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Abstract

This article presents a comparative analysis of higher education systems in ten countries: Kazakhstan, China,
Singapore, South Africa, Finland, the United Kingdom, Germany, Turkey, the United States, and Mexico. The
study identifies key factors influencing the national competitiveness of universities, including funding models,
institutional autonomy, research activity, internationalization, and labor market linkages.

The research identifies key factors influencing the national competitiveness of universities, ranging from fiscal
structures and self-governance to scholarly output and cross-border integration. Through a multi-dimensional
assessment of governance models and academic outcomes, this study determines strategic priorities for
the systemic modernization of Kazakhstani universities. By integrating quantitative indicators, such as R&D
expenditure and education spending as a percentage of GDP, with qualitative governance characteristics, the
research provides a multifaceted matrix of success factors.

The findings indicate that fiscal sustainability, administrative freedom, active research engagement, and
integration with the economy are primary drivers of global competitiveness. Kazakhstan is identified as a
country with a transitional higher education system, where key priorities include strengthening institutional
sovereignty, modernizing educational quality, developing R&D, digitizing academic programs, and enhancing
university—industry linkages to improve international competitiveness.

Keywords: higher education, international practices, university autonomy, funding, internationalization,
education quality.

INTRODUCTION

Modern higher education systems are a key driver of a country’s economic and social development, shaping
a skilled workforce, fostering scientific and technological progress, and enhancing international competitiveness
(Altbach & de Wit, 2015). In the context of globalization, digitalization, and rapid labor market transformation,
countries face the need to adapt their educational systems, modernize curricula, strengthen research activity, and
expand international integration.

Kazakhstan is undergoing a strategic transition from a centralized post-Soviet model to a flexible, market-
oriented higher education system, aiming to align with international standards, including the Bologna Process and
OECD principles. At present, the system is characterized by relatively low university autonomy, limited integration
of research with industry, and substantial disparities in the quality of educational programs between leading and
regional institutions (Hartley & Ruby, 2017; OECD, 2020; World Bank, 2021).

The scientific significance of this study lies in the systematization of structural differences between
centralized, hybrid, and market-oriented educational models during a period of global digital transformation. By
identifying specific correlations between institutional autonomy and research productivity, this research provides
a theoretical framework for understanding how transitional economies can bypass middle-income traps through
higher education reform. The work contributes to the academic discourse on educational comparative studies by
offering a multifaceted matrix of success factors applicable to developing nations.

The aim of this article is to conduct a comparative analysis of higher education systems in ten countries:
Kazakhstan, China, Singapore, South Africa, Finland, the United Kingdom, Germany, Turkey, the United States, and
Mexico to identify international best practices, assess factors determining global competitiveness, and develop
strategic recommendations for the modernization of Kazakhstan’s higher education system. To achieve this aim, the
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study analyzes the impact of various governance models on university performance, compares the sustainability
of different funding mechanisms, and evaluates the current level of university-industry integration in Kazakhstan
relative to global leaders. Furthermore, the research identifies specific barriers that prevent Kazakhstani universities
from achieving higher positions in global rankings. Special attention is given to university autonomy, funding,
research activity, internationalization, and the alignment of educational programs with national economic needs.

Analysis of international experience indicates that the key factors determining the success of national higher
education systems include sustainable funding, a high degree of university autonomy, integration of research
with industry, active international engagement, and robust quality assurance mechanisms. Implementing these
principles in the context of Kazakhstan is expected to enhance the quality of educational provision, improve
graduate employability, and strengthen the country’s competitiveness in the global higher education landscape.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Contemporary research emphasizes that the effectiveness of a national higher education system depends
on a combination of factors: governance structures, funding models, institutional autonomy, industry integration,
program quality, and internationalization (Altbach & de Wit, 2015; OECD, 2020; World Bank, 2021).

International practices demonstrate a wide range of approaches. In state-funded systems such as Finland
and Germany, higher education is affordable or free, promoting social equity and high citizen engagement.
These countries prioritize the development of research infrastructure, strong university—industry linkages, and the
maintenance of sustainable program quality (OECD, 2025). China, with its highly centralized system, implements
the “Double First-Class” initiative, concentrating resources on research-intensive universities and priority scientific
and technological fields (Wang & Zha, 2023; Atherton et al.,, 2024).

