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ABSTRACT

Parents’ Attitudes Towards Cost-Sharing and its Impact on the Affordability of

Higher Education in Kazakhstan

The main purpose of this research is to explore and understand the attitudes of Kazakhstani
parents regarding cost-sharing for higher education and to examine how this attitude affects
the affordability of higher education for their children. The Cost-Sharing concept (Johnstone,
1986) is used as a conceptual framework to examine parents' attitude towards responsibility
for the distribution of costs for higher education of their children in Kazakhstan. A
quantitative correlational research design is conducted by using an online survey tool. The
study sample included 209 parents of students in grades 8-11 in two schools in the city of
Ust-Kamenogorsk. This research reveals parents' resistance toward cost-sharing concept and
their preference for full government funding of their children's higher education. However, at
the same time, there is a high level of concern about the future financial burden; parents note
that they consider higher education in Kazakhstan affordable. This study has important
implications for the government of Kazakhstan and its higher education institutions by further
analyzing the impact of government initiatives on parental attitudes toward spending in

higher education.

Key words: Higher education, Cost-sharing, Affordability of higher education, Financial

Responsibility, Education Investment.
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AHaaTna

ATa-aHaJIaleLIH IIbIFbIHAAPABI 60.11yre KO3Kapachl }KOHE OHbIH K333KCT3H}13be

JKOFapbl OLTIMHIH KoJnkeTiMaLTIriHe dcepi

By 3eprreyni MakcaThl — Ka3aKCTaHBIK aTa-aHaIap/IbIH KOFAphl OUTIM aly MIBIFBIHIAPhIHA
KaTbICyFa JeTeH KO3KapachlH 3e€PTTEY JKOHE TYCIHY, COHJIali-aK MYHJIail Ko3KapacTapIblH
oJIap/IbIH Oayiajapsl YIIH KOFapbl OUTIMHIH KOJDKETIMIUTITIHE Kalai ocep €TEeTIHIH 3epTTey.
[erreiaapap 6eicy TykbipbiMaamacsk! (Johnstone, 1986) Kazakcrangarsl OananapbIHBIH
YKOFaphI OUTIM aTy IIBIFBIHAAPBIH O0OJIICY KayaKepuIlIiriHe aTa-aHalapbIH Ko3KapachlH
3epTTey YIIH TYKBIPhIMIAMaJIbIK HET13 peTiHae nainananbuiaasl. CaHabIK, KOPPEISIHSIIBIK
3epTTey K00achl OHJIAMH cayallHaMaHbl KOJAAHY apKbUIb )KYpriziieai. 3epTrey yiaricine
OCKeMeH KalachlHJaFbl €K1 MeKTeNTiH 8-11 chiHbI OKyIIbIIapeIHBIH 209 aTa-aHachl
KaTbICTHI. ByJ1 3epTTey ara-aHaapabIiH NIBIFBIHAAPBI 06ITICY TYKBIPBIMIaMaChIHA
KOJIIaybIHBIH YKOKTBIFBIH JKOHE OJIApbIH OaTalapbIHBIH KOFAPhI OLTIM aTybIH TOJBIKTAN
MEMJICKETTIK Kap KbLIaHIBIPYIbl KAJTAUTHIHBIH KepceTeni. JlerenMen, Oy perte Oomariak
Kap KbUIBIK JKYKTEME Typajibl aJlaHayIIbLIBIK dKOFaphl )KoHe aTa-aHanap Kazakcranmaarbl
YKOFaphI OUTIMJTI KOJDKETIM/II €T CaHANUTHIHBIH atan oTTi. byi 3eprreynin Kasakcran ykimeTi
MEH OHBIH JKOFapbl OKY OPBIHAAPHI YIIIiH MaHBI3/bI calgapsl O0ap, 6MTKEH1 01 aTa-aHaIapbIH
HIBIFBICTAP/IBI OOIIyTe IereH KO3KapachlH OJ]aH 9pi e3repTyre YKiMeT OacTamanapbiHbIH

ocepiH Tanjayra MyYMKIHJIK Oepei.

Tyiiinai ceznep: Korapst 6i1im, HIbiFeHaBL 01Ty, XKOFaph! OUTIMHIH KOJKETIMALTIT,

KapxbUIBIK jxayankepuriiik, bitiMre nHBecTUIA.
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AHHOTAUA

OTHoleHune pounTeﬂeﬁ K pa3saejJeHI0 3aTpaT U €ro BJMAHUEC HA JOCTYITHOCTD BBICIIECTO

odopasoBanus B Kazaxcrane

OcHoOBHa4 11€J1b JAHHOTO MCCIICAOBAHUS — U3YYUTh U MOHATH OTHOIIEHUE KAa3aXCTAaHCKUX
poauTenei K y4acTHIO B pacxojax Ha BhICIIee 00pa3oBaHue, a TaKKe U3yYUTh, KaK TaKoe
OTHOIIIEHUE BIUSIET Ha JIOCTYIMHOCTH BBICIIETO 00pa3oBaHus ig ux aereil. Konmenmus
paznenenus 3arpat (Johnstone, 1986) ucnonp3yercst B Ka4ueCTBE KOHIIENTYaAIbHOW OCHOBBI
JUTSI U3y4EHUs OTHOIIICHHS POJIUTENIEH K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a pacipeielieHUue 3aTpaT Ha
BhbICcIIee oOpa3oBaHue ux Jeteil B Kazaxcrane. KonnuecTBeHHBIN KOpPENSLUOHHBIN IH3aiiH
WCCTIEIOBAHMS TIPOBOAMTCS C UCIOIB30BAaHUEM OHJIAH-OMPOCHUKA. B BEIOOPKY
uccienoBanus Bouwu 209 poaurenend yqammxces 8-11 kaaccoB IByX IIKOJ Topojia YCThb-
Kamenoropcka. 910 uccinegoBaHue MOKa3blBAET OTCYTCTBUE MOJIEPHKKHU POIUTEIEH 11O
OTHOIIICHUIO K KOHUEIIINKU Pa3eieHus 3aTpaT U UX MPEAIOYTEHNUE MOJTHOMY
roCyIapcTBEHHOMY (PDMHAHCHPOBAHMIO BBICIIIETO 00pa3oBaHus uX jaeTeil. OIHAKO B TO XKe
BpeMsl OTMEYAETCs BBICOKAs CTENEHb 00ECITIOKOEHHOCTH TI0 MOBOIY OymyIero (pMHaHCOBOTO
OpeMeHH, pOIUTEII OTMEUAIOT, YTO CUUTAIOT BhICIIee oOpazoBanue B Kazaxcrane
JOCTYITHBIM. DTO UCCJIEJOBAHNE UMEET BayKHBIE MOCIEACTBUS ISl IPABUTEILCTBA
Kazaxcrana u ero BeIcIINX y4eOHBIX 3aBEICHUH, TIOCKOJIbKY OHO MO3BOJISET
MPOAHAIU3UPOBATH BIUSIHUE TPABUTEIILCTBEHHBIX MHUIIMATUB Ha TaJIbHEHIIIee U3MEHECHHUE

OTHOIIICHUA pO,[[HTCJ'ICﬁ K Pas3ACIICHUIO Tpart.

KmroueBnie cnoBa: Briciiee 06pa30BaHHe, Paznenenue 3arpar, Z[OCTYHHOCTB BBICIICIO

O6paSOBaHI/I$I, duHaHCcOBas OTBCTCTBCHHOCTD, HMuBectunnu B o6pa30BaHHe.
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1. Introduction

Over the past 20 years public expenditure on education in Kazakhstan has almost
doubled, and today the level is finally almost equal to the global share of expenditure
(OECD, 2017). However, the questions arise: at what cost did Kazakhstan achieve such
results and how long will this scheme last? According to Article 61 of the Law on Education,
there are several sources of education financing in Kazakhstan: budget financing of the
maintenance of state educational institutions, budget financing of the state educational grant,
income from the provision of paid services, loans from financial organizations and
sponsorship and charitable assistance (Law on Education, 2007). However, considering
demographic changes and the cultural context, the attitude of parents, who are often key
stakeholders in their children's higher education, towards the concept of cost-sharing and its
future impact on a sustainable higher education financing model in Kazakhstan in the era of

neoliberalism is highly relevant.

Background Information

The debates over the positive and negative aspects of the Soviet education system
may continue for a long time. However, it is a fact that the citizens of the USSR had the right
to all types of education, which was provided free of charge including higher education
(Constitution of the USSR, 1977). Nevertheless, the collapse of the USSR led to significant
changes in the social and economic life of Kazakhstan, which also affected the education
system. One of the key challenges the new independent country faced was the quality and
accessibility The necessity to study the issue of cost-sharing in modern Kazakhstan is
significant as it is related to the past, present, and future of Kazakhstan. The first reason is
related to the collapse of the Soviet Union and the formation of a new independent country.

