the same family (JSC Information-Analytic Center, 2015). 

Data provided by the JSC Information-Analytic Center in May 2016 suggest that 

nearly one in twelve students may be in receipt of such discounts with students from 

poor families somewhat more likely to receive them. Employers provide grant 

funding for students with these grants more common in the fields of engineering and 

technology (JSC Information-Analytic Center, 2015). 

Higher education institutions themselves currently have only limited 

Opportunities to raise revenue and to use this to offer additional financial support to 

students in need because of lack of authority. Kazakhstan's highly centralized 

financial regulations do not allow higher education institutions to establish 

endowments which have proven to be an effective approach for funding targeted 

initiatives in a number of countries (Griffith University, 2016). The restrictions in 

Kazakhstan limit higher education institutions’ ability to access philanthropy and to 
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develop active partnerships with industry that could support disadvantaged students. 

Those who are approved for a state-guaranteed loan still need co-signers. It was 

reported to the OECD review team that a significant percentage of "guaranteed" 

borrowers do not in the end receive loans. Sometimes the bank breaks off contact 

with the borrower, and sometimes a co-signer cannot be found. It'was also reported to 

the review team that the typical credit recourse of students who need to borrow is to 

private loan markets, where interest rates may be upwards of 25% (Nazarbayev 

University School of Graduation, 2014). 

Figure 2 Sources of funding of higher education in Kazakhstan 
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Sources: Ministry of National Economy of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 

Committee on Statistics (MNERK) (2014-2015), retrieved from www.stat.gov.kz 

The Finance Center of the Ministry of Education and Science reported to the 

OECD review that, since the inception of the State Educational Accumulation 

Scheme (SEAS) in 2012, only 11 000 people have created deposits under the scheme 

— a figure which is far below the 500 000 depositors predicted at the program's 

outset. Kazakhstanis' uncertainties about the economy (given rising inflation and the 

risk of further currency devaluation) reduce the appeal of a savings vehicle 

denominated in tenge. There is also a cultural bias implicit in this scheme: it will be 
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more attractive to those families who have the financial capacity to save and a 

predisposition towards doing so and it will thus use public funds to encourage 

behavior that may well have happened anyway. However, it will be less attractive for 

lower SES households both because they often lack funds to save and because they 

are less likely to aspire to higher education for their children. Yet it is precisely these 

families that stand to benefit thé most from an effective targeted allocation of 

incremental public funding. 
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3. Methodology . 

The purpose of the research is to identify the sources of higher education in 

Kazakhstan. At the same time find out the preferences of students in terms of several 

sources of financing the higher education. As the bonus of the study, dissertation 

would like to identify the main characteristics of the students, who prefer different 

sources of hgher education. These questions should be asked from the big amount of 

people. As the research approach is descriptive, study is going to use quantitative 

method. Researchers mostly use this kind of approach in order to describe and show 

the significant part of the respondents (Leavy, 2017). Descpite of the exploratory 

studies which is aim to dig deeper the problem, descriptive study is conducted when 

problem is not revealed in the stated context (Leavy, 2017). The subjective opinions 

matter for qualitative, whereas quantitative aims to collect as much as possible 

opinions by restricting the mode of answers (Leavy, 2017). In the addition, sating the 

philosophy perspective of the researcher is exteremly important in order to 

understand the findings and interpertations (leavy, 2017). It helps to understand the 

point of view of the researcher so that study could be correctly interpreted (Leavy, 

2017). This dissertation uses postpositivist philosophic approach which is most 

appropriate withih the use of the quantitative research (Cresswell, 2008). 

3.1. Data collection strategy 

The aim of our study is to accomplish the cost sharing analysis of higher 

education in Kazakhstan. As research was intended to collect data all over the 

Kazakhstan and interpret the opinions of different regions, collecting questionnaire 

through the qualtrics.com which is the most useful research tool. The questionnaire 

was summed up upon the qualitative research questions of the previous authors such 

as Mhamed (2007). About 5000 students were emailed all over the Kazakhstan and 

416 students answered the survey questions. Snow ball sampling strategy was used 

ere sent by emails and whatssapp application through the 
and questionnares w 

researchers’ boundaries among higher education instructors and academicians. There 
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was no Citeria to become an interviewee. The only one is to have relation with higher 

education. As this topic were not explored yet in Kazakhstan, study aims to describe 

the situation through the appropriate tool. Despite taking the cases of some regions, 

collecting data all over the Kazakhstan will be useful to generalize the findings. 
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4. Findings 

4.1. Descriptive statistics 

The table 2 shows the descriptive statistics which shows all the demographic 

information about respondents. Total number of participants is 416. The demographic 

statistics shows that the respondents are those whom study need as they could be 

most disadvantaged in acquiring the higher education. 