Hybrid and market-oriented models, as in the United States, the United Kingdom, and Singapore, combine
public funding with high tuition fees, providing universities with substantial autonomy, competitive environments,
and international recognition. These systems achieve strong outcomes in global rankings and research output
but face challenges related to high education costs, student debt, and unequal access (Altbach & de Wit, 2020;
Atherton et al., 2024).

Developing and transitional models, including Kazakhstan, South Africa, and Mexico, encounter common
challenges: significant disparities in program quality between leading and regional universities, insufficient
funding, low research activity, and the need to align curricula with labor market requirements. These countries
are actively implementing international standards, fostering collaboration with foreign universities, and piloting
initiatives to expand university autonomy (Hartley & Ruby, 2017; Popov et al., 2024; Lubinga et al., 2023).

Comparative studies highlight five factors most influential for the global competitiveness of higher education
systems: sustainable and diversified funding, high institutional autonomy, close industry integration, active
internationalization, and a reliable system of independent accreditation (OECD, 2019). Successful countries
demonstrate that the combination of these factors attracts talented students and faculty, promotes an innovative
environment, and strengthens the international reputation of universities.

For Kazakhstan, international experience indicates the need to implement the following strategies: gradually
expand autonomy for leading universities, establish an independent quality assurance agency, create a national
skills council to align curricula with economic needs, diversify funding sources, and develop competitive research
grants. These measures will enable the country to transition from a centralized system to a flexible, innovative,
and globally competitive higher education model (Hartley & Ruby, 2017; OECD, 2019; Wang & Zha, 2023).

METHODS

This study is based on a comparative analysis of higher education systems in ten countries: Kazakhstan,
China, Singapore, South Africa, Finland, the United Kingdom, Germany, Turkey, the United States, and Mexico.
The primary aim of this methodological approach was to identify factors determining the global competitiveness
of universities and to develop recommendations for the modernization of Kazakhstan’s higher education system.
The analysis relied on official government reports, statistical data from ministries of education and national
agencies, publications from international organizations such as the OECD and the World Bank, as well as data
from international university rankings, including QS and Times Higher Education. These sources enabled the
comparison of funding structures, institutional autonomy, internationalization, and research activity, as well as the
assessment of strategic priorities, including digitalization of teaching, student support, and industry engagement.

The study involved the systematic comparison of key higher education parameters, including governance
models, funding sources, tuition costs, levels of university autonomy, internationalization, and alignment with the
labor market. To visually represent differences and similarities across countries, tables and graphical visualizations
were employed, highlighting both quantitative and qualitative characteristics of the systems. This comprehensive
approach allowed not only for a detailed description of the current state of higher education systems but also
for the identification of universal factors affecting global competitiveness, providing a foundation for adapting
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international best practices to formulate strategic recommendations for the development and modernization of
Kazakhstani universities.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The comparative analysis of higher education systems in ten countries identified three primary models of
organization and governance, each shaped by historical, economic, and socio-cultural factors (Altbach & de Wit,
2015; OECD, 2019; Atherton et al., 2024).

The first category includes state-funded and centralized systems, characteristic of China, Finland, and
Germany. These countries demonstrate stable infrastructure and substantial government investment in research
activities, allowing them to combine educational accessibility with high-quality research output (World Bank, 2021).
Specifically, China implements strategic initiatives such as the “Double First-Class” project, aimed at enhancing
the global competitiveness of universities while maintaining a highly centralized governance structure (Wang
& Zha, 2023). Germany represents a decentralized model in which individual federal states possess significant
autonomy, whereas Finland combines a high level of university autonomy with nearly full public funding and free
tuition for students. This structure enables a focus on interdisciplinary programs, a sustainable research base, and
social equity, while ensuring broad access to educational services (Altbach & de Wit, 2015; Atherton et al.,, 2024;
Popov et al., 2024).

The second category encompasses hybrid and market-oriented models, exemplified by the United States,
the United Kingdom, and Singapore. These systems are characterized by high institutional autonomy, substantial
private funding, and significant reliance on tuition fees, creating a competitive environment that stimulates
research and innovation. At the same time, this model is associated with significant social and economic barriers,
including high student debt levels and limited access for socially disadvantaged groups (Altbach & de Wit,
2015; Atherton et al., 2024; Popov et al., 2024). The United States, with its decentralized structure and diverse
institutional types, holds leading positions in global rankings for research activity and internationalization. The
United Kingdom, combining market-based funding with university autonomy, maintains sustainable global
competitiveness, while Singapore implements a dual model: research universities focus on globally significant
research, whereas polytechnic institutions are oriented toward training skilled professionals for the domestic
labor market (World Bank, 2021; Smith, 2021).

