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EDUCATION AS A FACTOR IN THE FORMATION
OF HUMAN CAPITAL AND ECONOMIC GROWTH

At the present stage, education as a factor in the formation of human capital has become an element
of the strategy of economic growth, has become part of the practice of state regulation of all developed
countries of the world. Being an active participant of the Fourth Industrial Revolution, being on the road
to modernization to economic growth, integrates into the international competitive system, is an active
participant in the implementation of international programs for sustainable development, and pays much
attention to the development of education. In this connection, the topic proposed for consideration in
this article is very relevant and meets the task facing Kazakhstan — to make education the centerpiece of
a new model of economic growth.

The aim of the study is to actualize the world experience of education as a factor in the formation
of the Cheka in the context of its national development. The scientific and practical significance of the
work consists in concretizing ways to improve the quality of education in the process of the Third Mod-
ernization of Kazakhstan’s economy. The methodological basis of the study was the work of political
economics classics and modern researchers of education in the context of human capital development.
The value of the work is that opportunities have been expanded and directions for improving education
have been indicated in the formulation of the state policy of Kazakhstan. This research can be useful for
industry and state theorists and practitioners, in planning, analyzing and evaluating the state of education
and improving human capital.

Key words: education, human capital, modernization of the economy, state policy, economic
growth, sustainable development.
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biAiM aaamMu KanUTaAAbI )KoHE 3KOHOMUKAADIK, OCYA|
KAAbINTACTbIPY (hakTOpbI peTiHAe

BiAiM 0OepyaiH Kasipri caTbiCblHAQ aAaM KarMTaAblH KAAbINTACTbIPY (PaKTOPbl 3KOHOMMKAAbIK,
OCy CTPaTErusiCbiHbIH, SAEMEHTI PETIHAE OAEMHIH BGapAblK AaMblFaH EAAEPIHIH MEMAEKETTIK peTTey
ToxipubeciHe eHrisineai. KasakcraH TOPTIHII MHAYCTPUAAADBIK, PEBOAIOLIMSCHIHBIH,  OEACEHA]
KaTbICYLIbICbl PETIHAE SKOHOMMKAABIK, OCYAI XKaHFbIPTY >KOAbIHAA XaAbIKapaAblk, 6acekere KabiAeTTIAIK
>KyieciHe GipiKTIpIAreH, TypakTbhl AAMYAbIH XaAbIKapaAblk, GaFAapPAAMaChIH >KY3€ere acbipyAblH OEACEHA]
KaTbICYLbICbl 6OAbIN TaOblAaAbl, GiAIM OEPYAT AaMbITyFa YAKEH KOHIA 6oAeai. OCbl MaKaAaAA YCbIHbIAFAH
TakpIpbIN eTe e3eKTi xoHe KasakCTaH aAAbIHAA TypFaH MIiHAETKE cail — BiAIM 6epyAi SKOHOMMKAABIK,
OCYAIH, >KaHa MOAEAIHIH OPTaAbIK, DAEMEHTI €TiM OPHbIKTbIPY.

3epTTey MakcaTbl — KapacCTbIpbIAbIN OTbipFaH 6GiAiM 6GepyAiH aAemAik ToxipubeciH — Aaam
KanuTaAbIH YATTbIK, AAMy KOHTEKCIHAE KAAbINTacTblpy hakTopbl PeTIHAE >Ky3ere acbipy. XXyMbICTbIH
FbIAbIMU- TEXIPUOEAIK MaHbI3AbIAbIFbI Ka3akCcTaH 3KOHOMMKACbIHbIH, YLIIHLI >KaHFbIPTY YAEpiCiHAE
GiAiM GepYyAiH canacbiH apTTbIPY XKOAAAPbIH TYPaKTaHAbIPYAQ >KaTbIp.