At the beginning of the 1990s, the expenditures on education in all countries of the Soviet



Union fell significantly. Some authors noted that “public education expenditure... looked
gloomy in comparison to the pre-independence period” (Chankseliani, 2022), while others
even remarked that countries experienced a “transformational shock™ during this period
(Yakavets, 2014). According to Chankseliani (2022), this period was also characterized by
transitology, an approach that included a new economic direction (planned economy to a
market economy) and a new political direction (totalitarianism to democratic governance).
The marketization of the higher education system began around this time, characterized by a
different funding system and a different way of selecting students (Smolentseva, 2020). The
second reason for studying this issue is related to the current situation in the higher education
system in Kazakhstan. According to the OECD (2017), in Kazakhstan, 27% of students
received full government funding. The State Grants system serves as the primary mechanism
for awarding public funds to universities and guaranteeing that the most talented students and
certain special-needs groups have access to higher education (Mhamed et al., 2018). This
type of grant is awarded by The Ministry of Science and Higher Education and, in most
cases, based on the results of Unified National Testing (UNT). One of the main goals of this
practice is to give opportunities for “best students with the right to have education at any
university of their choice” (Doskeyeva, et al., 2014, p. 177). However, the meaning of "the
best student" is subjective in the context of the inequality of education throughout the
country. A study has shown that unequal conditions for students in rural and urban areas can
affect the completion of studies by these students, even if there are quotas for students from
rural areas (Yenikeyeva, 2019). For example, between 2012 and 2018, the gap in the UNT
results between schoolchildren in rural and urban areas increased from 1.82 to 7.08 points
(Nurbayev, 2021). It can be assumed that in the future the “struggle” for funding will be even
more intense due to population growth and will also be less equitable due to the rural-urban

divide. The January Events of 2022 are a reminder of the risk of excluding young people



without education from the labor market which will consequently affect the stability of
society. As a result, the problem of higher education finance deserves much attention. The last
aspect that needs to be mentioned is the future of the demographic situation in the country.
The population growth in Kazakhstan has already created an acute impact at the school level.
For example, the number of children born in Kazakhstan in 2013 was 387 256, while in 2021
this figure reached 446 491 (Bureau of National Statistics of the Agency for Strategic
Planning and Reforms of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2022). The Kazakhstani government
has approved a pilot national project "Komdopraas mkomna", the purpose of which is to open
new educational institutions in order to avoid a three-shift classes and an overload of student
numbers in each class (Akorda, 2022). However, the current strains at the school level are
expected to soon have subsequent impacts on higher education. The question remains
whether Kazakhstan's universities are ready for the next generation of students who are

currently studying in schools, particularly in relation to higher education funding.

Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of this research is to explore and understand the attitudes of
Kazakhstani parents regarding cost-sharing for higher education and to examine how this

attitude affects the affordability of higher education for their children.

Research Questions

Based on the purpose of this study, I identified the main research questions.

1. What are the attitudes of parents from public schools towards the concept of

cost-sharing in higher education in Kazakhstan?

2. What role do these attitudes play on the level of affordability of higher

education for their families?



Since this study aimed to examine the influence of parental attitudes, it tested the

following hypotheses.

1. Null Hypothesis (HO): There is no significant correlation between parental

attitudes towards cost-sharing and the level of affordability of higher education

2. Alternative Hypothesis (H1): There is a significant correlation between

parental attitudes towards cost-sharing and the level of affordability of higher education.

Methodology

This quantitative study used a non-experimental correlational design. Data collection
was conducted through an online survey among parents of public school students in grades 8—
11 from the accessible population. During the data analysis, the responses of the study
participants were tested in the statistical program Jamovi, with which I analyzed the data and

answered the research questions.

Significance of the Study

This study addresses a research gap to explore parental attitudes toward cost-sharing
in higher education in Kazakhstan. This research is crucial, especially considering the
country's growing population. This research helps to understand what barriers may be
encountered in developing a more sustainable higher education financing system for current
and future students and their families. The findings of this study are important for all
stakeholders, including policymakers, universities, parents, and students. First, it provides
information about the attitudes of Kazakh parents toward cost-sharing ideas. Second, it makes
it easier to understand how such patterns might influence financial decisions made by
families. It is noteworthy that Kazakhstan has, over the years, provided parents and students

with a variety of options for funding their education. However, there are no studies on



whether these initiatives have changed people's mindset about their responsibility for funding
higher education. Overall, this study is an important starting point for further research on how
Kazakh parents see the value of higher education, for which they are willing to pay, and how

do they see their responsibility in this matter.

Structure of the Thesis

This chapter has been presented to briefly explain the importance of studying the
topic of cost-sharing in the context of attitudes among parents of Kazakhstani students. This
chapter also contains two main research questions that will be studied in this research along
with background information and significance of the study. The affordability of higher
education, cost-sharing structures, and the impact of parental attitudes will be examined in
Chapter 2, while Chapter 3 will consist of the rationale for the chosen research methodology.
Finally, Chapters 4 and 5 will be devoted to the data analysis, as well as the following
discussion of its results. The concluding chapter will address the study’s limitations and

include recommendations for future research.



2. Literature Review

This chapter will focus on the issue of financing higher education in Kazakhstan. It
will also review the concept of cost-sharing, which is relevant not only in the field of
education, but also in the field of insurance and healthcare. I would like to start my literature
review with a story that happened to me this academic year in a doctor’s clinic. Due to stress
and subsequent illness, I needed to contact an insurance advisor, but it turned out that my
illness was not covered by my insurance. My dissatisfaction with the insurance system, as
well as the accumulated stress during the education process, raised the question: “What are
you studying to be?”. This made me think that the purposes of higher education are varied in
nature and change depending on time and context. This study will explore this based on

Becker’s human capital theory.

Human Capital theory

The concept of human capital can have many meanings, but Becker (1975) makes it
noticeably clear that it is not about physical or financial capital. Human capital, unlike other
types of capital, cannot be separated from a person's knowledge, skills, health, and values
(Becker, 1975). According to this theory, education forms the marginal productivity of labor,
and labor productivity determines further earnings (Becker, 1975). The question “who are
you studying for?” can have two answers: from the point of view of the government and from
the point of view of individuals. From an economic perspective for government, an observed
correlation emerges indicating that the accumulation of human capital positively influences
the expansion of trade openness, thereby contributing to the overall growth of GDP (Fatima
et al., 2020, as cited in Kussaiynov et al., 2020). Becker (1994) noted that other human
capital researchers, such as Theodore Schultz, emphasize the popularity of the concept of

human capital among all communist countries, especially in USSR countries, Eastern Europe



and China. The Soviet Constitution of 1977, declaring the right to free higher education, is
proof of this. Efficient interaction between education, science and industry has led to the
emergence of a new generation of bright specialists in the field of mathematics, physics,
biology, and chemistry in the country (Kosogova, & Araslanova, 2015). However, the
collapse of the USSR and the transition to a market economy brings us to the realities of
capitalism, where individual interests take precedence over the interests of the government.
Thus, education has become less dependent on public investment and has become a product
that can be bought and sold (Davies & Bansel, 2007). However, if we are talking about the
benefits of higher education for one person outside the governmental context, each person
can have a non-monetary benefit from this, as Becker (1975) notes that “education promotes
health, reduces smoking, raises the propensity to vote, improves birth control knowledge, and
stimulates the appreciation of classical music, literature.” By making educational
investments, people or households improve their human capital and expect benefits like
increased income, social status, and economic prestige associated with educational degrees
(Adedeji & Campbell, 2013). Thus, there is no right answer to the question “who are you
studying for?”. It is always a win-win combination for all involved. A vivid example is
Kazakhstan’s international scholarship Bolashak, which allows young people to receive an
education in leading educational institutions overseas, and then upon return to Kazakhstan
enrich the local educational system with their knowledge and skills in significant areas of the
country (OECD, 2017). However, it is important to note that this theory is subject to
criticism. For example, its main disadvantage is that the theory of human capital does not
always take into account equality of opportunity, thus there is a reinforced cycle of privilege,
where those who already have advantages find it easier to accumulate more (Marginson,

2019).



The global outlook of financing higher education

The massification of higher education is an essential characteristic of the current
situation in education. To give a clear example, according to UNESCO, the number of
students in 2000 was about 99.4 million, and by 2030 this number will increase to 414
million (UNESCO, 2015). According to other sources, in 2030 this number will reach 300
million in OECD and G20 countries (OECD, 2019). According to the international
classification by OECD (2022), spending on education includes: spending on core
educational goods and services, spending on research and development, spending on
educational services other than instruction (meals, transport, housing). There are four types of
categories of expenditure sources: government (central, regional or local government),
households, other private entities (including firms, religious institutions and other non-profit
organizations) and international agencies and other foreign sources (OECD, 2019). The
rationality of allocation of funding sources varies from country to country. However, due to
the growing pressure on the cost of higher education, the liberal and market-oriented
ideologies have contributed to a global shift in higher education spending from governments
to parents and students (Johnstone, & Marcucci, 2010). The cost of studying at American
universities varies depending on the state and the prestige of the university; funding for
higher education in the USA is largely covered by parents and students. However, the
government has well-developed “need-based” financial assistance programs (Johnstone, &
Marcucci, 2010). Private universities in most of Latin America and East Asia charge
expensive tuition, while public universities charge low tuition but offer poor quality higher
education (Johnstone, & Marcucci, 2010). Financing of higher education in Arab countries
mainly consists of public funds, there is also poor participation in the private sector and civil
society (Alkubaisi & Rasool, 2020). Therefore, system for funding higher education

worldwide is extremely complex because it is impacted by political, economic, and cultural



factors, and that each country, depending on this, builds its own strategy for financing this

sector.