The third category comprises transitional and developing higher education systems, including Kazakhstan,
South Africa, and Mexico. These countries are undergoing active transformation, seeking to integrate international
standards and improve educational quality (Popov et al., 2024; Atherton et al,, 2024; Lubinga et al., 2023). In
Kazakhstan, the system is transitioning from a centralized Soviet model to a three-tier structure (bachelor’s,
master’s, PhD), implementing digitalization and international initiatives, including partnerships with Germany and
the United States. However, significant challenges remain, such as low research activity, weak university—industry
integration, regional disparities in access to quality education, and an underdeveloped quality assurance system
(MHES, 2024; Popov et al., 2024; Hartley & Ruby, 2017).

The comparative analysis of higher education systems reveals that institutional effectiveness is strongly
correlated with a nation’s economic commitment to its knowledge economy. Table 1 shows these relationships
by pairing governance models with key quantitative benchmarks.
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Table 1. Comparative Characteristics of Higher Education Systems
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Kazakhstan 3.9 0.13 Transitional, hybrid Public + private Low Medium  Growing Weak
China 4.0 243 Centralized Public Low Limited Medium  Medium
Singapore 29 2.20 Dual Public + private High High High High
South Africa 6.2 0.60 Developing Public Low Medium Low Medium
Finland 6.5 2.98 Publicly funded Public Free High Medium High
United 55 290  Hybrid, autonomous Public + fees High High High Medium
Kingdom
Germany 4.8 3.14 Decentralized Public Free High Medium High
Turkey 43 1.09 Centralized Public + private Low Limited Medium  Medium
USA 6.1 3.46 Decentralized Public + private  Very high High High High
Mexico 4.5 0.27 Developing Public Low Medium Low Medium

Note: compiled by the author based on the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2025), OECD Education at a Glance (2024) and a
literature review.

Analysis of Table 1 shows that publicly funded countries with centralized or decentralized structures, such as
Finland and Germany, ensure high levels of social equity and educational accessibility while maintaining a robust
research base. Hybrid and market-oriented models demonstrate high research activity and global competitiveness
but face access limitations and significant social barriers. Transitional systems are gradually integrating international
standards, yet remain vulnerable to challenges related to funding, autonomy, and industry integration (OECD,
2019; Altbach & de Wit, 2015; Atherton et al,, 2024; Popov et al., 2024).

The shift to quantitative metrics reveals a significant ‘innovation gap'. While Kazakhstan's education spending
nears the global average, its R&D expenditure remains far below the 1% threshold typical of competitive systems.
This suggests that while access to education is funded, transitioning to a research-driven economy requires
targeted resource reallocation toward scientific development.

The next step of the analysis considers strategic priorities and innovative university practices that determine
global competitiveness. These indicators include digitalization of teaching, comprehensive student support,
program internationalization, and industry integration. Table 2 provides a visual comparison of these aspects.

Table 2. Comparative Analysis of Strategic Priorities and Innovative Practices

Country Digitalization & Student Support  Internationalization Industry Notes
Innovation Integration
Kazakhstan Online platforms, Academic Partnerships with USA Weak Pilot initiatives,
micro-credentials advising, & Germany growing
scholarships internationalization
China Virtual labs, R&D Scholarships for Double First-Class Medium Large-scale
projects talented students programs government
initiatives
Singapore Innovative teaching Career centers High, English- High Dual model:
technologies language programs universities +

polytechnics
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Country Digitalization & Student Support  Internationalization Industry Notes
Innovation Integration
South Africa Limited digital Limited support Low Medium Addressing social
courses and historical
inequalities
Finland Virtual labs, digital Full academic Medium Medium Free education,
platforms support strong research
base
United Flexible online Psychological High, dual degrees High Effective
Kingdom programs support, career international
services integration
Germany Applied science Advising, Medium High Strong research
digitalization scholarships and applied
science base
Turkey Emerging online Limited resources Medium Medium Internationalization
platforms via YOKAK and
scholarships
USA Advanced EdTech, Full support and  High, global campuses High Leader in
virtual labs career services research and
entrepreneurial
initiatives
Mexico Limited Scholarships, Low Medium Challenges in
digitalization academic support resource and
infrastructure
access

Note: compiled by the author based on literature review

Analysis of Table 2 demonstrates that strategic priorities and innovative practices are closely correlated
with governance and funding models. Centralized systems emphasize sustainable research infrastructure and
interdisciplinary programs, hybrid systems prioritize digitalization and internationalization, while transitional
systems focus on pilot initiatives and practice-oriented programs (Altbach & de Wit, 2015; Atherton et al., 2024;
Popov et al., 2024).