Table 2.1 - Gender descriptive statistics 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Female 284 68.3 68.3 68.3 

Male 132 31.7 31.7 100.0 

Total. 416 100.0 100.0 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 

Table 2.2 - Age descriptive statistics 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 15-24 372 89.4 89.4 89.4 
96.34 40 . 96 OB 350° 

35-444 10 10 ~~ 100.0 — 

Total 416 100.0 100.0 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 

Table 2.3 - Education descriptive statistics 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent 

Valid School 28 6.7 | 6.7 6.7 

Special: 84 20.2 20.2 26.9 

“Bachelor 252 60.6 60.6 87.5 : 

Master 48 11.5 “Ws "99.0 

PhD 4 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 416 | 100.0 100.0 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 
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Table 2.4 — Bachelor specialization descriptive statistics 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Business 212 51.0 51.0 51.0 

Studies 

Translation 44 10.6 10.6 61.5 

Studies 

Law Studies 44 10.6 10.6 724 

Education 28 6.7 6.7 78.8 

Studies 

Engeneering 112 2.9 2.9 81.7 

Studies 

Social Studies 68 16.3 16.3 98.1 

Technology 8 1.9 19 100.0 

Studies 

Total 416 100.0 100.0 : 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 

Table 2.5 — Reason of choice descriptive statistics 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent 

Valid Own wish 232 55.8 56.3 56.3 

Parents' desire 52 12.5 12.6 68.9 

Low cost of 4 1.0 1.0 69.9 

education 

“Availability of 64 15.4 15.5 8540 7 

scholarships 

Popularity on 24 5.8 5.8 91.3 

the iridustry 

Other 36 8.7 8.7 100.0 

Total 412 99.0 100.0 | 

Missing System 4 1.0 

Total | 416 100.0 

Source:complied by author 
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Table 2.6 — Experience descriptive statistics. 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 0 116 27.9 27.9 27.9 

1-3 years 248 59.6 59.6 87.5 

4-5 years 32 7.7 77 95.2 
Eo yean’ ig Og gun gg 

Il-more 4 1.0 10 ~=~————«*100.0 

Total 416 100.0 100.0 | 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 

Table 2.7 — Region descriptive statistics 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid North Kazakhstan 36 8.7 8.7 8.7 

South Kazakhstan 96 23.1 23.1, at fy ae 
“ast Kagakheian "28 67 gg ggg coun 

West Kazakhstan 40 | 6 BRT 

Almaty  196—t:é«SATZzSTL “AT. 

Nur-Sultan ~ 20 4.8 4.8 100.0 

“Total =i(<‘éa‘dO 100.0 100.0 . | 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 

Table 2.8 - Revenue descriptive statistics 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 0-80k 76 18.3 18.3 18.3 
wget ey ae 

151300k (108 26.0 26.0 78.8 

301-more _—_—-88 21.2 212. | 100.0 

Total 416 100.0 100.0 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 

most of them are young 

ation of business studies, 
Within 416 participants 70% are females, 

representatives, who study bachelor degree at the specializ 
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whose reason to choose specialization was their own wish; they .are somehow 

experienced at the workplace; mostly from the south and Almaty regions; which 

average income is between 80-150; whose education paid their parents. The 

demographic statistics shows that the respondents are those whom study need as they 

could be most disadvantaged in acquiring the higher education. 

First question was about who pays for higher education in Kazakhstan. It is 

known from the report of Ministry of National Economy of the Republic of 

Kazakhstan, Committee on Statistics for the 2014-2015 years that government part 

for higher education payments which include scholarships is the 30% about for 15 

years from the introduction of UNT. However, no one knows how students pays for 

their education. If the average income per family member is 80-150 (among 

respondents), parents could not be the only source of financing. As Mhamed (2007) 

stated the existence of “grey economy” which is obvious seen in the difference 

between the income and expenditure. From the findings it is seen that 50% is paid by 

parents, approximately 30% paid by government, 10% is held by loan programs and 

other 10% is equally divided by other different sources such as charitable 

organizations, university scholarships and others sources. 

It is clearly understandable that government should work with industries and 

other organizations and show the importance of the human resource capacity building 

in face of giving scholarships. Vital need to rethink the cost-sharing of higher 

education. From the descriptive analysis of higher education cost sharing theory, this 

study gives several directions and ideas for policy makers to rethink the existed cost - 

sharing theory. As the income does not match the expenses on the education. The 

main idea is to add other sources from industries as Germany did it, or create 

financial loan as US succefully practicing it. It will reduce the risk of existence of 

“grey economy”. Us this dissertation underlined the different sources and readiness to 

use the other types of sources by the population and students itself. 