Financing higher education in Kazakhstan

To analyze the system of financing higher education in Kazakhstan, it is first worth
noting its characteristics. The education system in Kazakhstan includes several levels from
preschool education and training to postgraduate education. It is important to note that the
spending on higher education in the country is several times less compared to the total
spending on education in general. For example, according to the latest available information,
in 2018 the state allocated 2.6% of GDP to education, while 0.2% of this was allocated to
higher education (OECD, 2018). However, by analyzing the efficiency of government
spending in resource-rich post-Soviet states, Kazakhstan at the end of the 2000s was among
the leaders in the efficiency of spending in the education sector (Esanov, 2008). Nowadays
the Ministry of Education was reorganized in 2022 into the Ministry of Education of the
ADD Republic of Kazakhstan and the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the
Republic of Kazakhstan. According to government data, in 2022, there are 122 higher
education institutions in the country, 74.6% of which are private, and 23.8% are public. The
proportion of students receiving paid educational services (66%) is almost twice that of
students with state educational grants (34%) (Bureau of National Statistics of the Agency for
Strategic Planning and Reforms of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2022). According to the data,
the percentage of the population funding professional higher education fell significantly from
60.0% in 2005 to 40.9% in 2017 (Kussaiynov et al., 2020). The current state educational
system in Kazakhstan is limited by the number of allocated places, as well as the type of the
academic program (Mhamed et al., 2018). The list of educational grants changes annually, for

example, in 2023-2024 the priority areas are engineering science, and pedagogical sciences
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(The Ministry of Science and Higher education, 2023). The awarding of a state educational
grant is determined by passing the Unified National Test (UNT), which has both positive and
negative sides. Thus, one of the most successful consequences is the reduction of the level of
corruption in enrollment in universities since the test is designed objectively. However, for
young people from lower socio-economic backgrounds with low UNT scores, the issue of
access to higher education is acute. Employers also note that students who received a state
educational grant have a lower level of motivation, as they primarily relied on a priority
specialty rather than on their personal interests (OECD, 2017). In Kazakhstan, the financing
of higher education in the form of a state grant mainly fulfills the function of stability,
although performance and innovation also play an important role. For example, Nazarbayev
University is characterized by an innovative orientation, since the differentiation of the state
grants per student by the type of the university implies expectations for research (Mhamed et
al., 2021). Overall, it could be concluded that financing higher education in Kazakhstan
includes public and private funding sources with government initiatives to increase

affordability and accessibility for students from a variety of backgrounds.

Cost-Sharing concept

In order to better understand the cost-sharing concept, it is important to refer to the
early works of Johnstone. The author defines this concept as "shift of the higher educational
cost burden from exclusive or near exclusive reliance on government, or taxpayers, to some
financial reliance upon parents and/or students.". This concept includes two types of costs:
sharing the costs of instruction and sharing the costs of student living or maintenance
(Johnstone, 2003). According to the author, this concept is especially relevant for developing
countries, because the education sector in these countries is still undergoing a transition from

elite to mass, and also because per-student costs in higher education are growing faster than
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the economic indicators of these countries (Johnstone, 2003). However, despite its rationality,
the cost-sharing concept is still controversial. Policy shift can take various forms, for
example, in many former Soviet states, a dual tuition fee track has been introduced, which
partially allows countries that previously had free education at all levels to retain these
practices (Mhamed, 2009). Although the focus of this concept is on students and their
parents, individual or institutional donors are also part of the concept. In Kazakhstan, cost-
sharing is relatively new, where endowment funds have not been operating in society for a
long time. However, some businessmen and public figures are beginning to initiate such
practices, e.g. scholarships from the Yerzhan Tatishev Foundation for young people with
special needs, scholarships from the Shakhmardan Yessenov Foundation, scholarships from
the Batyrkhan Shukenov Foundation in collaboration with the Bulat Utemuratov Foundation.
Johnstone, & Marcucci (2010) highlight the main trends of the 21st century that influenced
the development of the cost-sharing concept: increasing cost of instruction, faltering
governmental (tax) revenues, increasing knowledge economy, globalization, decentralization,
and increasing enrollments. The last trend is the most relevant in the context of this research.
The number of young individuals entering college or university has an impact on the rise in
government funding required to keep the standard of higher education high (Johnstone, &

Marcucci, 2010).

Parents as a part of Cost-Sharing concept

In policy making there has been the dilemma of choosing the burden of repaying
tuition costs between parents and students. Society sees the value of higher education
differently. For example, parents of first-generation higher education students, who often face
financial problems, eventually appreciate the intangible contribution to family capital, feeling

a sense of pride in their children (Gofen, 2009). Other authors emphasize that “parents” does
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not mean only the direct parents of a student; for example, in Morocco there is a practice
where rich uncles and brothers cover the costs of higher education for their relatives
(Mhamed, 2009). Also, the closest relatives can take on indirect expenses for the education of
students, providing them with housing for the period of study. A sharp increase in tuition,
which may be brought on by inflation, is also very important for parents who are unable to
pay for their children's higher education for these reasons (Johnstone, & Marcucci, 2010).
The government introduced initiatives to encourage practices that would allow Kazakh
families to save towards higher education expenses ten years ago in the context of State
Educational Accumulation Scheme (SEAS). This program provided an opportunity for
parents to save money for education. However, as noted by OECD (2017), this initiative was
not popular among Kazakh families. In the context of accessibility and affordable higher
education, it is also worth noting the different conditions and opportunities of parents in rural
and urban areas. In addition to the fact that students have different levels of education quality,
a study shows that the proportion of urban parents who are ready to save money for the future
of their children is 40% higher than the proportion of rural parents (Shedenova &
Beimisheva, 2013). In conclusion, it is important to note that usually parents, regardless of
their attitudes towards cost-sharing concept, help students by providing them with a place to
live, food or transportation costs. For example, parents in Kazakhstan are legally obligated to
pay alimony for their children until the age of 18, as well as for adults until they turn 21 if
they continue to receive education (Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan "On marriage

(matrimony) and family", 2011).

Affordability and accessibility of higher education

In order to be affordable and accessible, higher education embraces the idea of cost-

sharing. The higher education system must be sustainable, it could be done with a well-
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balanced system that includes government support, institutional contributions, and fair
student contributions. The willingness of parents to cover the cost of education is partly due
to the already established culture and system in the country (Johnstone, 2003). For example,
in some Scandinavian countries, parents who traditionally pay heavy taxes usually rely on
free education for their children (Johnstone, 2003). Tuition and fees, living costs, the price of
textbooks, and other educational costs are all included in the concept of affordability. In the
era of marketization of higher education, these costs are growing every year. According to
OECD (2017), in 2017 88% of students received their financial support from private or non-
public sources. The socioeconomic status of the parents who are part of the cost-sharing plays
a significant role. Private expenses keep applicants from low- and moderate-income
backgrounds from enrolling, and they may be a factor in the high dropout rates (OECD,
2017). For example, there are studies that analyzed the socio-economic status of students'
parents in 1991 and 2002. The study was conducted among University of Calgary students
under 20 years of age, this study considered the socio-economic indicators of local students
only. The data show that the first-year students in 2002 come from family circumstances that
are (significantly) socio-economically better (Kelly & Shale, 2004). That means that
substantial increases in tuition fees could affect affordability and accessibility and play a key
role in higher education (Kelly & Shale, 2004). In Kazakhstan, the affordability of higher
education is often subject to changes due to inflation. For example, the Vice Minister of
Science and Higher Education noted that in 2022 inflation was 14% and some universities
increased tuition fees by 14-16%. (Kazinform, 2023). Universities in Kazakhstan have
academic and managerial freedom, and they themselves have the right to make certain
decisions regarding the cost of education, however, the Ministry of Science and Higher
Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan calls on universities not to increase the cost of

education significantly (Kazinform, 2023).
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Summary

This chapter began with the topic of the purpose and value of higher education
nowadays. I discussed this topic through the prism of the theory of Human Capital, which
notes the benefits of education not only for the state but also for individuals. Next, I moved
on to the topic of the Cost-Sharing concept, in which, in addition to the state and parents,
students and individual or institutional donors also participate. This concept is important in
the context of the massification of higher education, however, as can be seen from the
literature review, the attitude towards this concept may vary from country to country
depending on various factors. This chapter also consisted of the topic of higher education
financing practices in the world and in Kazakhstan. It was noted that financing in Kazakhstan
consists of private and public investments. However, government funding for higher
education is limited by the number of allocated places and the type of the academic program.
The primary requirement for being eligible for government support is having an excellent
UNT score, however, not all students, due to their socio-economic status, have the chance to
obtain a grant on equal terms. Therefore, Kazakhstani students often cover the costs of higher
education from private sources. However, the escalation of tuition fees relative to inflation

presents a notable challenge to the affordability of higher education within the nation.