Combining the data from Tables 1 and 2 allows the conclusion that the effectiveness of a higher education
system is determined by a complex set of factors: funding sources, the level of university autonomy, strategic
priorities (digitalization, internationalization, student support), and the degree of industry integration. Publicly
funded systems ensure equity and accessibility, hybrid models deliver high competitiveness and research
productivity, and transitional systems demonstrate developmental potential, provided that autonomy is
strengthened and resources are diversified (OECD, 2019; World Bank, 2021).

Particular attention should be given to the integration of academic and industrial structures. In countries
with a well-developed research base and effective student support, universities actively collaborate with industry,
creating a closed cycle of innovation and economic growth. In transitional systems, industry integration remains
limited, reducing the practical relevance of education and complicating the preparation of qualified specialists
who meet labor market demands.

Thus, the comparative analysis confirms that the effectiveness of higher education systems depends on
an interconnected set of factors. The study’s findings provide a foundation for developing recommendations
to improve the quality and competitiveness of higher education, especially in transitional systems such as
Kazakhstan. Enhancing institutional autonomy, diversifying funding sources, developing research infrastructure,
and actively implementing innovative practices can significantly increase both the competitiveness and quality of
higher education in such countries (Altbach & de Wit, 2015; Atherton et al., 2024; Popov et al., 2024).

CONCLUSION

The comparative analysis shows that the effectiveness of university systems depends on the synergy of
diversified funding, institutional autonomy, and the strategic integration of digitalization and industry links
(Altbach & de Wit, 2015; Atherton et al., 2024; Popov et al., 2024). National competitiveness is ultimately shaped
by the balance between investment, managerial autonomy, and technological adoption. Based on international

182 Ne 1 (70) 2026



CENTER FOR
E S E P ANALYTICAL
RESEARCH &

EVALUATION

benchmarks, Kazakhstan's strategic transition is framed as a three-stage evolution from a transitional system
toward global integration.

As a country with a transitional higher education system, Kazakhstan is advancing digital platforms, practice-
oriented programs, international cooperation, and initial industry integration. However, major constraints remain,
including limited university autonomy, low research intensity, insufficient funding, and disparities between capital-
based and regional universities.

The analysis indicates that successful higher education models in centralized and hybrid systems, such as
Germany, Finland, the United States, and Singapore, combine sustainable funding, high levels of autonomy, and
the active adoption of innovative practices. These elements directly enhance university competitiveness, expand
internationalization, and strengthen industry linkages, thereby improving graduate employability and stimulating
innovation (QS, 2025; THE, 2022; World Bank, 2021).

Based on the comparative analysis, the following strategic recommendations are proposed for Kazakhstan:

1. Enhancing Institutional Autonomy. Developing academic, financial, and managerial independence will
allow universities to adapt curricula to labor market needs, participate more actively in international projects, and
establish their own research priorities (Altbach & de Wit, 2015).

2. Diversifying Funding Sources. In addition to public budgets, private investments, grant programs, and
partnerships with industrial enterprises should be developed. This will create a sustainable financial base to
support research, infrastructure, and innovative projects (Popov et al., 2024).

3. Developing Research Infrastructure and Innovative Practices. Implementing modern EdTech solutions,
virtual laboratories, micro-credential programs, and digital platforms will enhance the educational process and
create opportunities for international collaboration and improved research quality (QS, 2025; THE, 2022).

4. Internationalization of Programs and Partnerships. Expanding international academic exchanges, dual-
degree programs, and joint research projects will increase the global competitiveness of Kazakhstani universities
and attract international students (Atherton et al., 2024).

5. Integration with Industry and Development of Practice-Oriented Programs. Establishing partnerships
with enterprises and introducing dual education models will allow students to acquire practical skills aligned with
modern labor market requirements while simultaneously stimulating innovation in the economy (OECD, 2019).

6. Reducing Social and Regional Inequalities in Access to Education. Developing scholarship programs,
supporting students from regional areas, and creating distance learning platforms will help close the gap between
urban and rural universities and ensure equal opportunities for all student groups (Hartley & Ruby, 2017; Smith,
2021).