Second question reveal the opinion of the students about the preferred sources 

of higher education. Most of students answered that government should pay for their 
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education and it is the obvious answer. However, the aim of the question is to identify 

the readiness of people to pursue different sources of education such as loans and 

private scholarships. From the statistcs it is seen that people may be don’t know how 

to earn different sources and they are not aware of different possibilities such as loans 

and etc. The point for government and policymakers within the restricted amount of 

money dedicated to higher education could be taken from our discussions. The study 

shows the unreadyness of people to take loans or pursue different sources. Therefore, 

Kazakhstani government should work with industries and banks to develop different 

programs which support students. At the same time, proper advertisement should be 

spread among population. As previous loan sheems did not work well because of 

several reasons such as luck of awareness and extremely high interest rate. The 

readiness to pay high or low interest rate is other research which could be included 

into the future directions as well as investigating the reasons why people does not 

consider other sources as well as government. 

Table 2.9— HE payment source descriptive statistics 

Valid Cumulative 

Frequency Percent Percent _—Percent 

Valid Parents 224 53.8 53.8 53.8 
‘Government gg gem gg gg 

Charitable _ 590g 

organizations 

University 12 2.9 2.9 "85.6 

scholarship 

Company, in face 12 2.9 2.9 88.5, 

of future 

employee a 

Educational loans 40 9.6 9.6 98.1 7 

Other sources _—- 8 1.9 "19 «100.0 

Total «°° 416 100.0 100.0 _ 

Source.complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 
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4.2. Other findings 

Table 3 reports summary statistics for the most appropriate source of financing 

higher education which were asked from students. Obviously, students prefer 

government to pay for them. However, there are different opinions which include 

companies and third parties. Less students think about loans, private scholarships, 

charitable organizations and etc. These statistics shows that introduction of 

studentsloan could be developed. However, it should be good advertised at the same 

time.The discriminant command in SPSS performs canonical linear - discriminant 

analysis. 

Table 3 - The most appropriate source of financing HE 

Cumulative 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

Valid Parents 36 8.7 8.7 8.7 

Governments = —.272 65.4 654  — 74.0 

Educational loans 4 10 10 : 75.0 

University scholarship 8 1919 769 

‘Company, as future 80 19.2 “192 96.2 

employee | 

‘Charitable organizations 12 29 29 99.00 

- Other sources 4 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 416 100.0 100.0 

Source:complied by author based on calculations on SPSS 

This dissertation third research question is interested in the relationship 

between the continuous variables and our categorical variables. Specifically, we 

would like to know how many dimensions we would need to express this 

relationship. The variables and different characteristics could associate the readiness 

to use different higher education financing sources. The discriminant analysis is 

significatn as the results of sig. Is less than 0.005 which is equal to 0.004. From the 

table 5, it is obvious that reason why do students have choosen the exact 

22 



specialization could be associated with the preferred source of payment for 

education. It is seen from the table and significance level is on the appropriate level. 

Using this relationship, it is predictable a classification based on the continuous 

variables or assess how well the continuous variables separate the categories in the 

classification. From this output, we can see that some of the means of variables differ 

noticeably from group to group in financing source. These differences will hopefully 

allow us to use these predictors to distinguish observations in one financing source 

group from observations in another financing source group. Next, we can look at the 

correlations between these three predictors. These correlations will give us some 

indication of how much unique information each predictor will contribute to the 

analysis. If two predictor variables are very highly correlated, then they will be 

contributing shared information to the analysis. Uncorrelated variables are likely 

preferable in this respect. 

The discriminant command in SPSS performs canonical linear discriminant 

analysis which is the classical form of discriminant analysis. In this calculations, we 

specify in the groups subcommand that we are interested in the variable financing 

source, and we list’ in parenthesis the minimum and maximum values seen 

in financing source. We next list the discriminating variables, or predictors, in 

the variables subcommand. 

Table 4—The case processive summary 

Adjusted R Std. Error of 

Model R R Square Square the Estimate 

l .242a 0.059 0.038 1.846 

Mean 

Model Sum of Squares df | Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 85.517 9 9.502 2.788 .004 

Residual 1369.861 402 3.408 | | 

Total 1455.379 411 
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Table 5 — Discriminant analysis 

