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PER CAPITA FINANCING OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES: INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE AND
KAZAKHSTAN PRACTICE

The article examines the theoretical and practical aspects of implementing the per capita financing mechanism
in the system of general secondary education. The relevance of the study is determined by the need to improve the
efficiency of public expenditure and ensure equal access to quality education in the context of ongoing modernization
of educational policy.

The purpose of the study is to assess the effectiveness of per capita financing in Kazakhstan, taking into account
international experience. The methodological framework is based on econometric analysis methods, including the
difference-in-differences approach, production efficiency analysis, fiscal incidence analysis, and comparative
institutional analysis. The empirical base consists of panel data on educational institutions in the Republic of
Kazakhstan for the period 2015-2025.

The results indicate that the implementation of per capita financing contributes to increased transparency in
budget allocation, enhanced managerial autonomy of schools, and improved efficiency in resource utilization. At the
same time, structural constraints have been identified, particularly those related to small rural schools and regional
disparities, which necessitate further adaptation of the financing mechanism.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in a comprehensive assessment of the impact of per capita financing,
taking into account institutional and territorial factors. The practical significance is reflected in the development of
recommendations aimed at improving the education financing system in Kazakhstan based on a hybrid approach.

Keywords: per capita financing, educational services, education system, efficiency, public expenditure,
educational inequality, international experience, Kazakhstan
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Introduction. The financing of the general secondary education system has traditionally been based
on a normative approach focused on providing input resources (teaching staff, infrastructure, and material
and technical base), which often led to inefficient use of budget funds and a weak link between funding and
educational outcomes [1]. In the context of modernizing educational systems and increasing demands for
the quality of human capital, there is a need to transition to more flexible and results-oriented financing
mechanisms.

One such mechanism is per-student funding, where budget funds are allocated proportionally to the
number of students based on the principle of "money follows the student.” This approach aims to improve
resource efficiency, enhance the financial autonomy of educational institutions, and create incentives for
improving the quality of educational services [2, 3].

International experience demonstrates a variety of models for implementing per-student funding. In
countries with a well-developed market-based education system (Chile, Sweden), this mechanism is
accompanied by high levels of competition and significant parental choice, while in countries with strong
institutional regulation (Estonia, Poland), it is combined with the preservation of government control and
the use of adjustment factors to ensure equal access to education [4, 5]. This allows us to view per-student
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funding as a flexible tool whose effectiveness depends on the institutional environment and the structure of
the education system.

In Kazakhstan, the implementation of per-student funding began as part of the education system
reform in the mid-2010s and was extended to all general education schools by 2020. The reform aims to
increase transparency in the allocation of budget funds, optimize expenses, and equalize access to
educational resources across regions and school types. However, the implementation of this mechanism has
revealed several challenges related to the differentiation of funding, the specific features of small rural
schools, and the need to consider socio-economic factors.

Despite the availability of research on education financing, there is a lack of comprehensive
assessment of the impact of per-student funding on the efficiency and equity of the education system in
Kazakhstan. In particular, there is a limited number of empirical studies that take into account regional
specifics and the structural features of the education system.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to assess the effectiveness and consequences of implementing
the per-student funding mechanism for educational services in Kazakhstan, taking into account
international experience.

To achieve this goal, the following objectives are addressed:

—analyzing the evolution of per-student funding in Kazakhstan;

— conducting a comparative analysis of international education financing models;

— assessing the impact of per capita funding on the efficiency of budget spending and educational
outcomes;

— identifying the impact of the mechanism on resource allocation and educational inequality;

— developing recommendations for improving the funding system.

The study is based on modern quantitative analysis methods, including econometric modeling and
comparative institutional analysis, which allow for a comprehensive assessment of the impact of the reform
on the functioning of the educational system.

Literature review. In modern economic theory, per capita funding of educational services is
considered as a tool for increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the education system through
increased competition and expanded autonomy of educational organizations. The theoretical basis of this
approach is based on the concepts of public choice and quasi-markets, which suggest that consumer-
oriented resource allocation contributes to cost optimization and improved quality of educational services
[1, 2]. At the same time, the theory of human capital emphasizes that the effectiveness of investments in
education is determined not only by the amount of funding, but also by the mechanisms of its distribution
[3].