15

3. Methodology
This part is devoted to the rationale for the choice of methodology for this study. The
purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between parental attitudes towards
cost-sharing concept and their willingness to financially support their children's higher

education in Kazakhstan. The two main research questions are:

1. What are the attitudes of parents from public schools towards the concept of

cost-sharing in higher education in Kazakhstan?

2. What role do these attitudes play on the level of affordability of higher

education for their families?

Below I will describe in detail and justify the choice of research design, sample,

research methods, data analysis of my research.

Research Design

The research was based on a positivistic approach to research, since this approach was
based on "multiple perspectives from participants rather than a single reality" (Creswell,
2009). This study used a quantitative research method. According to O'Dwyer & Bernauer
(2013), this research method was used when dealing with a hypothesis that needed testing. In
this study, a non-experimental cross-sectional research design was used, since the purpose of
this type of research was to investigate naturally occurring characteristics, behaviors, or
occurrences that the researcher could not change during an experiment (Cohen et al., 2009).
Since this study investigated correlation, it was a predictive non-experimental study
(O'Dwyer & Bernauer, 2013). In this case, the independent variable was parental attitude
towards cost-sharing, and the dependent variable was the level of affordability of higher

education among parents.
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Research Site

The public schools selected for the study were highly selective at the city level.
Education in these schools was conducted in Russian, Kazakh, and English; however, in
comparison with other highly selective schools in Astana or Almaty, the population might
have differed due to socio-economic status. Due to the geographical location in the east of
Kazakhstan, graduates of these schools considered Kazakh and Russian universities among
the main destinations for higher education, and less often universities of other countries.
Education in these schools was free but often required selection on a competitive basis for
admission. The demographic diversity among student parents, reflecting varied
socioeconomic backgrounds, within the context of Ust-Kamenogorsk's publicly funded and
highly selective schools, potentially provides a representative sample for my research. This
diversity may positively impact the reliability and validity of research findings by enhancing

result generalizability and mitigating biases associated with specific socioeconomic groups.

Research Sample

For my research, I utilized samples from the accessible population, which is opposite
to target population or "ideal population" (O'Dwyer & Bernauer, 2013). The decision to use
this sampling strategy for the study was justified by the unavailability of the "ideal
population" since it would consist of all parents of Kazakhstani high school students. The
participants in the study were drawn from the accessible population, comprising schools with
which I already had connections, allowing me to determine characteristics and criteria for
participation in the study. Data were collected from parents of students in grades 8-11 in two
public schools in East Kazakhstan. The choice of classes was justified by the fact that in
many schools, starting from this period, professional orientation is carried out. Both students

and parents gradually begin to prepare for the process of choosing a specialty, as well as for
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the process of applying to universities. I used convenience sampling method; it is a non-
probabilistic sampling method used in research to select participants based on their easy
accessibility or proximity to the researcher. According to Cohen et al. (2009), a sample size of
thirty is the absolute minimum for research or any kind of statistical analysis. For my
population, two main important criteria were established: participants had to have a child
studying in grades 8-11, and parents had to consider the possibility of studying their child at

universities in Kazakhstan.

Data Collection Instruments

In this study participants completed an online survey. An online survey is appropriate
for this study because this type of questionnaire reduces costs and participants have the
opportunity to answer all questions at a convenient time for them (Cohen et al., 2009).
Participants were sent links to a Google Form, which consisted of two sections and 16
questions. The first part of the questions was aimed at examining the attitude of the
participants to the concept of cost-sharing. Participants were asked questions that included
the topic of responsibility for the cost burden of education between governments (or
taxpayers), parents and students. The second part of the questions determined financial
contribution and opinion about the affordability of higher education. These questions were

presented in three languages and took approximately 8-10 minutes to complete.

Data Collection Procedures

First, I received approval from the GSE ethics committee, and later I began to contact
school administrations, but challenges arose because many schools were afraid of the
responsibility for distributing this online survey. Therefore, I needed to contact the Education
Department for the city of Ust-Kamenogorsk and the Head Office Research Department of

one of the schools. In both cases, I explained in detail the purpose of the study, and that I had
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approval from the GSE ethics committee, which increased my chances of conducting the
study. In the first case with the Education Department for the city of Ust-Kamenogorsk there
were a little more difficulty, since they could not give a clear approval or refusal, and they
officially replied that I should have to contact the school administration directly, stating that
Education Department for the city of Ust-Kamenogorsk refers to the responsibility of school
principals. In the case of the first school chosen for the study, the process of obtaining
approval was delayed due to the fact that the administration theoretically gave approval but
made it clear that many parents were negative about this kind of surveys, since the school
often sends information and surveys to parent chats. However, I noted that the informed
consent form had an option to refuse the study. It also contained a statement of the purposes
of the study, timing, risks, risk mitigation procedures and benefits. In the second case, it was
faster and easier to obtain approval, since the school had its own Research Department, which
requested from me the relevant documents related to the study, and after reviewing it,
immediately gave a positive response to conduct the study. Next, representatives of the
school administration asked me for a text in three languages for distribution to parent chats,
which consisted of an informed consent form and a link to a Google form. The precise
number of messages sent was not available, however of the 238 responses received, 209 were

chosen because they were fully completed and suitable for research purposes.

Data Analysis

For my quantitative research, I used Jamovi software to analyze the data and conduct
statistical tests. The choice was since earlier, during the course on quantitative research
methods we used this particular statistical program, that is, I already had experience working
with this software. The data was collected and in cases where questions were not answered, |

cleaned the data, as this should be repeated for each case of missing answers. This process is
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necessary because missing data in a dataset can bias results or reduce statistical power
(O'Dwyer & Bernauer, 2013). Factors such as parental attitudes and willingness to pay for
higher education were described using descriptive statistics. Indicators such as mean, median,
standard deviation and frequency distribution were calculated. The relationship between
parents' attitudes about cost-sharing and their ability to pay for higher education costs were
examined using a chi-squared test. The purpose of this chi-square test was to determine
whether the observed patterns persisted when incorporating data on a second independent
variable, thereby necessitating the inclusion of both a dependent variable and an independent
variable (O'Dwyer & Bernauer, 2013). The dependent variable was willingness to afford the
costs of higher education, and the independent variable was parents' attitudes toward cost-

sharing.

Ethical Considerations

Participants in my study were anonymous. The online survey included an informed
consent form on the first page outlining the study's objectives, time frame, risks, risk
mitigation procedures, and benefits. Conducting research ethically is necessary to protect
research participants from harm (physical and emotional), maintain confidentiality and
anonymity, and maintain data confidentiality (Lichtman, 2013, as cited in O'Dwyer &
Bernauer, 2013). The survey did not ask about their identity, school names or IP addresses.
During data analysis results were presented in aggregate form to prevent identification of
individual participants. Among the risks was that parents of students could communicate with
each other in these parent chats, since the online survey was not sent individually to each
parent, but to the common chat with parents and teacher. If a research topic is discussed

among a narrow circle of parents, due to its social influence, an expert effect or a majority
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effect may arise (Moussaid et al., 2013). Another risk for them was that they might be

concerned about their responses and potential access to school administration.

Summary

This section outlines the methodology used to study the relationship between parental
attitudes towards cost-sharing and their level of affordability of higher education in
Kazakhstan. The study adopts a positivistic, quantitative approach, employing a non-
experimental cross-sectional design. Highly selective public schools in East Kazakhstan are
chosen, and parents of students in grades 8-11 are sampled conveniently. Data collection
involves an online survey distributed to participants. Data analysis employs the Jamovi
program for statistical tests and descriptive statistics. Overall, this methodology provides a
systematic framework for investigating parental attitudes towards cost-sharing and their
financial support for higher education in Kazakhstan, while addressing ethical concerns and

ensuring data integrity.
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4. Findings

This chapter presents data collected during an online survey among parents of grades
8-11 schoolchildren in two schools in Ust-Kamenogorsk, East Kazakhstan. The chapter
consists of sections: demographic characteristics of the sample, the results of the parents’
attitude towards cost-sharing (RQ1) and multiple Chi-square analysis between parents’
attitude towards cost-sharing variables and parents level of affordability of higher education
in Kazakhstan (RQ2). It is important to note that in this study there is a hypothesis that there
is a significant correlation between parental attitudes towards cost-sharing and the level of
affordability of higher education in Kazakhstan, however, under the level of affordability of
higher education I chose three different dependent variables: financial burden of funding
higher education for family, planned share of expenses for children's higher education, and
the level of affordability of higher education for their families. Each of the hypotheses will be
tested by considering parents' attitudes toward public and private responsibility for covering
higher education costs. A non-experimental quantitative research method was used for my
research. A total of 228 participants completed the survey, among which, 209 participants

(91.7%) completed all sections of the survey.