Overall, implementing these strategies will enable Kazakhstan to accelerate the transformation of its higher
education system, improve its quality, and enhance its competitiveness on the international stage. Transitioning
to a model characterized by high university autonomy, diversified funding, digitalization, industry integration, and
active internationalization will create conditions for sustainable development of the country’s research potential
and the formation of a qualified workforce aligned with the requirements of the global labor market (Altbach &
de Wit, 2015; OECD, 2019; World Bank, 2021).

Thus, a comprehensive approach that integrates institutional, financial, and innovation-driven mechanisms
of development constitutes a key prerequisite for building an effective and globally competitive higher education
system.

Future research may focus on assessing the impact of specific reforms: university autonomy, digitalization,
and industry partnerships on the quality of human capital development and research performance over time.
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®AKTOPbl KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTN YHUBEPCUTETOB B MEXXAYHAPOAHOM
KOHTEKCTE: CPABHUTE/IbHbIN AHAJIN3 CUCTEM BbICLUEFO OGPA3OBAHWUA

AHHOTauuA

B craTbe npeacTaBieH CPaBHUTE/bHLINA aHain3 CUCTEM BbiCLEro obpa3oBaHuUs fecaTh cTpaH: KasaxcraHa,
Kutas, Cunranypa, FOxxHon Adpukn, PunasHanm, Beankobputanum, Fepmanmm, Typumn, CoeanHénHbix LLtaTtos
n Mekcunkn. B nccnegoBaHum BbiiBAEHbI KAroUeBble GakTopbl, BAVAIOLLME Ha HALMOHaIbHYO KOHKYPEHTOCMO-
COHBHOCTb YHNBEPCUTETOB, BKAKOUAA MOgenn GUHaHCUPOBaHWUSA, MHCTUTYLIMOHaIbHYHO aBTOHOMMUIO, YPOBEHb UC-
CNefoBaTeIbCKON aKTUBHOCTY, MHTEPHALMOHAIM3aLMIO U CBA3b C PbIHKOM TPyAa.

B nccnepoBaHnm BbisBaeHbl kKntoueBble GakTopbl, BAAIOLWME Ha HALMOHA/IbHYO KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTb YHU-
BEPCUTETOB: OT GUCKaNbHbIX CTPYKTYP Y CaMOYyNpaBAeHUs A0 Pe3ybTaTOB HayYHOW AesATe/IbHOCTU 1 TpaHCrpa-
HWYHOW MHTerpauuu. MocpescTBOM MHOFOMEPHOW OLEHKN MOAENEN YNPaBAEHUs 1 aKajeMUYECKUX pesysibTa-
TOB B flaHHOW paboTe onpeAenstoTCs cTpaTernyeckme NpPUopUTETbl CUCTEMHOM MOAEPHM3aLMN Ka3axCTaHCKMNX
BY30B. bnarogaps vHTerpaumm KOIMYECTBEHHbIX NMoKasaTtesnen, Takmx kak pacxoasl Ha HWIOKP 1 3atpaTbl Ha
obpasoBaHuve B npoueHTax oT BB, ¢ kauecTBEHHbIMW XapakTepucTUkamun yrnpaBaeHus, nccaefoBaHmne npea-
naraet MHOrorpaHHyto mMatpuuy GakTopos ycnexa.

MonyyeHHble pe3ynbTaTbl MOKa3bIBaOT, UTO YCTONUMBOE GUHAHCMPOBAHWE, BbICOKUI YPOBEHb MHCTUTYLIMOHAb-
HOW aBTOHOMMMK, aKTUBHasA HayUHO-UCCAej0BaTebCKan AeATENbHOCTb U MHTErpaLms ¢ 3KOHOMWUKOW SBAAKOTCA
K/HOUYEBbIMY fpaliBepamu rnobanbHOM KOHKYPEHTOCNOCobHOCTU. KasaxcTaH onpeaensetcs Kak cTpaHa ¢ nepe-
XOZHOW MOAEe/bHO BbiCLIEro 06pa3oBaHus, 415 KOTOPOW NPUOPUTETHBIMUW HanpaBeHUsMY Pa3BUTUS ABAAIOTCS
yKpernjeHne aBTOHOMUN YHNBEPCUTETOB, MOAEPHU3aLMA KayecTBa obpasoBaHus, pa3sutne HVIOKP, uudposu-
3auus obpasoBaTesibHbIX MPOrpaMM 1 yCUeHWE CBA3EN MeXXay YHUBEPCUTETaMU U UHAYCTPUEN ANs NOBbILe-
HUs MEXAYHapPOAHON KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTY.