3epTTeyAiH ©SAICHAMaAbIK Heri3i peTiHAe aAaMM  KarnmTaAAbl AAaMbITY KOHTEKCIHAEri casicu
9KOHOMMKA KAACCUKTepi >kaHe BGiAiM GepyAiH 3amaHayu 3epTTeylliAepi Kbi3MeT eTTi. JKyMbICTbIH MOHi
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— KasakcTaHHbIH MEMAEKETTIK CasiCaTbiH KAAbINTACTbIpyAa GiAiM 6EPYAIH MYMKIHAIKTEPIHIH KEHENTIAYi
JKOHe >Ky3ere acblpy OarblTTapbiHbIH KOPCETIAYi. ByA 3epTTey apam KamMTaAblH >KYy3€re acbipy >KeHe
6iAim Bepy XaraanbiH 6araaay MEH TaAAQYFa, CAAAAbIK >KOHE MEMAEKETTIK TEOPETUKTEP MEH NpakTUKara
>KeHe >KocnapAayfa rnanAaabl GOAYbl MyMKIH.

Ty#in cezaep: 6iAiM, aAaMM KanMTaA, SKOHOMMKAHbI )KaHFbIPTY, MEMAEKETTIK CasiCaT, 3KOHOMMKAAbIK,
ecy, TYPAKTbl AAMY.
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O6pa3oBaHue Kak pakTop hopmupoBaHms
4YEeAOBEYEeCKOro KaruraAa M 9KOHOMUYECKOro pocra

Ha coBpemeHHOM aTane o6pa3oBaHume Kak akTop (hOPMMPOBAHKMS YEAOBEUECKOr O KanmTaAa CTaAo
3AEMEHTOM CTpaTernmM 3KOHOMMYECKOro POCTa, BOLIAO B MPaKTUKY rOCYAAPCTBEHHOIO PEryAMpoBaHus
BCEX Pa3BUTbIX CTPaH M1pa. KazaxcTaH Kak akTUBHBbIN y4aCTHUK YeTBepTOM MPOMbILLAEHHOM PEBOAIOLIMM,
HaxOASCb Ha MyTU MOAEPHM3aLMM K 3KOHOMMYECKOMY POCTY, MHTErpupyeTcsl B MeXAYHApOAHYIO
KOHKYPEHTHYIO CUCTEMY, SIBASIETCSl aKTUBHbBIM YUYACTHMKOM peaAm3almy MeXXAYHAPOAHBIX MPOrpamm
YCTOMUMBOrO PasBUTHS, OFPOMHOE BHUMAHME YAEASIET Pa3BUTUIO 06pa3oBaHus. B cBa3u ¢ uem Tema,
NpeAAOXKEeHHash AAS PACCMOTPEHMS B AQHHOM CTaTbe, BECbMa aKTyaAbHa M OTBeYaeT 3aAaue, CTosILLeN
nepea KasaxcraHom — caeaatb 06pa3oBaHue LIEHTPAAbHbIM 3BEHOM HOBOW MOAEAM 3KOHOMMUYECKOrO
pocTa.

LleAb MccAeAOBaHMS 3aKAKOUAETCS B akKTyaAM3aLMM paCCMOTPEHHOT O MUPOBOTO OMbiTa 06pa3oBaHms
Kak chakTopa chopmmpoBaHms YK B KOHTEKCTe ero HaLlMOHAABHOIO pa3BmUTUs. HayuHas 1 npakTuyeckas
3HAUYMMOCTb PabOTbl COCTOUT B KOHKPETM3ALMKM MYTEN YAyULlieHWs KayeCcTBa 0Opa3oBaHus B npouecce
TpeTteir MoAepHU3aLMK 3KOHOMMKM KazaxcTaHa. MeToaoAornyeckor 6a3oin MCCAEAOBAHUS MOCAY>KUAM
TPYAbI MOAUTIKOHOMMYECKMX KAQCCUKOB M COBPEMEHHbIX MCCAEAOBATEAE 00PA30BaHMs B KOHTEKCTE
pa3BUTKSI YEAOBEYECKOro KanutaAa. LleHHOCTb paboTbl 3aKAKYAETCS B TOM, YTO pPacLUMpeHbl
BO3MOXHOCTM M yKa3aHbl HanpaBAEHUSI COBEPLUEHCTBOBaHWS 06pa3oBaHusi npu (popmMmrpoBaHUm
rocyAapCTBeHHOM noAnTmku KasaxcraHa. AaHHOE MCCAEAOBAHUE MOXKET ObITh MOAE3HbIM OTPACAEBbIM
M TFOCYAQPCTBEHHbIM TEOpEeTMKaM M MpaKkTUKam, B MAAQHMPOBAHWM, aHaAM3€ U OLleHKe COCTOSIHUS

o6pa303aHV|51 M COBEPLIEHCTBOBaAHNA YEeAOBEYECKOro KarnTaAa.