However, there is no clear assessment of the consequences of introducing per capita funding in the
scientific literature. Some studies indicate an increase in the efficiency and flexibility of educational
organizations' management, while others highlight the risks of increased social inequality and segregation
of students due to the "cream-skimming" effect, which refers to the concentration of more successful
students in competitive schools [4]. Therefore, per capita funding is considered as an institutionally
sensitive mechanism, the effectiveness of which depends on the parameters of its implementation.

International experience demonstrates a significant variety of models. In countries with liberal
educational policies, such as Chile and Sweden, per capita funding is implemented in the form of voucher
systems with a high level of parental choice and competition between schools, which contributes to the
diversification of educational services but also increases social differentiation [5, 6]. In contrast, in
countries with well-developed institutional regulation, such as the Netherlands, Estonia, and Poland, this
mechanism is complemented by a system of adjustment coefficients and strict government standards, which
allows for a balance between efficiency and equal access to education [7, 8].

Modern research emphasizes the role of adjustment coefficients aimed at taking into account territorial
and socioeconomic differences. Empirical evidence suggests that their use can reduce the negative effects
of per capita funding, but it does not fully eliminate the problem of inequality, especially in relation to small
rural schools and socially vulnerable groups [8].

In the Kazakhstani context, until the mid-2010s, the education system was primarily funded based on
standards that focused on maintaining infrastructure and staffing, which limited the effectiveness of budget
allocation [9]. The introduction of per capita funding in the period 2016-2020 was an important step in the
reform of the education system aimed at increasing transparency and efficiency in budget spending.
Research by Kazakhstani authors shows that the new model has increased the managerial flexibility of
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educational organizations, but it has also revealed a number of problems related to regional differentiation
and insufficient adaptation of the mechanism to the specific features of rural areas [10].

Thus, the analysis of scientific literature suggests that per capita funding is an effective tool for
modernizing the education system, provided that institutional and socio-economic factors are taken into
account. However, there is still a scientific gap related to the lack of empirical evidence on the impact of
this mechanism on the efficiency and fairness of the education system in Kazakhstan in the long term. This
study aims to fill this gap by conducting a comprehensive analysis of the per capita funding reform, taking
into account international experience and national specifics.

Materials and Methods. The study employs a quantitative and comparative approach to analyze the
mechanism of per capita financing of educational services in Kazakhstan.

The empirical analysis is based on panel data covering general secondary education institutions
aggregated at the regional level over the period 2015-2025. The dataset includes 17 regions observed over
11 years, forming a balanced panel with 187 observations. The sample comprises both public schools and
private educational organizations receiving public funding, ensuring representativeness of the education
system.

The data sources include official statistics from the Ministry of Education of the Republic of
Kazakhstan, the Ministry of Finance, and the Bureau of National Statistics, as well as results from
international and national assessments of educational outcomes. The integration of multiple data sources
ensures consistency, comparability, and robustness of the empirical analysis.

To estimate the impact of per capita financing on educational outcomes, the following baseline
econometric model is specified:

EduOutcomei=Bo+B1Fundingic+P2Xict it Aeteit

where EduOutcome;; represents indicators of educational performance in region i at time t, Fundingi
reflects per capita financing, Xi is a vector of control variables (including infrastructure, teacher
characteristics, and socio-economic conditions), i captures region-specific effects, A+ represents time
effects, and ¢i; is the error term.

To identify the causal effect of the reform, a difference-in-differences (DiD) specification is applied:

EduOutcomei: = Po + p1 Reform, + B, Treated; + B3 (Reform, x Treated;) + yXit + i + At + &it

where Reform; is a dummy variable indicating the post-reform period, Treated; identifies regions
participating in pilot implementation of per capita financing, and the interaction term captures the net effect
of the reform.

Educational outcomes are measured using both international and national assessment indicators.
International assessments are used to capture long-term trends and ensure comparability, while national
examination results provide higher-frequency and region-specific data. These indicators are treated as
complementary measures of educational performance.

In addition to outcome variables, the model includes indicators of resource efficiency and
accessibility. The key explanatory variables reflect the parameters of the per capita financing system,
including the base normative funding rate and adjustment coefficients.

The analysis of budget allocation is conducted using a fiscal incidence approach. Public education
expenditures are distributed across income groups based on regional income data and per capita funding
indicators. Income groups are constructed using quintiles, and inequality is assessed using the Gini
coefficient calculated on the distribution of per capita educational expenditures.