KntoueBble cnoBa: BbiclLee 06pa3oBaHmne, MeXayHapOAHble NPakTUKKY, aBTOHOMUS YHUBEPCUTETOB, GUHAHCK-
poBaHWe, NHTepHaLMOHan3aLms, kayecTBo obpa3oBaHus, KasaxcTaH, CpaBHUTENbHbLIN aHaNu3.
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XANBIKAPAJIbIK KOHTEKCTEr YHUBEPCUTETTEPAIH BOCEKEFE KABINIETTI/IK
®AKTOPJ/IAPDLI: )KOFAPbDI BI/IIM BEPY XXYUENEPIH CANIbICTbIPMAIbI TANNIAAY

AHpartna

Makanaga oH engin, >xofapbl 6inim 6epy xynenepiHe canblCTbipMabl Tangay ycbiHblnagbl: KasakcraH, Kbital,
Cwurranyp, OHTycTiK Adpuka, PuHAaHanA, ¥ablbpuTaHus, Fepmanus, Typkus, AKLL xaHe Mekcuka. 3epTTtey
YHUBEPCUTETTEPAIH, YNTTbIK Bacekere KabineTTiniriHe acep eTeTiH Heri3ri ¢dakTopaapAbl ankbiHAANAbI, OHbIH,
iWiHAEe KapXblnaHAbIPy MOAeNbAEPi, NHCTUTYLIMOHaNAbIK aBTOHOMWSA, 3epTTey BenceHainiri, MHTepHaunoHan-
JAaHABIPY XXoHe eHbeK HapbifbIMeH balinaHbic.

3epTTeyae YHUBEPCUTETTEPAIH YATTbIK Gacekere kabineTTiniriHe acep eTeTiH Heri3ri dakTopaap - GuUckangbik
KypbibIMAap MeH e3iH-e3i backapyAaH 6acTan, fblIbIMW HBTUXENep MeH TpaHcleKapaiblk WHTerpauumsfa
JeViH aHblkTanfaH. backapy Moaesnbaepi MeH akaZeMUsbIK, HOTUXeNepai Keneawemai bafanay apkblibl Gy
XKYMbICTa Ka3akCTaHAblK YHUBEPCUTETTEPAI XyWeni MogepHU3aLmanayablH CTpaTernsaiblk 6acbiMabliKTapbl an-
KblHAanaabl. 3epTTey 6apbicbiHaa F3TKXK woifbiHAapbl MeH 6inim 6epyre xxymcanaTbiH WbIFbIHAAPAbIH, XIO-aeri
yNeci cnsaKTbl CaHAbIK, KepceTkiwTepai 6ackapyablH cananblk cunaTTaManapbiMeH YLITacTblpy HITUXKeCiHAe
TabbiC GakTopAapPbIHbIH KOMNKbIPAbl MaTPULLACh! YCbIHbIAFaH.

3epTTey HaTWXKeNepi TYPaKThbl Kap>KblNaHAbIPY, XOFfapbl MHCTUTYLMOHANAbIK aBTOHOMMUS, FblbIMU-3epTTey Hen-
CEHAINITIHIH, XOFapbl AeHreli XoHe 3KOHOMUKAMeH WHTerpaums >ahaHablk 6acekere KabineTTifikTiH, Herisri
dakTopnapbl 60/bIN TabblNaTbiHbIH KepceTesi. KasakcTaH eTneni keseHaeri xofapbl 6iniMm 6epy xyineciHe ve en
peTiHAe aHbikTanazabl; 6acTbl HacbIMAbIKTAP YHUBEPCUTET aBTOHOMMUSACBIH KYLLENTY, BifiM canacbiH XaHFbIPTY,
F3TKOK pambityabl xegengety, 6inim 6epy bafgapnamanapbiH undpaaHablpy XaHe YHUBEPCUTET-MHAYCTPUS
6alinaHbICTapblH HbIFAUTy 60J1bIN Tabbliagbl.

Tyiin ce3gep: xofapbl 6iNiM, Xanbikapanblk Taxipnbe, yHUBEPCUTET aBTOHOMUACHI, KapXKblAaHAbIPY, UHTEp-
HauMoHanaaHAbIpy, b6inim canacsi.
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