KatoueBble cAoBa: o6pasoBaHue,

yeAOBeveCcKmnmn

KanntaA, MOAEPHMN3aUnad 3KOHOMUKMH,

rocyAapCTBe€HHasa NOANTHUKA, 3KOHOMMYECKNM pocCT, YCTOVILIVIBOG pa3BuUTHE.

Introduction

It is well known that education at the present
stage of the development of society is the most
important function of the society providing, as the
reproduction and development of the society itself, as
well as the systems of its activity. How important is
its significance for the present and future of mankind
is described in the World Education Monitoring
Report (WDMO) for 2016, which presents an
authoritative report confirming the extremely
important contribution of education to all aspects
of sustainable development. At the same time, the
report clearly indicates how far humanity is from
achieving the goals of sustainable development.
For example, «... the current level of aid, about $ 5
billion a year for primary education — which is only
$ 5 per year per inhabitant of a rich country — is a
very small investment in sustainable development
and peace in the future» [Jeffrey D. Sax, 2016:
6]. In this connection, VDMO defines the goals of
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sustainable development 4 (LRC4) in the field of
education until 2030 — providing comprehensive
and fair quality education and encouraging the
possibility of lifelong learning for all.

Modern Kazakhstan, for which the problem of
the need for the further formation of sustainable
development of Kazakhstan society in the conditions
of global competition remains relevant, can not
remain indifferent and is in the trend of solving
modern problems, including in education. The
proclaimed third modernization of the economy and
society is not accidental, one of the development
priorities on the way to the knowledge economy
is human capital (Cheka), in the improvement of
which the main role is given to education. Thanks
to education, a significant increase in the Cheka and
human potential is ensured, and their decisive role
in the social and economic development of society.

The future of Kazakhstan depends on accelerated
technological modernization of the economy,
cardinal improvement and expansion of the business
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environment, macroeconomic stability, as noted
in the President’s Address of 2017 [Nazarbayev
NA, 2017: P.3], but it is not achievable without
educated, highly intelligent staff. It is not by chance
that they say that humanity has one way to progress
— knowledge, and the only way to overcome all
obstacles on this path is intellect. Knowledge and
intelligence are the products of education that
Kazakhstan’s economy needs.

Above stated circumstances determine the
relevance of the topic and are determined by the
general interest and the need to study this category,
despite the fact that it has a rich tradition of study.
In its development, it went through several stages
of development, but it requires clarification and
adaptation to the modern realities of the development
of the economy of Kazakhstan.

As an object of research, we have determined
the historically established world experience and
achievements in the field of education. The subject
of the study is approaches, technologies, forms and
methods in education.

The aim of the study is to actualize the world
experience of education as a factor in the formation of
the Cheka in the context of its national development.

Research hypothesis: education has a rich
tradition of study, but the requirements of modern
development of the economy of Kazakhstan require
clarification and concretization of historically
established approaches to education as a factor in the
formation of the Cheka and economic development.

Methods of research

In the solution of the private task, aimed at
achieving the goal, updating the international
experience ofeducationinrelationtothemodernstage
of modernization of the economy of Kazakhstan,
the historically developed technologies, forms and
methods in education are analyzed. In the process
of solving this problem, a retrospective analysis of
the different views of scientists on education and its
technologies and forms was carried out.

The methodological basis for the study was both
general scientific and special methods of scientific
knowledge. Priority was given to the use of content
analysis.