Demographic characteristics of the sample

As shown in Table 1, the sample consisted mostly of female (94.7%). This was due to
the fact that the online survey was sent to the parents via WhatsApp group chats with class
teachers of each class and parents of students, where usually only one parent was present, and
usually it was the mother. There was no further analysis by gender due to the significant
difference in the number of male and female participants. Since the study did not contain

clarifying questions where the participant was specifically required to express an opinion for
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both parents or for the family, this study was, therefore, conducted mostly through the prism

of the female participants.

Table 1

1. Frequencies of Gender

Levels Counts % of Total Cumulative %

Female 198 94.7 % 94.7 %

Male 11 53% 100.0 %

As shown in Table 2 below, the majority of the participants were parents aged 38 to
43 years (46.9%), this is explained by the fact that one of the main requirements of the

participants was having of children studying in the 8th grade or above. Parents aged 44 years

and older also have an important share in the study.

Table 2

2. Frequencies of Age

Levels Counts % of Total Cumulative %
32-37 years 18 8.6 % 8.6 %
38-43 years 98 46.9 % 55.5%
44 years or above 93 44.5% 100.0 %

Table 3 shows the educational level of the participants. An important point is that
many participants, according to their age, experienced the Soviet system of higher education.
This system had different levels of higher education and different misperceptions of the

translation of some words into Russian and English, therefore participants could mistakenly
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choose a Postgraduate Degree instead of a Bachelor's degree. This will be discussed in the

next chapter that educational level data differs from the reality.

Table 3

3. Frequencies of Level of education

Levels Counts % of Total Cumulative %
Bachelor's degree 122 58.4% 58.4 %
College or technical training 10 4.8 % 63.2 %
High school diploma 13 6.2% 69.4 %
Postgraduate degree 64 30.6 % 100.0 %

Table 4 presents data by employment status. Most participants are employed full-time
(70.8%). This question also had the option to add your own response, and it can be seen that
among the participants there are also people on maternity leave, who are individual

entrepreneurs, and are retired.

Table 4

4. Frequencies of Employment Status

Levels Counts % of Total Cumulative %
Disability leave 2 1.0% 1.0%
Employed full-time 148 70.8 % 71.8 %
Employed part-time 14 6.7 % 78.5 %
Housewife 5 24% 80.9 %
Individual entrepreneur 13 6.2 % 87.1 %

Maternity leave 9 4.3 % 91.4 %
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Levels Counts % of Total Cumulative %
Retired 3 1.4 % 92.8 %
Unemployed 15 7.2 % 100.0 %

Parents’ attitude towards cost-sharing

This part will present the findings to answer the first research question “What are the
attitudes of parents from public schools towards the concept of cost-sharing in higher
education in Kazakhstan?”. Although this concept often also includes individual or
institutional donors, this study did not explore their roles. This study explores the relationship
between parents' attitude towards cost-sharing and the level of affordability of higher
education among Kazakhstani parents, this chapter presents data characterizing the
participants' attitude towards responsibility for covering expenses for higher education only
among government, parents, and students. Participants were presented with three statements,
each of which had the opportunity to be rated. The responses were coded accordingly (1 =
Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree). A question with
a statement indicating that government (or taxpayers) should bear the primary responsibility
for funding higher education (Table 6) shows that the majority of participants agree with this
statement, of which almost half of the participants (46.4%) responded that they strongly
agree, and 49 participants (37.8%) responded that they agreed, only 6 people (2.9%)

disagreed with this statement, the rest responded neutrally.
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Table 5

5. Descriptives of agreement with the following statement: "The government (or
taxpayers) should bear the primary responsibility for funding higher education in
Kazakhstan"

N  Missing Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum

Government

should 209 0 4.28 400 0.796 2.00 5.00

Table 6

6. Frequencies of agreement with the following statement: "The government (or
taxpayers) should bear the primary responsibility for funding higher education in
Kazakhstan"

Levels Counts % of Total Cumulative %
Disagree 6 2.9% 2.9%
Neutral 27 12.9 % 15.8%
Agree 79 37.8% 53.6%
Strongly agree 97 46.4 % 100.0 %

The second statement referred to parents as the main party of covering education costs
(Table 8). It shows that most respondents disagree with the statement, with over half (52.6%)
expressing disagreement, while only a small percentage (10.0%) agree. Additionally, very

few respondents strongly agree (1.9%) or strongly disagree (10.5%) with the statement.
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Table 7

7. Descriptives of agreement with the following statement: "Parents should bear the
primary responsibility for funding higher education in Kazakhstan"

N  Missing Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum

Parents should 209 0 2.40 2.00 0.878 1.00 5.00

Table 8

8. Frequencies of agreement with the following statement: "Parents should bear the
primary responsibility for funding higher education in Kazakhstan"

Levels Counts % of Total Cumulative %
Strongly disagree 22 10.5 % 10.5 %
Disagree 110 52.6 % 63.2 %
Neutral 52 24.9% 88.0 %
Agree 21 10.0 % 98.1 %
Strongly agree 4 1.9% 100.0 %

The third question asked parents to rate the following statement: “Students should
bear a significant portion of the cost burden for their higher education.” The participants'
responses demonstrate that in this case the majority of respondents (58.4%) disagree with this
statement, while only a small percentage (6.2%) agree (Table 10). Additionally, a significant
portion of respondents (24.9%) strongly disagree, indicating a strong stance against students
bearing a significant portion of the cost burden. The negative attitude of parents towards the
cost-sharing concept among students will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter. The

neutral response category captures 10.0% of responses, suggesting some level of ambivalence
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or uncertainty among respondents, because this question addressed to parents concerns the

responsibility of students.

Table 9

9. Descriptives of agreement with the following statement. "Students should bear the
primary responsibility for funding higher education in Kazakhstan"

N  Missing Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum

Students 209 0 199 200 0.803 1.00 5.00
should

Table 10

10. Frequencies of agreement with the following statement: "Students should bear the
primary responsibility for funding higher education in Kazakhstan"

Levels Counts 9% of Total Cumulative %
Strongly disagree 52 24.9% 24.9%
Disagree 122 58.4% 83.3%
Neutral 21 10.0 % 93.3%
Agree 13 6.2 % 99.5 %
Strongly agree 1 0.5% 100.0 %

The overall descriptive statistics of attitudes towards the financing of higher education
are presented in Table 11. As can be seen in the table, the values vary significantly depending
on the choice of the main source of covering expenses. Significant changes are observed in
the comparison between responses regarding the government (Mean = 4.38, SD = 0.796, N =
209) and students (Mean = 1.99, SD = 0.803, N = 209) as participants in covering costs in

higher education.
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Table 11

11. Descriptives of agreements towards cost-sharing responsibilities

N  Missing Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum

Government 209 0 4.28 4.00 0.796 2.00 5.00
should
Parents should 209 0 240 200 0878 1.00 5.00
Students 209 0 199 200 0.803 1.00 5.00
should

The last question in the section devoted to parents’ attitude towards cost-sharing was
asked regarding factors influencing the distribution of responsibility for financing higher
education. Among the presented factors the following were selected: government policies,
family financial situation, tuition fees, availability of scholarships and financial aid,
perceptions of educational quality, economic conditions in Kazakhstan. As can be seen in
Table 12, in all cases, half of the respondents noted that all these factors strongly influenced

the distribution of responsibility for financing higher education in their families.
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Table 12

12. Factors influencing the distribution of responsibility for financing higher
education

140 = No
120 114 106 115 110 influence
100 » 94 m Slightly
influenced
80
® Moderately

60 influenced

47

40 m Strongly
2 influenced
2 14 1 8 1 1 109
II ! 5 2 m Very
I [ ]| II - i

0
0 strongly
Government Family  Tuition fees Availability Perceptions Economic ;
i et oTIe influenced
policies financial of of conditions in
situation scholarships educational Kazakhstan
and financial ~ quality
aid

Parents’ perceptions of affordability of higher education in Kazakhstan

This part of the chapter is devoted to the second research question. The main goal of
which is to identify the relationship between parents’ attitude towards cost-sharing and the
level of affordability for their families. To begin the analysis, I used a question asking how
concerned parents were about the financial burden of higher education for their children. The
chi-square analysis was conducted to investigate the association between attitudes towards
cost-sharing and the financial burden of funding higher education of the children of research
participants (chi square = 6.61, df =9, p-value =.678). The chi-square calculated value is
greater than the chi-square critical value, therefore I reject null hypothesis, and it is
statistically proven that there is a significant correlation between parental attitudes towards
cost-sharing where government plays a main role to cover expenses and the financial burden

of funding higher education for their families. Table 13 shows that when examining the
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distribution of attitudes toward cost-sharing by the financial burden of financing the costs of
higher education for their families, the more research participants believe that costs should be
covered by the government, the more concerned they are about the financial burden of higher

education for their families.