To ensure robustness and validity, the study applies a set of diagnostic procedures, including
multicollinearity testing using the variance inflation factor (VVIF), statistical significance testing (t-statistics
and p-values), and model fit evaluation (R?). The Hausman test is employed to determine the appropriate
specification between fixed and random effects models.

Such a combination of econometric and analytical methods ensures the reproducibility of results and
provides a reliable basis for assessing the effectiveness of per capita financing reforms in Kazakhstan.

Results. The transition to a per capita funding mechanism in the general secondary education system
of the Republic of Kazakhstan did not occur instantaneously; rather, it unfolded gradually and was
accompanied by noticeable changes in both the principles of budget allocation and the management
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practices of educational institutions. The analysis conducted allows us to identify both quantitative changes
and the structural effects of the reform. The analysis of the stages of the reform's implementation shows
that the transition to per capita funding was carried out consistently, from pilot projects to full-scale
implementation. The dynamics of the coverage of educational organizations and changes in funding
standards are presented in Table 1.

Table — 1

Dynamics of the implementation and indicators of per capita funding in the Republic of
Kazakhstan (2015-2025)

Indicator 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025*
School coverage, % - - - - - -
Per capita financing coverage, % 0 124 34.7 100 100 100
Base per capita norm, thousand KZT per - 489 567 634 712 789
student

Adjustment coefficients:
Rural areas (range) -
Small schools (<100 students) -

[EN

2-14 | 13-15 | 13-16 | 14-17 | 14-18
5201|1622 | 1.7-23 | 1.8-24 | 1.8-25

[EN

Inclusive education - 1.3 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.1
Budget expenditures on general secondary 1,234 1,456 1,678 1,890 2,023 2,145
education, billion KZT

Share of GDP, % 2.8 3.1 3.3 3.5 3.8 3.9
Average expenditure per student, thousand 398 456 512 567 634 712
KZT

PISA mathematics (average score) 423 425 428 431 435 439

*compiled by the authors based on data from [11-14].
2025 — projected values based on the first half of the year.

It should be noted that different indicators of educational outcomes are used in the analysis. Table 1
presents results based on international assessments (PISA), which are used to capture long-term trends and
ensure international comparability of the education system.

At the same time, subsequent tables rely on national examination results (Unified National Testing,
UNT), which provide more detailed and higher-frequency measurements at the regional level.

Although these indicators differ in methodology, they are complementary: international assessments
reflect overall system performance, while national exams capture short-term dynamics and regional
variation. Therefore, their combined use allows for a more comprehensive evaluation of educational
outcomes.

As shown in Table 1, the share of schools financed on a per capita basis increased from 0% in 2015
to 100% by 2020. At the same time, the base per capita funding norm has grown steadily, reflecting an
increase in public expenditure on education and a transition toward a more transparent resource allocation
system.

An important component of the reform is the development of a system of adjustment coefficients that
account for territorial and social characteristics. The expansion of coefficient ranges indicates the
government’s intention to adapt the financing mechanism to the heterogeneity of the educational
environment.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the Kazakhstani model, it was considered in comparison with
international approaches to per capita financing. The comparative analysis suggests that Kazakhstan’s
system remains more centralized, with a stronger role of the state in regulating financial flows and
institutional behavior. At the same time, the degree of parental choice appears to be relatively constrained,
especially when contrasted with more liberal models implemented in countries such as Chile and the
Netherlands, where school autonomy and competition tend to be more pronounced.

At the same time, the presence of a well-developed system of adjustment coefficients contributes to
reducing social segregation and ensures a more equitable distribution of educational resources.

To assess the impact of per capita financing on the efficiency of the education system, an econometric
analysis was conducted. The results are presented in Table 2.
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Table — 2

Estimation of the Effect of the Transition to Per Capita Financing (DID Estimation, 2016-2024)

Indicator Contr(oAI)g roup Treatm((e;)t group ATT SE | p-value
Expenditure per student, % change +18.4 +4.2 -14.2 2.3 <0.001
Unified National Testing (UNT), average +12.3 +28.7 +16.4 | 3.1 <0.001
score
Participation in extracurricular education, % +4.2 +18.9 +14.7 | 2.8 <0.001
Teacher retention (>5 years), % -2.1 +8.4 +105 | 1.9 <0.001
Budget autonomy (index 0-10) +0.4 +3.4 +3.0 0.4 <0.001

*compiled by the authors.