Results of discussion

In Western economic science, the development
of the factor of education can be traced as part
of the formation of the modern concept of the
Cheka. Indeed, the Cheka is a synthetic and rather

complex development factor, the quality of which
is determined mainly by the level of education
in the economic system. It is not accidental that
the development of the concept of the Cheka in
economic science is a process of accumulating
knowledge, or rather it is the process of the evolution
of the accumulation of ideas and views on human
education and the determination of the significance
and role of accumulated knowledge in the economy.

Being the basic factor of human capital,
education for several centuries has gone its own
way of development and has left its mark on science
at every stage. At each stage of its advancement,
an approach was developed reflecting the system
of views on human capital and the place in it of
education, characteristic for the existence at that
time of various economic schools.

Our contemporaries, scientists make attempts to
synthesize these three-century views, singled out of
them the conceptual foundations that are successfully
applied in modern practice of development of
education. With the help of retrospective analysis,
we identified, in our opinion, the most significant of
them.

In the pre-industrial period, which lasted until
the beginning of the XIX century, a man and his
knowledge underestimated and perceived economic
community as a specific production asset [Petty
1899 (1691)], however, they did not deny its
monetary value. Knowledge and human capacity
is not regarded as an asset, as well as personal
qualities of the individual, therefore, not by chance
the person prosecuted for the pursuit of knowledge,
which was equated with dissent and often considered
dangerous to society. Therefore, the population, in
its main mass, remained illiterate. The State and
the Church have created a monopoly on knowledge
and supervised university education, which is
limited to a narrow range of the accumulation of
knowledge of the population, the so-called clergy,
within the walls of universities in Europe as
Bologna, Oxford, and others. Higher education was
primarily in theological. As for the working class,
its qualifications were supported by the transfer of
professional skills and competences throughout life
from father to son [Castel 1995]. Within the existing
workshop system of production, on-the-job training
was part of the work process.

The situation gradually began to change in the
XIX century. It was in the XIX century and the first
half of the twentieth century that the prerequisites for
the birth of the Cheka concept were formed, mainly
due to the development of education. It is no accident
that the researchers defined this stage as a stage in the
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beginning of mass training. In the nineteenth century,
in the United States and in the first half of the 20th
century, a movement for mass education developed
in Russia, as well as in Kazakhstan [Baidusenova
MB, 2016]. However, investments in education
did not immediately become part of the investment
strategy. In general, practically throughout the post-
Soviet space, by the 1920s and 1930s, literacy and
education began to be recognized as an important
factor in the country’s economic development. One
could observe an increase in interest in the economic
evaluation of the effectiveness of investments in
people. Economists differentiated the capital and
current costs of the employee. However, there was
no proper development of the Cheka theory. The
reasons for this situation lie in the planned economy
and in the fact that education was free, there were no
labor markets and the Cheka [Didenko 2015].

In Western Europe and the United States,
the situation developed in a different way. The
development of industry and technology, the
emergence and use of on-line production, the
transition to innovative entrepreneurship, required
employers to use new combinations of factors
of production, including knowledge, as well as
social and innovation activity [Schumpeter 2008
(1934)]. Thus, from the end of the 19th century to
the beginning of the 20th century, the formation of
vocational training institutions has begun, which
are gradually becoming objects of state regulation,
providing for the needs of the economy in skilled
workers.

By the mid-1950s, among the economists among
the economists, the opinion was firmly established
that education of the population of the country is a
special resource, without which further development
of the economy is impossible. At the same time,
for example, the post-war economic growth of the
United States was provided not so much by the mass
education and use of the results of this education, as
by the monopoly participation of the state and the
favorable external political and economic situation.
This growth soon came to an end, revealing the
vulnerability of the extensive way of development
of the country’s economy, as well as the growth
model based on the state’s monopoly.

In the fifties there was a differentiation of the
productive forces according to the educational
and qualification level. The emergence of new
social groups engaged in non-physical work, in the
administrations of state and corporate structures.
Pursuing their interests, it was these groups that
became the spokesmen for the transition to a new
development model that would reflect their needs
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and interests. The solution of this task is at the late
industrial stage.