Table 13

13. Chi-Square (X?) correlation between attitudes towards cost-sharing (government)
and the financial burden

Financial burden of funding your child’'s HE

Not Notvery  Somewhat Very
Government should cor:;e;lrlled concerned  concerned  concerned Total
Disagree 0 0 0 6 6
Neutral 0 3 8 16 27
Agree 2 3 21 53 79
Strongly agree 2 4 24 67 97
Total 4 10 53 142 209
v? Tests
Value df p

Y 6.61 9 0.678

N 209

Next, the same analysis was carried out (Table 14), but here the dependent variable
was data where the parent was considered as the main participant in covering expenses for
higher education (chi square = 17.5, df = 12, p-value =.131). The p-value in this case is much

lower, but is still statistically significant, which mean that the null hypothesis should be
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rejected. This position of parents can also be seen in this analysis, where it can be clearly
noted that parents who disagree that the main costs for their children’s higher education
should be covered by themselves are more concerned about the financial burden of covering

the costs of their children’s education in the future.

Table 14

14. Chi-Square (X?) correlation between attitudes towards cost-sharing (parents) and
the financial burden

Financial burden of funding your child’'s HE

Not Not ve Somewhat Ve
Parents should  concerned at ry ry Total
all concerned concerned concerned
Strongly 1 0 6 15 22
disagree
Disagree 2 4 23 81 110
Neutral 0 3 16 33 52
Agree 1 2 5 13 21
Strongly 0 1 3 0 4
agree
Total 4 10 53 142 209
v? Tests
Value  df p
v 175 12 0.131
N 209

Parents were also asked to answer a question related to the approximate planned share

of spending on higher education for their children. The independent variable was attitudes
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towards cost-sharing and the dependent variable was the planned share of expenses. It is
important to note that among the options there was also the option to answer that the
participant I don’t consider covering the costs. Table 15 shows that the majority of parents
who do not agree that the government should cover higher education costs are ready to
allocate approximately 0-10% of their income, which is the smallest share among all options
(chi square = 26.7, df = 15, p-value =.032). Unlike all other correlations presented in the
study, in this case, where the independent variable is the attitude towards cost-sharing (with
the statement that the government is the main participant in covering costs), and the
dependent variable is the planned share of expenses on education, the lowest level of p-value
is observed. Therefore, in this case the alternative hypothesis is rejected because the chi-
square value exceeds the critical value (e.g. p=0.05). This is explained by the fact that
parents, relying on the government, generally do not have a clear plan regarding planned
future expenses, it could be concluded that there is no specific pattern among the answers,
that is, the data varies. Also, according to the data, it can be noted that almost every fourth
parent who strongly agrees that expenses should be covered by the government does not

consider the possibility of covering expenses themselves at all.

Table 15

15. Chi-Square (X?) correlation between attitudes towards cost-sharing (government)
and the planned share of expenses

How much of your income do you plan to spend?

I don’t More
Government consider 0- 11- 31- 51- than  Total
should coveringthe 10% 30% 50% 70% 20%
costs
Disagree 0 4 1 0 0 1 6

Neutral 4 3 11 6 2 1 27
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How much of your income do you plan to spend?

I don’t

Government consider 0- 11- 31- 51- Qﬁg;e Total
should coveringthe 10% 30% 50% 70% 20%
costs 0
Agree 18 9 26 11 9 6 79
Strongly agree 25 7 30 20 8 7 97
Total 47 23 68 37 19 15 209
y? Tests
Value  df p
¥ 26.7 15 0.032
N 209

The next step was analysis, where the independent variable was attitudes towards

cost-sharing and the dependent variable was the planned share of expenses (chi square = 16.9,

df =20, p-value =.658). According to the results of the chi-square (X?) correlation test, the

null hypothesis is rejected. In this case (Table 16), we see that parents who do not consider

that they should cover basic education costs to a greater extent either do not consider

covering the costs (27 responses) or plan to allocate between 11 and 30% of their income (35

responses).
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16. Chi-Square (X?) correlation between attitudes towards cost-sharing (parents) and
the planned share of expenses

How much of your income do you plan to spend?

I don’t consider 0- 11- 31- 51- More
Parents should covering the 10% 30% 50% 70% than Total
costs 70%
Strongly 8 3 6 2 2 1 22
disagree
Disagree 27 11 35 17 12 8 110
Neutral 7 4 20 14 3 4 52
Agree 4 5 6 3 2 1 21
Strongly 1 0 1 1 0 1 4
agree
Total 47 23 68 37 19 15 209
v? Tests
Value df p
o 169 20 0.658
N 209

The latest analysis used a question where parents assessed the overall affordability of

higher education in Kazakhstan for their families. Table 17 demonstrates the correlation,

where the dependent variable was the attitude of parents, where the main source of funding is

the government (chi square = 8.29, df = 12, p-value =.762). The chi-square calculated value is

greater than the chi-square critical value, therefore I reject null hypothesis, and it is

statistically proven that there is a significant correlation between parental attitudes towards
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cost-sharing where government plays a main role to cover expenses and the level of
affordability of higher education for their families. It is interesting to note that parents who
agree with this statement usually note that in their case higher education is quite affordable.
However, most of these parents are not ready to plan a budget for their children, as shown in
Table 15. The same opinion is shared by parents who believe that the government should not
cover expenses, and among them there are no participants who think that higher education in

Kazakhstan is somewhat unaffordable.

Table 17

17. Chi-Square (X?) correlation between attitudes towards cost-sharing (government)
and the level of affordability of higher education for their families

How you rate affordability of HE in KZ for your family?

Somewhat Somewh Ve

Government Very unaffordab Neutr at affor[jyab Tota

should unaffordable le al affordab le I

le

Disagree 2 2 2 0 0 6
Neutral 6 15 5 1 0 27
Agree 12 40 19 8 0 79
Strongly 15 15 23 11 3 97
agree
Total 35 102 49 20 3 209
y* Tests

Valu

e df p

v 829 12 0.762

N 209
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How you rate affordability of HE in KZ for your family?

Somewh

Government Very fr?ggf%\m:; Neutr at af;g er?ab Tota
should unaffordable le al affordab le I
le

Table 18 demonstrates the correlation, where the dependent variable was the attitude
of parents, where the main source of funding is the parents (chi square = 12.6, df = 16, p-
value =.702). According to the values obtained during this test, it could be concluded that
there is a significant correlation between parental attitudes towards cost-sharing (parents) and
the level of affordability of higher education for their families. There is also a trend noted in
Table 17; parents, despite the fact that they believe that parents should not cover the costs of
education, note the affordable level of higher education in Kazakhstan. Also, parents who
noted that they must take on the burden of responsibility for covering expenses do not

consider higher education unaffordable at all.

Table 18

18. Chi-Square (X?) correlation between attitudes towards cost-sharing (parents)
and the level of affordability of higher education for their families

How you rate affordability of HE in KZ for your family?

Somewh

Somewhat Very
Parents Very unafforda Neutr at afforda Tot
should unaffordable al afforda al
ble ble
ble

Strongly 5 12 3 2 0 22
disagree
Disagree 16 51 27 14 2 110
Neutral 8 26 14 3 1 52

Agree 4 12 5 0 0 21
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18. Chi-Square (X?) correlation between attitudes towards cost-sharing (parents)
and the level of affordability of higher education for their families

How you rate affordability of HE in KZ for your family?

Somewhat Somewh Very
Parents Very unafforda Neutr at afforda Tot
should unaffordable ble al afforda ble al
ble
asgr‘;gg'y 2 1 0 1 0 4
Total 35 102 49 20 3 209
y? Tests
Valu
o df p
0.70
L 126 16 5
N 209
Summary

At the end of this chapter there are several conclusions. Key findings from the
research indicate strong support for government funding of higher education in Kazakhstan,
with 37.8% of participants agreeing and 46.4% strongly agreeing on this matter. Conversely,
only 63.1% of participants disagree or strongly disagree that parents should bear the primary
responsibility for funding higher education. Furthermore, there is a notable correlation
between those advocating for government coverage of costs and concerns about the financial
burden on families. Except for the test, where the dependent variable was the planned share
of expenses for higher education, and the independent variable was the parents' attitude to

government responsibility for covering expenses. The absent of significant correlation can be



38

reasoned that parents, relying on government financial support, cannot accurately plan
financial expenses for education, this can be seen from the test results, where answers range
from “I don’t consider covering the costs” to “more than 70%". Surprisingly, a significant
portion of parents who support government funding do not plan to cover future higher

education expenses themselves, despite considering it affordable in Kazakhstan.
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5. Discussion
This chapter is devoted to a detailed analysis of the research results. Since the purpose
of this study is to explore the relationship between parents' attitudes towards the concept of
cost-sharing and their willingness to financially support the higher education of their children
in Kazakhstan, the discussion chapter is divided into three parts in accordance with my

research questions:

1. What are the attitudes of parents from public schools towards the concept of

cost-sharing in higher education in Kazakhstan?

2. What role do these attitudes play on the level of affordability of higher

education for their families?