The obtained results indicate a statistically significant improvement in the efficiency of public
expenditure. In particular, a slowdown in the growth of expenditure per student is observed alongside an
improvement in educational outcomes. This suggests the formation of a more efficient and rational model
of resource allocation.

n addition, an increase in the level of autonomy of educational institutions is observed, which
contributes to improved managerial efficiency and reduced teacher turnover.

The analysis also shows that the impact of per capita financing is heterogeneous depending on the
type of educational institution. The corresponding results are presented in Table 3.

Table -3
Differentiation of Financing and Outcomes by School Type (2024)
Average per capita Adjustment Actual expenditure -
School type norrr?, tﬁousar?d co«Jefficient per sttﬁ)dent, Deflcn(/)SurpIus, Average
KZT (weighted avg.) thousand KZT & UNT score

Large urban (>800 712 1.05 678 -4.8% 87.4
students)

Medium urban 712 1.15 734 +3.1% 82.3
(300-800)

Small urban (<300) 712 1.35 892 +25.3% 78.9
Large rural (>200) 712 1.45 912 +28.1% 76.4
Small rural (<100) 712 1.85 1,234 +73.3% 72.1
Inclusive schools 712 1.90 1,456 +104.5% 74.2

* compiled by the authors.

As shown in Table 3, large urban schools demonstrate higher efficiency at relatively lower levels of
expenditure. In contrast, small rural schools are characterized by higher spending per student combined
with lower educational outcomes.

This effect can be explained by the presence of diseconomies of scale, whereby fixed costs are
distributed across a smaller number of students, reducing the overall efficiency of resource utilization.

The effect of the reform on educational inequality is examined using a fiscal incidence approach, the
results of which are summarized in Table 4. This method allows for tracing how public education
expenditures are distributed across income groups and how this distribution has evolved over time.

Table — 4

Fiscal Incidence of Public Education Expenditure by Income Quintiles
(2024, thousand KZT per child)

Income quintile 2015 (pre-reform) 2020 2024 Change 2015-2024
1 (lowest) 312 467 534 +71.2%
2 334 456 512 +53.3%
3 356 445 489 +37.4%
4 378 434 467 +23.5%
5 (highest) 423 445 456 +7.8%
Gini coefficient 0.12 0.08 0.06 -50%

*compiled by the authors.
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A closer examination of the data indicates a clear shift in the structure of public spending, although
the interpretation of these results should be considered in light of the applied methodological assumptions.
The most noticeable increase in per-student financing is observed in the lowest income quintile, while the
growth for higher-income groups remains comparatively modest. This pattern suggests that the per capita
funding mechanism has gradually taken on a redistributive role, channeling relatively more resources
toward socially vulnerable groups. The reduction in the Gini coefficient further supports the conclusion that
inequality in the allocation of education funding has declined over the period under review.

At the same time, improvements in overall indicators do not eliminate existing territorial imbalances.
These differences are particularly evident when comparing regions, as presented in Table 5.

Table -5
Regional Differentiation of Per Capita Financing (2024)
Base norm, Weighted Actual expenditure Share of UNT results
Region thousand coefficient per student, thousand inclusive (average
KZT KZT schools, % score)

Astana 789 1.12 884 8.4 91.2
Almaty 789 1.08 852 7.2 89.4
Akmola region 789 1.34 1,057 12.3 78.4
North Kazakhstan
region 789 142 1,120 14.7 76.8
Turkestan region 789 1.38 1,089 16.8 74.2
Kazakhstan average 789 1.28 1,010 12.4 82.3

*compiled by the authors.

The regional breakdown reveals a somewhat uneven picture. Larger urban centers such as Astana and
Almaty demonstrate higher academic outcomes, despite comparatively lower per-student expenditures. In
contrast, regions with a higher share of rural schools tend to receive increased funding through adjustment
coefficients, yet this does not fully translate into equivalent educational results. This may indicate that
additional financial inputs alone are insufficient and that structural factors-such as infrastructure, teacher
availability, and demographic conditions-continue to play a significant role.

Discussion. The obtained results confirm that the introduction of a per capita financing mechanism
contributes to improving the efficiency of the education system by establishing a more transparent, flexible,
and outcome-oriented model of budget allocation. The observed slowdown in expenditure growth,
combined with improvements in educational performance, indicates an increase in the technical efficiency
of resource utilization and a reduction in elements of inefficient budgeting.