Source Revenue Region Experience Reason 

Parents Mean 12.5176 24.2235 9.0235 5.074 0.34211 

N 36 36 36 36 36 

Std. 4.64863 4.33528 3.14331 3.83221 0.000 

Dv _ 

“Mean 18.5376 21.1398 10.1398 9.7431 3.458 

N 272 272 272 272 272 
Governments 

Std. 0.038 0.05123 0.043 3.564 4.5506 

Dv 

Mean 8.5376 4.5506 3.242302 «5.3321 6.2233 

Educational N 4 4 4 4 4 

loans Std. 0.056 0.099 0.030 0.563 0.574 

Dv 

Mean 12.022 15,5758 21.1398 10.1398 =—-:15.4545 

University N 8 8 8 8 8 

scholarship Std. 3.14331 0.052 0.023 0.431 0.667 

Dv 

: Mean . 4.8399 7.1209 5.6789 4.6154. 3.7273 

Company, as 80 80 80 80 80 

future Std. 0.103 0.159 0.042 0.651 0.516 
employee Dv 

Mean 3.2678 2.3409 1.6723 5.1209 2.3154 

Charitable  N 12 12 12 12 12 

organizations Std. 0.176 0.054 0.163 3.248 0.001 

Dv 

Mean 3.14331 4.3289 2.8734 1.0912 5.2309 

Other N 4 4 4 4 4 

sources Std. 0.006 ~—-0.051 0.007 0.123 0.902 

Dv 

Mean 15.6393 20.6762 10.5902 15.4545 13.2424 

N 416 416 416 416 416 

Total Std. 0.140 0.139 0.057 1.006 0.315 

Dv 
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This dissertation is interested in comparing the actual groupings in financing 

source to the predicted groupings generated by the discriminant analysis. Actually, 

from the discriminant analysis it is obviously seen that the reason why does students 

choose the sources come from their characteristics.The study stated 3rd research 

question according to which study identified some findings. Several interesting 

findings were underlined. It is the difference among the regions. The poor region 

students are interested in different sources. It could come from the reasin that they are 

dissapointed into gaining the governmental grant. It is supported by OECD (2017). 

They found out the great difference among the applicants from different regions. 

Such as applicatn from Almaty, Nur-Sultan, or Aktau gain grants much more times 

better than other students. Unfortunately, no other siginificant difference or 

approximate correlation is not found. Experience, age, specialization, etc does not 

affect the choice of the higher education financing sources. 
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6. Conclusions and limitations 

Sometimes, barriers to higher education arise from students’ limited financial 

resources. Growing up in a family where parents have low levels of education often 

means having less financial support available for studies. In addition, some young ~ 

adults may have to enter the labour market early in order to support themselves and 

their families. Thus if the education system does not support students from 

disadvantaged backgrounds more challenges for government occur. 

According to the State Program of Education Development in the Republic of 

Kazakhstan (2010-2020) (Government of Republic Kazakhstan, 2009) adopted by the 

government developed countries spend about 3 percent of GDP for higher education 

while Kazakhstan spends 1,5 percent of GDP. If Kazakhstan spends two times less 

than developed countries, government should not wait for results which would be the 

same. 

However, the resolution of this problem is not necessarily "free tuition for all", 

as that approach can lead to inefficient use of public funds. This option may help 

those who cannot afford higher education, but also those who can. Instead, decreasing 

prices to a moderate level of tuition fees would give opportunities to lower-income 

students and private returns acquired from studying in higher education system, at the 

same time increase access to higher education and at least save public resources. For 

instance, Gale and Palter (2013) found that Australian students from certain target 

groups (particularly low SES students) appear to benefit from three forms of financial 

support: support to repay tuition fees, such as loan repayment schemes, income — 

support while studying at university and funding schemes to the specific needs of 

target groups. 

Kazakhstani government could use one approach which is embodied in 

financial aid systems that combine means-tested grants with loans whose later 

repayment levels are directly related to graduate's income. Australia and New 

high tuition fees, encourage 
Zealand have used this approach to soften the impact of , 

e risks of high student 
disadvantaged students to enter higher education and reduce th 
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loan debt. There are numerous ways to increase access and improve equity related to 

higher education. Kazakhstani government should make a comprehensive 

commitment to explore the ebst options for improvement. Not one single country can 

discuss the problems of economics and political leadership in this millennium without 

making global reforms on professional education (Zhakenov, 2013). 
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APPENDIX 

Thanks that you agreed to participate in our survey! — 

1.Gender: female male 

2.Age: _15-24 _25-34 35-44 45.4 

3.Region: North South East _ West _Almaty —Nur-Sultan 

4.Average income per family member: 1-80k _81-150k "_151-300k _300k-+ 

5.Education: school special _ bachelor _master _PhD 

6.Experience: 0 _1-3years _4-Syears _6-10years _11-+ 

7.Bachelor specialization: 

8.Who paid for your higher education? 

_parents _Government _ Charitable organizations _University scholarship 

_Company, in face of future employee _ Educational loans _Other sources 

9.The most appropriate source of financing higher education 

Totally agree Agree Neither agree Disagree Totally agree 

or disagree 

Parents 

Government 

Charitable 

organizations 

University 

scholarship 

Company, in 

face of future 

employee 

Educational 

loans 

Other 

sources 
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