Cost-sharing resistance

The first part of the study contained questions aimed at exploring the attitudes of
parents towards the concept of cost-sharing in higher education in Kazakhstan. First, it is
important to note the demographic characteristics of the sample, since 94.7% of the parents
surveyed were women, since the link to the study was distributed by teachers in WhatsApp
parents’ chats, in which mostly mothers are active. This point was not foreseen by me in
advance, so the study does not contain clarifying questions that would direct women to
answer questions from the point of view of both parents, therefore all questions were revealed
from the female point of view on the situation. The active participation of mothers in parent
chats is commonplace in many families. For example, some Kazakh women believe that
loving children, devoting time and attention to them, teaching them rules of behavior, and
taking care of them is their direct responsibility towards their children (Rezvushkina &
Karipbayev, 2021). According to the authors, this trend of excessive over-load of women who

combine the family role with the production role was noted not only by Kazakh researchers,
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but also by other post-Soviet ones. The second important point regarding the demographic
characteristics of the sample is that 91.4% of respondents are over 38 years old, that is, they
have not yet experienced the Bologna Process education system, which Kazakhstan joined in
2010. This is argued by the unrealistically inflated number of people surveyed with
postgraduate education. Thus, in the study, according to the responses, slightly more than half
have a bachelor’s degree (58.4%) and almost a third have a master’s degree (30.6 %). These
results were not consistent with the reality. According to open sources, in the 2000s there was
a very small number of students continuing into master’s degree studies. For example, in
2006 only 0.39% of all higher education graduates continued their postgraduate education.

(NCEQA, 2006, as cited in OECD, 2007).

The results of this study show a clear tendency to rely on government support or
intervention to cover the costs of higher education for their children. This is reflected in the
responses. According to Johnstone (2004), this resistance to the concept of cost-sharing is
considered ideological. The ideological rejection of cost-sharing is associated with socialism,
downplays the idea that higher education leads to higher earnings, and emphasizes the
importance of making education accessible to everyone, regardless of economic status
(Johnstone, 2004). Johnstone & Marcucci (2010), study the concept of cost-sharing among
more developed industrialized countries, transitional countries, middle-income countries, and
low-income countries. In this context, Kazakhstan is considered as a transitional country.
Thus, the authors describe that category of transitional countries include former communist
countries of the Soviet Union that are moving from public ownership to private. The Soviet
education system included higher education without any expenditure from the family or
students. However, this privilege ended due to the collapse of the USSR, and, as the authors
note, this entailed “a very significant shift of higher educational costs at the national level

from governments, or taxpayers, onto parents and students.” (Johnstone & Marcucci, 2010).
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After the collapse of the USSR, one of the pressing problems in Kazakhstan was the level of
poverty. After the independence and the transition to a market economy system, the rapidly
growing oil revenues have helped significantly increase gross domestic product growth and
government revenues in Kazakhstan (Agrawal, 2007). By focusing on expenditure on other
social sectors, the country managed to reduce the number of people living below the poverty
line from 39% to 20% over the period from 1998 to 2004 (Statistical Agency of Kazakhstan,
2004, as cited in Agrawal, 2007). An important focus on reducing poverty in the country by
funding the social security, education and health sectors was essential during the development
of the independent state. However, even after poverty levels were reduced, and in the mean
time, the population increased to 20 million, the education sector is still seen among the
citizens as a public good, for which the government is primarily responsible for. This
perception is evidenced by the results of this study that parents still expect the government to
cover basic expenses in the field of higher education for their children, even though the state

allocates grants for free education only in priority areas for the country.

Analyzing the attitude towards the cost-sharing concept, where parents should bear
most of the financial responsibility. I confirm the pattern described above. According to the
survey, more than half of the participants (63.1%) disagree or strongly disagree agree that
parents should bear the primary responsibility for funding higher education in Kazakhstan.
Almost a quarter of participants responded that they were neutral about this statement, and
only 11.9% of parents noted that they somewhat agree that parents should cover the costs of
their children’s education. Initially, the key word in the definition of cost-sharing is the word
“shift”, mainly from the transition of the role of the government to parents and/or students.
However, Johnston and Marcucci (2010) note that there are cultural differences in the
expectations of parents and students regarding the costs of education. It is noted that parents

feel “pride and pleasure” for their children’s higher education. However, in the case of
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families with low levels of income, an important aspect is the possible financial dependence
of parents on their well-educated children, whereas in families that can easily cover the costs
of education, the difference is in the desire of the parents to ensure that their children do not
experience financial dependence on them in the future (Johnston and Marcucci, 2010). It can
be seen that parents invest in the education of their children in different ways, some view it as
an investment in the human capital of their children, some view it as an investment in the
human capital of their children, without excluding the general contribution to the family. The
importance of children's education is especially acute for families with first-generation
students, since for their parents higher education is associated with “success,” a “bright
future,” and a “good life” (Jonbekova, 2020). If during the Soviet era education was more
about a public good, now higher education is largely a private benefit, but most parents of
future students still cannot fully enter into the role of “consumers” (Zusman, 2005).
According to Johnstone (2004), in a market-oriented neoliberal economy, tuition-based
education requires that parents and students recognize the greater private value of higher
education, that is, they understand the importance of contributing to its costs. The author also
emphasizes that families who pay little or nothing in tuition, as in many former communist
countries, tempted to remain in this status without fully appreciating the advantage of their
potential productivity and presumed enhanced usefulness for themselves in the future

(Johnstone, 2004).

The third source of financing in the cost-sharing concept are students. The result of
this research shows that most parents do not consider that students should bear the primary
responsibility for funding higher education expenses. Specifically, 24.9% strongly disagree
and 58.4% disagree with this statement and only 6.7% (14) of parents agree with this
statement to some extent. This result has profound implications for the implementation of

student loan in Kazakhstan. Johnstone & Marcucci (2010), studying students as part of the
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cost-sharing concept, focuses on the practice of student loans. According to the authors, this
practice is very beneficial for the government, as it helps reduce the share of government
funding. However, it is worth noting that student loans can vary based on several factors:
economic conditions, education system, financial regulations, and lending practices (Avery &
Turner, 2012). Kazakhstan in 2005 also used this practice and introduced guaranteed student
loans through the private banking system (Mhamed et al., 2018). All students, including those
enrolled full-time, part-time, or through distance learning, are eligible for the student loan
program, which covers all forms of postsecondary education. The student's tuition for the
program is approximately equal to the loan amount (Mhamed et al., 2018). Since the
introduction of this program, only 6,000 students had taken out student loans as of 2015. Due
to the high interest rate (roughly 13% in 2014), the strict repayment requirements the loan
take-up ratio is comparatively low (Mhamed et al., 2018). Also, one of the reasons for the
ineffective practice of student loans may be the quality of the education provided, since many
students may not be sure how much the university guarantees employment, and the
subsequent further possibility of repaying the loan (Mhamed, 2009). In addition, using the
example of a study of cost-sharing in Morocco, the author noted the cultural and religious
prerequisites for cost-sharing resistance, since many Muslims have a prejudice that lending
has a negative message or people associate loans with incapacity or helplessness. However,
considering higher education as part of capital, in 2024 the Ministry of Science and Higher
Education has amended the rules for lending for educational services. Educational loans
provided by the state are interest-free and have a term of up to ten years. After the money is
credited to the account, the graduate must begin repaying it in the following month, that s,
not after graduation from the university, as is practiced in many countries (Order of the

Minister of Science and Higher Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2024).
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Challenges of resource-dependent development

The government, as a participant of cost-sharing, in many market economies is
considered not only as “the government”, but also as “taxpayers” (Johnston, 2004). However,
according to the author, taxes can be paid by citizens directly and indirectly, which is often
invisible to the average citizen. In former socialist systems with government price controls,
businesses were unable to raise prices by passing on their taxes to customers. In this way the
taxes, like value-added taxes, ended up reducing employees' wages and salaries (Johnston,
2004). It could be concluded that considering cost-sharing concept participants in the Kazakh
context, the role of the government cannot be directly equal to “taxpayers”. Discussing
economic factors, it is important to note that Kazakhstan’s economy is highly dependent on
the export of a limited range of natural resources, which puts it among the countries with
“less-diversified economies” (OECD, 2018). This dependence on oil brought about risks,
which is called “natural resource curse” and “paradox of plenty”, or “Dutch disease” effect,
where resource-rich developing countries often fare worse economically than those with
fewer resources (Sakal, 2015). In the case of Kazakhstan, the first challenging point is that
even though the country has made enormous progress in formatting market institutions, many
problems of the transition period remain relevant, which can affect long-term and sustainable
economic growth (OECD, 2018). According to my findings, parents of students who noted
the affordable level of higher education in Kazakhstan still consider the government as the
main source of funding, but face difficulties in planning to cover the costs of higher education
for their children. Such expectation can be related to another country from Gulf Cooperation
Council, Kuwait, which is also highly dependent on oil and gas prices. Unlike Kazakhstan,
whose population is five times larger than Kuwait, it is much easier for Kuwait to ensure
long-term social and political stability (OECD, 2018). Another challenge of resource-

dependent development is resource endowments, as well as vulnerability to commodity-price
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fluctuations (OECD, 2018). Since in Kazakhstan the main sources of funding for education
and healthcare systems are from the state budget, financing of these areas is always
accompanied by certain fluctuations, which can globally affect human capital development
(Kussaiynov et al,, 2020). The human capital of future students can also be considered from
the point of view of both the government and the parents, in both cases, education requires
investment. Overall, Kazakhstan, as a resource-dependent country, has more complex
relations regarding the cost-sharing concept. On the one hand, these features of the country
allow it to accumulate funds more easily for education, medicine, and the social sector.
However, it 1s important to consider other factors: resource reserves, price fluctuations on the

market, and public consideration of private and public responsibilities in the social sectors.