From a theoretical perspective, these findings are consistent with public choice theory and the concept
of quasi-markets in education, according to which a shift toward demand-side (student-based) financing
enhances the accountability of educational institutions and encourages more efficient resource allocation.
The implementation of the principle “money follows the student” introduces elements of competition
among schools and promotes the optimization of managerial decision-making at the institutional level.

At the same time, the structural imbalances identified in the study highlight the limitations of the
universal application of this mechanism without accounting for institutional and territorial specificities. The
most significant challenge is observed in small rural schools, where higher per-student expenditure is
accompanied by lower educational outcomes. This confirms the presence of diseconomies of scale;
whereby fixed costs cannot be efficiently distributed across a limited number of students.

Thus, per capita financing in its pure form is not capable of fully compensating for the structural
constraints of rural territories. Even the use of adjustment coefficients does not completely eliminate the
problem but only mitigates its effects. This indicates the need to combine per capita financing with elements
of base (fixed) funding to ensure coverage of unavoidable operational costs of educational institutions.

The analysis of regional differentiation further demonstrates that the efficiency of resource utilization
is strongly dependent on the socio-economic context. More developed regions achieve better educational
outcomes at relatively lower cost levels, suggesting the influence of factors beyond the financing
mechanism, including human capital, infrastructure, and institutional quality. This confirms that per capita
financing is a necessary but insufficient condition for improving the quality of education.
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A comparison with international practices suggests that the Kazakhstani model of per capita financing
is characterized by a higher level of state regulation and a lower degree of institutional autonomy. On the
one hand, this reduces the risks of social segregation and ensures a more equitable distribution of resources.
On the other hand, limited autonomy constrains the potential for efficiency gains through managerial
innovation and the adaptation of educational programs to students’ needs.

In the context of Kazakhstan, particular importance is attached to the system of adjustment
coefficients, which plays a key role in ensuring equity in resource allocation. However, the results indicate
that the existing coefficients do not always adequately reflect real differences in the cost of educational
services, especially in rural and sparsely populated areas. This points to the need for further differentiation,
taking into account population density, transport accessibility, and the socio-economic status of students.

In addition, the implementation of per capita financing is associated with increased requirements for
governance and monitoring systems. The role of digital tools for accounting and control is expanding, as is
the importance of managerial competencies among school administrators. Under these conditions, the
effectiveness of the reform largely depends on the quality of the institutional environment and the level of
digitalization of the education system.

Overall, the analysis suggests that per capita financing is an effective instrument for enhancing
transparency and rationality in public education expenditure. However, the effectiveness of the model
cannot be attributed to a single factor. Rather, it is shaped by a combination of institutional arrangements,
the internal structure of the education system, and the uneven socio-economic development of regions. In
this regard, further progress appears to be linked not simply to expanding the existing mechanism, but to
its gradual transformation into a more flexible framework that integrates per capita principles with targeted
support instruments for specific categories of schools.

Conclusion. This study offers a comprehensive assessment of how the per capita financing
mechanism has influenced both efficiency and equity within the general secondary education system of the
Republic of Kazakhstan. The findings suggest that the shift toward student-based funding has improved the
transparency of budget allocation, expanded the managerial discretion of educational institutions, and
contributed to more efficient use of available resources.

An analysis of trends over the period 2015-2025 indicates that the growth in per-student expenditure
has become more moderate, while key educational outcomes have continued to improve. This combination
points to the gradual formation of a more balanced and economically grounded model of budget
management. At the same time, the redistribution of resources in favor of lower-income groups signals a
reduction in inequality in access to educational opportunities.

Nevertheless, the results also reveal a number of persistent structural limitations. In particular, small
rural schools continue to operate under constrained conditions, and regional disparities remain pronounced.
The current system of adjustment coefficients, while partially compensatory, does not fully account for
differences in the cost and quality of educational provision across territories. This underscores the need for
further refinement of the financing framework.

The scientific contribution of the study lies in its integrated approach to evaluating the effects of per
capita financing, incorporating institutional, territorial, and socio-economic dimensions. The analysis
demonstrates that the outcomes of this model are heterogeneous and depend not only on the allocation
principle itself, but also on how effectively compensatory mechanisms are designed and implemented. In
this sense, the study extends existing literature by emphasizing the importance of system configuration
rather than focusing solely on funding formulas.