In the 1960s and 1970s, an essential notion
of the core of the Cheka theory of education was
created, and the Convention Against Discrimination
in Education (1960) was adopted. In these years, in
the conditions of growing international competition
and high energy prices, the US and other industrial
countries faced the task of finding new internal
factors for sustainable growth of social and economic
development. The traditional investment of capital
in natural wealth, physical means of production,
technology, finance in themselves were no longer able
to guarantee sustainable economic and social growth
in the long term. As a result, the conceptual value of
the worker and the various aspects of his knowledge
and skills were finally put into conceptual tangible
forms. A huge role in this was played by the theory
of methodological individualism of the economists of
the Chicago School [Blaug 1992: 209].

According to the Nobel laureate G. Becker
[Becker 1962], T. Schulz [Schultz 1960] and
J. Minser [Mincer 1958; 1962] individuals
accumulate knowledge in the field of education
and enlightenment. They also proposed a research
program that scientifically justifies investing in
people [Schultz 1961] in the form of spending on:
(1) medicine, health and nutrition; (2) in-service
training at the employer’s expense; (3) education at
different levels of study; (4) additional educational
programs not funded by the employer. Thus, three
of the four points of the Chicago school program
were associated with education. The narrowing
of the theory of the Cheka before education was
dictated by the current socio-economic situation
in the developed countries, and especially in the
United States.

The developed paradigm of the Cheka by the
economists of the Chicago School still remains
one of the most productive in modern economic
science and public administration. It is worth
mentioning that later Schultz [Schultz 1981] and
other researchers [Behrman, Deolalikar 1988]
showed that investments in health, medicine and
livelihoods are crucial for developing countries and
less important for developed countries. Therefore,
for these latter, investment in education was of
paramount importance for this period (in the
1960s-1970s). Indeed, the theory of human capital,
although it understands investing in a person widely
enough [Becker 1993], was initially oriented at all to
investment in education.

In 1962 Fritz Mahlup introduced the concept of
«knowledge economy». Approximately at this time,
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the economy of the developed countries of the world
started on the transition from the industrial stage of
development, where industry determined economic
growth and made the main contribution to the
creation of GDP (30-40%), into a new stage called
post-industrial development [Aganbegyan 2017].
Today it is generally recognized that the «knowledge
economy» is the highest stage of development of the
post-industrial economy, a real driver of social and
economic development, the transition to which is a
strategic task in the economic development of states.
From this time it has been observed that the Cheka
is gradually replacing not only natural resources, but
also fixed capital, which means that the contribution
of investments in education is growing.

At the considered historical stage, the question
of measuring the CHC and the effectiveness of
investments invested in the Cheka by a particular
individual was also raised. So, relying on the general
judgment that time is required for any process
[Becker 1965], G. Becker, following his colleagues
[Mincer 1958], suggested measuring the CR by the
number of years spent on training. In a work that
became classical [Mincer 1974], the boundaries
of the empirical measurement of the Cheka were
broadened (see: [Becker, Chiswick 1966]). As a
result, its indicators include, in addition to the number
of years of training, also the potential experience
in the labor market, in the form of the number of
years of work that have elapsed since graduation,
as «a rough but very useful measure of work
experience and an indicator of continuing education
in the workplace «[Becker 1993: 393]. The Mintzler
proposed to model the income logarithm as a sum of
the linear function of the number of years of training
and the quadratic function of the number of years of
potential work experience, which corresponds to the
traditional specification of the equation:

logY=logY +rS+bT+b,T?

where Y is labor income (Yo is the level of a person’s
earnings without education and experience); S
— number of years of study and T — duration of
potential work experience.

It was also found that in less educated workers,
income growth is less pronounced than among the
more educated, but with age, this effect is gradually
reducing and dying out. Therefore, researchers
later found different rates of return on education
for different age cohorts. Over time, the Miinzler
equation became the most popular empirical equation
in microeconomics [Becker 1993], and the basis
for empirical research on labor income indicators

[Lemieux 2006]. Realizing the social significance of
the Cheka, modern research also studies the social
returns from investment in education, which is no
longer measured by income difference, but through
differences in productivity levels.