Patterns of private funding

The last part of the discussion is devoted to the identified parents’ patterns towards
higher education funding. Based on the results of the study, it will consist of three main parts:
concerning about the financial burden of funding higher education, the planned share of
spending on children's education, and analysis of the level of affordability of higher education

for families.

In the first case, study participants were asked how concerned parents were about the
financial burden of higher, so responses were coded accordingly (1 = Not concerned at all, 2
= Not very concerned, 3 = Somewhat concerned, 4 = Very concerned). Data from Table 13
shows that the more study participants consider that the government should cover costs, the
more concerned they are about the financial burden of higher education on their families.
This pattern can be explained by the fact that the state allocates grants for free education in
priority areas in case of successful completion of the UNT. Thus, parents relying on the

government in matters of financial coverage of expenses, cannot be sure whether their child
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will receive the grant, hence the possibility there is a high level of concern about financial
burden in the future (Bidanov, 2017). Table 14 also analyzes participants' responses
regarding the parent's role in covering education costs and their level of concern about the
financial burden of education. It is interesting to note that a significant majority of parents,
despite being neutral about this distribution of costs among parents, rate concerns about the
financial burden of spending on higher education very highly. For example, 63.46% of them
are very concerned, and 30.77% are somewhat concerned. These high indicators of concern
about the financial burden can be justified by the cost of education in Kazakhstani

universities, which will be discussed in the next part of the discussion.

The next question directly concerned the financial contribution of parents to the
university education of their children. Participants were asked to estimate what percentage of
their income they planned to spend on their children's education. Among the parents who
noted that they agree with the statement that the state should cover the costs of education
22.78% do not consider covering the costs at all. The situation is the same with parents who
strongly agree that financing higher education is a government responsibility, almost every
fourth participant (24.25%) does not plan to allocate money from their income for the
education of their children. However, regardless of their attitudes, there is also a significant
proportion of parents who are ready to allocate 11-30% of their budget for education in future
(32.9% of those who agree and 30.9% of those who strongly agree with this statement). Table
16 presents data analyzing the correlation between attitudes towards the cost-sharing concept,
where the main source is the parent, and the planned share of the budget allocated to
education. This also leads to an interesting finding about parents who strongly disagree with
the role of parental cost-sharing. Among them, almost a third (36.3%) do not plan to allocate
a budget at all for the educational needs of their children, 13.6% plan to spend from 0 to 10%

of their budget, and 27.2% are ready to allocate from 11 to 30% for the education of their
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children. In addition to the finding that most parents do not initially plan to cover the costs of
education, a particularly important point is that, according to the responses, parents have
unrealistic expectations about the cost of higher education in Kazakhstan. For example, in the
East Kazakhstan region, the average monthly salary at the end of 2023 was 373,984 tenge. In
comparison, the costs of higher education in national, large republican universities are: Al-
Farabi Kazakh National University 1.3-1.6 million tenge per year, KBTU 2.4 million tenge
per year, KIMEP 4.1 million tenge per year (Forbes Kazakhstan, 2023). In large regional
universities the situation is relatively different, so tuition fee at D. Serikbayev East
Kazakhstan Technical University, which is one of the largest in Ust-Kamenogorsk ranges
from 600 to 700 thousand tenge depending on the specialty (Official website of D.
Serikbayev East Kazakhstan technical university, 2024). Currently, in the realities of the
economic situation in the regions, the allocation of 10% of the budget will not fully cover
even a year of study at a regional university, without considering the additional expenses of
students, such as food, accommodation, transport, etc. The opportunity to study at top
universities in the capital or cities of republican significance with such financial planning
seems unattainable. In order to create a culture of more competent financial planning, in 2013
the government launched the State Educational Accumulative System (SEAS) initiative. One
of the new SEAS programs is special educational deposits “AQYL” for creating educational
savings deposits in second-tier banks. Not only parents participate in saving for the education
of Kazakhstani children, but the government helps by charging an annual 5% bonus. If a
child receives a grant, parents could withdraw funds and spend them on their needs. These
projects can theoretically reduce the burden on the government in terms of fully covering the
costs of higher education; however, it is important to consider the financial literacy of people
(especially in the regions), as well as create larger campaigns to highlight these initiatives so

that they are also noted by parents as one of the options cover future expenses.
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The last question concerned parents’ evaluation of the level of affordability of higher
education in Kazakhstan. Study participants were asked to rate their level of affordability
from “Very unaffordable” to “Very affordable.” The results demonstrate that, regardless of
the source of funding (government or parent), most parents believe that, in general, higher
education in the country is affordable (Table 17, Table 18). This is an interesting observation,
since by analyzing these responses, I can conclude that, theoretically, parents consider higher
education affordable, but in practice, few of them are willing to cover future higher education
costs or they continue to rely on the government, considering it the main source of funding
for the education of their children. It is important to note that among those who noted that
they disagree that the government bears primary responsibility for covering costs, there are
zero responses that higher education in Kazakhstan is unaffordable to any extent. In
conclusion, parents' perceptions of affordability may also be influenced by their perceptions
of higher education tuition prices, which were discussed above. It is also important for

parents to consider the indirect costs associated with their children's education.

Summary

This chapter analyzed the results of a small study focusing on the impact of parents'
attitudes towards the concept of cost-sharing on the level of affordability of higher education
in Kazakhstan. The study clearly shows parents' attitudes toward their preference for full
government funding of their children's higher education. One of the reasons is the Soviet
education system. Because education was seen more as a public good and was free for
everyone, this educational system had an impact on society. But in the era of a market
economy, parents still cannot take full responsibility for covering the costs of their children's
education. This is evidenced by high levels of concern about the financial burden of higher

education on their children, as well as a lack of financial planning or willingness to allocate a
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minimal share of their income to educational services. The second reason is economic since
Kazakhstan has a resource-based economic structure. This was extremely important during
the formation of the independent republic to reduce the overall level of poverty. However, at
present, the current tax system puts parents in a more passive position in matters of financing.
Thus, Kazakh parents have difficulty planning the higher education costs. However, the
government has long taken steps to relinquish primary responsibility for paying for higher
education, given the country's rapidly growing population. Projects have been introduced for
students to taking out student loans, programs of profitable deposits have been offered for
parents, however, these initiatives require more active promotion among the population. With
more extensive agitation of these initiatives, all stakeholders may remain in beneficial
position: the government will be able to partially relieve itself of responsibility for covering
expenses, parents will be able to begin financial planning for the costs of higher education for
their children in advance, students will be able to choose a specialty based on their personal
interests, and not based on the number of awarded grants or UNT results, and universities

will be able to attract more students to their educational programs.
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6. Conclusion
This study was conducted among parents of students in two public schools in Ust-
Kamenogorsk. The findings clearly demonstrate parents' resistance towards cost-sharing
concept with their preference for full government funding of their children's higher education.
Also, according to the results of the study, there is a significant correlation between parental

attitudes towards cost-sharing and the level of affordability of higher education.

Summary of main findings

The resistance towards cost-sharing, as identified in this study, can be justified
through several underlying factors. Parents often perceive full government funding as the
norm, avoiding viewing themselves as active participants in covering educational expenses.
This perspective is rooted in the historical context of the Soviet education system, when
education was widely regarded as a public good. Nowadays despite the implementation of a
mixed financing model including both private and public sources for higher education in
Kazakhstan over an extended period, society's dependence on government support remains.
This reliance is reinforced by the government's post-independence initiatives to invest in key
sectors to reduce poverty. However, it can be assumed that society views Kazakhstan as a
resource-rich country with an obligation to continue to provide affordable higher education to
its citizens. The key findings indicate that theoretically parents are willing to pay for their
children's education, as they consider it as affordable, however in practice there is limited
willingness among parents to allocate a portion of their income to these purposes, coupled

with concerns about potential future financial burdens.

Significance and implications of the findings

The quantitative results of this study provide a good basis for further qualitative

research of the problem of parents’ attitudes to this concept. They can be used by many
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policymakers in education, universities, and researchers for a more in-depth analysis of the
causes of cost-sharing resistance among Kazakhstani parents. Because despite the fact that
the government offers initiatives for parents and students for a more sustainable system of
financing higher education, society is not so actively using their opportunities and continues

to rely on state support.

Limitations of the research

This study was conducted in Ust-Kamenogorsk with a limited sample of parents.
Since mothers of students represented the majority of the participants, the study's findings

cannot be generalized to the entire population.

Recommendations for future research

Further research on this topic should be focused on the reasons for this attitude and
should also include more accurate data on the socioeconomic status of parents, the number of
children in the family, the academic performance of children, and level of satisfaction with
the quality of higher education in Kazakhstan. These indicators will allow us to fully analyze

funding patterns among parents.
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