From a practical perspective, the results provide a basis for developing policy recommendations aimed
at improving the financing system. Among the key directions is the introduction of a hybrid model that
combines per capita funding with elements of guaranteed base financing, particularly for small and rural
schools. In addition, a more differentiated approach to adjustment coefficients is required in order to better
reflect territorial, demographic, and social conditions.

In the longer term, the evolution of the financing mechanism is likely to depend on strengthening
institutional autonomy, expanding the use of performance-based evaluation tools, and incorporating digital
solutions into budget management processes. Taken together, these measures may enhance the adaptability
and overall effectiveness of the education system, allowing it to respond more adequately to ongoing socio-
economic changes.
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Typedaena K.K., Kycinoa J.E., [locanueBa 9.9., YoaeBa C.C.

BIJIIM BEPY KBIBMETTEPIH )KAH BACBIHA KAP/KBIJIAHABIPY: XAJIBIKAPAJIBIK TO/KIPUBE
7/KOHE KA3AKCTAH ITPAKTUKACBI

AHgaTna

Makanaga anmel opra OimiM Oepy XyieciHme OuLTIM Oepy KbI3METTEpiH JKaH OachlHA [IAKKAHIAFbI
Kap KbUIAHJBIPY MEXaHH3MIiH €HTI3y/IH TEOPHUSUIBIK JKOHE MPAKTHKAIBIK acHeKTijepl KapacThlpbulaibl. 3epTTey iy
©3eKTiiri OiiM Oepy casicaThlH XKAHFBIPTY JKaFAalbIHIA OFOJDKET KapaXKaTTapblH THIMAI NalAanaHy jKoHE carlalibl
OiTiMre TeH KOJDKETIMIUTIKTI KAMTaMachl3 €Ty KaXKETTUTIMMEH HeTi3IeIe/i.

3epTTeyaiH MaKcaThl — XaJbIKapaIblK TOXKIPUOCHI eckepe OThIpbIN, KazakcTaHmarbl kaH OachlHA MAKKAHIAFbI
Kap>KbUIAHIBIPYIBIH THIMIUIITIH OaFanay. OJiCHAMAIBIK HETi3iH SKOHOMETPILSUIBIK TAIAay dAicTepi Kypalabl, OHBIH
IImHAe «afBIPMaIIBUTBIKTAp aWBIPMAIIBIIBIFEDY O/1iCi, OHMIPICTIK THIMIUTIKTI TAJAY JKOHE (PUCKAIIABIK HHIHICHIINS
dmici, coHMaii-aK CarbICTRIPMalIbl HHCTHTYIIHOHAJIBIK TaAay KOJIIAaHBUIIBL. DMIMPHUKAIBIK 0a3a petinme 2015-2025
KbUIIap apanbiFeiHAarel Kazakcran PecmyOnmukaceiamarsl OutiM Oepy yibIMAapsl OOMBIHINA MAHENBIIK JEPEKTEp
nanlgagaHbUIIbL.

3epTTey HOTWXKeNepi jKaH OachlHA IIAKKAHAAFBl KapXKbUIAHABIPYIBI SHT13y OIOKET KapaKkaTTapblH OeyaiH
AIIBIKTHIFBIH apTTHIpYyFa, OlTiM Oepy yHBIMIapbhIHBbIH 0acKapyHIbUIBIK AepOECTIriH KYLIEHTYre XKoHEe pecypcTaplibl
naijanaHy THIMIUIMIH JKakcapTyFa bIKHad eTeTiHiH kepcerTi. COHBIMEH Karap, MIaFbIH JKHHAKTHl aybLl
MEKTENTEPiHIH KBI3METIMEH JKOHE OHIPJIIK aibpMalIbUIBIKTAapMEH OalIaHbICTBl KYPBUIBIMIBIK LIEKTEYJIep
AHBIKTAJJIbI, OYJI Kap KbUIAHBIPY MEXaHU3MIH OJIaH dpi XKETUIAIPY KaXKETTIriH KepceTe/i.