1980-2000-ies. fall at the first post-industrial
period. These years are characterized by: (1) the
expansion of secondary specialized and higher
education [Castells 2010]; (2) a change in the role
of educational diplomas and degrees, as well as
certificates of qualification improvement as new
forms of ownership [Wright 1997], which became
the basis for assessing the quality of Cheka, expertise
and certification of knowledge, the standard of their
measurement and reduction to a unified standard.

In the seventies of the twentieth century, with
the expansion of secondary specialized and higher
education, scientific works began to appear that
deal with the problem of excessive education of
the population [Berg 1970; Freeman 1976; Collins
1979], trying to prove that not all the returns are
received by the Cheka [Verhaest, Omey 2006].
However, international statistics and the United
States have shown that since the early 1990s, the
average return on average and higher education,
continued to grow despite the overall increase in the
educational level of the working population [Becker,
Hubbard, Murphy 2010].

In the 1990’s. began to study non-economic
factors of economic growth, based on the
measurement of which are new indicators of
the HC of the socio-demographic and cultural
context in determining economic growth [Lee,
Lee 1995; Mulligan, Sala-i-Martin 1997]. Based
on the experience of psychologists, it was found,
for example, that school performance indicators
contribute more to GDP growth than traditional
Cheka indicators, not to mention the role of
performance in the growth of personal incomes and
productivity of a wide range of professions [Lee, Lee
1995]. It was concluded that it is not the number of
years of study that is important, but how the school
program is filled, what are the methods of teaching
and predisposition of the students themselves, their
basic skills. A special place and role was assigned
to the formation of competences. Basic hard skills,
including skills of abstract thinking, working with
texts, mathematical accounts and computer work,
as well as flexible skills such as teamwork skills,
communications, decision making [Handel 2013]
and t.p.

The second post-industrial stage (2000-2010)
gave us new modern interpretations of the Cheka
and expanded the role of education in its content.
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So, since the early 2000’s. the studies that showed
the special role of preschool education, family
and other institutions of preschool development of
children were actualized.

As the labor market became saturated with
graduates of colleges and universities, research
became increasingly critical to assess the formal
approach to the task of forming competitive
skills and competencies that will be in demand
in the form of the Cheka by the economy of the
future. These studies are associated with the
name of Nobel laureate J. Heckmann, who noted
the importance of the formation of non-cognitive
skills in the general part of the Cheka as a factor
affecting the human position in the labor market, as
well as on his earnings [Heckman 2000; Heckman,
Rubinstein 2001]. Analysis of J. Heckman and his
colleagues showed that investments in the child’s
non-cognitive skills in the early stages of his
development are very important. At later stages,
they can compensate for the lack of investment in
the cognitive aspects of Cheka in the child at earlier
stages. But, it is necessary to understand that this
will require much higher costs [Cunha, Heckman,
Schennach 2010].

Relying on the data of American statistics, J.
Heckman drew attention to the underestimation
of the role of non-institutional channels for
the formation of the Cheka, such as the family
and business organizations. He also found that
American society invests too much in school and
post-secondary education programs and does not
invest enough in pre-school programs of a less
prosperous part of the country’s population. And,
most importantly, he concluded that the formation
of the Cheka is a complex and dynamic process and
investments in it at the earliest stage have a colossal
synergistic effect, which manifests itself in the late
stages of its formation, i.e. practically throughout
life. Also, a group of J. Hackman proved that the
formation of a critical set of competencies occurs
before ten years of age [Heckman, Carneiro 2003].

Attention at this stage deserves the development
of distance or remote education, which has become
an important aspect of competition in the education
system. Exceptional significance of this form of
education was noted already by G. Becker, since it
allows saving both the employers and listeners their
main resource — time [Becker 2002].

A new trend at the present stage in the last
decade is the study of education by the researchers
as the essential content of the Cheka in the context
of national development. All over the world and in
Kazakhstan, today it has become realized that in
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order to reach a new stage of development, that is,
to ensure that the Cheka of the nation «has earned»
with maximum efficiency, a broader vision of the
objectives of the education system is needed, a
reduction in the inequality of life chances in this
sphere for children from different strata of the
population, as well as the development of inclusive
education.