3epTTeyAiH FhUIBIMHU JKaHAJBIFbl JKaH OachlHA IIaKKAHJIAFbl KAP)KbUIAHIBIPYABIH 9CEPIH MHCTHTYLMOHAJJIBIK
JKOHE ayMakTHIK (akTopiapIbl ecKepe OTBIPBIN KelleHIi Oaranayna kepiHendi. [IpakTHKAajibIK MaHbBI3/IBUIBIFbI
Kazakcranma 6inmim Oepy KylieciH KapKbUIaHIBIPY I XKETUINipy OOWBIHINA apanac MOAETh HEeTi3iHJeTi YChIHBICTAp
a3ipieyMeH aiiKbIHIaa bl

Typeb6aesa K.K., Kycunosa J.E., locaineBa A.9., Yoaesa C.C.

MOJAYIEBOE ®UHAHCUPOBAHUE OBPA3OBATEJIBHBIX YCJAYI': MEXKJYHAPOIHBIN OIIBIT
N IMPAKTUKA KA3BAXCTAHA

AHHOTAIHUSA

B cratee paccMaTpuBaIOTCS TEOPETHYECKHE M MPAKTHYECKHE ACTEKThl BHEAPCHHS MEXaHHW3Ma IOIYIIEBOTO
(mHAHCHpOBaHMS 00PA30BATENBHBIX YCIYT B CHCTEME OOIIETO CpeTHEro 00pa3oBaHus. AKTYyaIbHOCTh UCCIIEAOBAHNUS
00ycItoBiIeHa HE00XO0IUMOCTBIO TIOBBIICHHS 3P (PEKTHUBHOCTH HCIOIB30BaHUS OIOKETHBIX CPEACTB M 00eCTICUeHHS
PaBHOTO JI0CTyIAa K KaU€CTBEHHOMY 00pa30BaHHUIO B YCIOBHIX MOJICPHU3AIMH 00pa30BaTEIbHON TTOJIUTHKH.

Lenpro nccnenoBaHMs SBISIETCS OlleHKa 3(GQEKTHBHOCTH MOJylIeBoro ¢uHaHcupoBaHus B Kaszaxcrane c
Y4eTOM MEXIYyHapOAHOro ONbITa. METOA0IOrN4ecKy0 OCHOBY COCTABIISIIOT 3KOHOMETPUYECKHE METOABI aHaIM3a,
BKITIOYAs METOJ «Pa3iWyus B Pa3IMUMAX», aHANHU3 IMPOU3BOJICTBEHHON 3(P(HEKTUBHOCTH M METOX (HCKaIbHON
WHIWJCHINN, a Takke CPaBHUTENIFHBIH WHCTUTYLIMOHAJIBHBIA aHAIM3. DMIHpHUYecKas 06a3a BKIIOYAET IaHEeIbHBIC
JTaHHBIE TT0 00pa3oBaTeNbHBIM opranm3anusaM PecryOnmku Kaszaxcran 3a mepuox 2015-2025 rr.

PesynbraThl mCClemoOBaHMS IIOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO BHEAPEHHWE IOMYIIEBOIO (MHAHCHPOBAHUS CIIOCOOCTBYET
MOBBIIIEHHUIO MTPO3PAYHOCTH OIOPKETHOTO paclpeieIeH s, pOCTy yIPaBICHUYECKOW aBTOHOMHH IIKOJI ¥ YITy4IICHUIO
3¢ GEKTHBHOCTH HCTIONB30BaHUA pecypcoB. OTHOBPEMEHHO BBISBICHBI CTPYKTYPHBIE OTPaHHUYEHUS, CBI3aHHBIE C
(DYHKIIMOHMPOBaHNEM MAaJOKOMIUICKTHBIX CEJIbCKMX INKOJI M PErHoHaNbHOM anddepeHumanueid, 4ro Tpedyer
JanbHEHIIeH afantaun MexaHu3Ma (UHAHCUPOBAHUSL.
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Hayunas HOBM3HAa HCCIIEIOBaHUS 3aKJIIOYaeTCsl B  KOMIUICKCHOM OIEHKE BIMSHHS  IOJYIIEBOTO
(UHAHCHPOBAaHHUSA C YYETOM HHCTUTYLHOHAIBHBIX M TEPPHTOPUAIBHBIX (akTopoB. IIpakTHyeckas 3HaYUMOCTb
COCTOHT B pa3pabOTKe pPEKOMEHJAUWA IO COBEPLICHCTBOBAHWIO CHUCTEMBI ()MHAHCHPOBAHHS OOpa3oBaHUS B
KaszaxcraHe Ha OCHOBE KOMOMHHPOBAHHOTO IIOIX0/A.

— SR —
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