The exceptional importance of education in the
context of the Cheka for the development of modern
economies, as well as its new understanding, are
reflected in many policy measures. So, since the
1960s. in many countries that are members of
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD), and in the last 30 years —
and in developing countries, the state has begun
to play an active role in providing a wide range
of educational services from basic education to
advanced training courses.

The maintenance and development of a quality
Cheka has become a key task, the implementation of
which has been reflected in the policy documents and
political guidelines of international organizations.
For example, the Third UNESCO International
Conference on Continuing Adult Education (Tokyo,
1972). Or the Incheon Declaration on Education
for the period up to 2030 (Incheon, South Korea,
2015), which played an important role in the
formulation of the LRC in education — «to ensure
inclusive and equitable quality education and to
create opportunities for lifelong learning for all».
According to it, UNESCO is entrusted with the
management, coordination and monitoring of the
education agenda for the period up to 2030.

And, finally, the achievements of some national
governments, for example, the large-scale program
«Smart Nation», launched in 2014 by Singapore’s
Prime Minister Li Xianglong.

The Cheka played one of the leading roles in
China’s 38 percent economic growth (1978-2008),
which was to a large extent determined by the
expansion of secondary specialized education.

Another important area of research has been
international comparisons, the material for which
were education indicators and other components of
the Cheka, included in the database of international
comparative statistics and composite indices
[Stiglitz, Sen, Fitoussi 2010].

So, for example, the level and dynamics of
the development of the «knowledge economy» in
various countries, incl. and in Kazakhstan determine
the international ratings that have been held since
1994. Since that time, Kazakhstan has risen by 5
points from 79th to 73rd place (Table 1).
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Table 1 — Dynamics of Kazakhstan in the Knowledge Economy Index (1995-2012)

Economic
Year Indexline KEI Kl Insti?fllt(ilonal Innovations Education ICTs
Regime
2012 73 5,04 5.4 3,96 3,97 6,91 5,32
2000 78 4,58 5,1 3,03 3,92 7,2 4,17
1995 79 4,93 5,93 1,95 4,03 7,26 6,48

If we analyze the dynamics for each indicator of
the index in Table 1, then we can conclude that over
time the country’s potential for building a «knowl-
edge economy» was mainly weakened by a decline
in indicators in the spheres of education and innova-
tion. At the same time, in terms of indicators of the
economic and institutional regime, as well as ICT,
Kazakhstan is clearly improving, which positively
affects the overall level of the «knowledge econo-
my» index.

The Education Index in the countries of the
world according to the United Nations Development
Program (UNDP) is calculated as the adult literacy
index and the index of the cumulative share of stu-
dents receiving education. The rating of Kazakhstan
among the countries of the world according to the
education level index in 2016 is determined by 39
places (from 188 countries) and is given in table
2. It is generally accepted that developed countries
should have a minimum score of 0.8.

Table 2 — World Ranking for the Education Level Index 2016g

Table 3 — The rating of the effectiveness of national education
systems 2017g

Rating A country Index
1 USA 100
2 Switzerland 87,2
34 Russia 49,1
50 Indonesia 33,3
Note: In 2017, the study covers 50 countries.

And finally, the rating of the national higher
education systems (U21 Ranking of National Higher
Education Systems), measuring the achievements
of the countries of the world in the field of
higher education according to the Universitas 21
international university network (Table 4).

Table 4 — Ranking of national systems of higher education
2017¢g

Other rating indicators are of interest, among
which there are no data on Kazakhstan due to non-
participation in the studies.This is the Global Index
of Cognitive Skills and Educational Attainment,
which measures the achievements of the world in
education according to the British company Pearson
(Table 3).

Rating A country Index
Rating A country Index 1 USA 100
1 Australia 0,939 2 Switzerland 86,9
8 USA 0,900 33 Russia 49,9
26 Belarus 0,834 50 Indonesia 33,3
34 Russia 0,816 Note: In 2017, the study covers 50 countries.
39 Kazakhstan 0,805

Meanwhile, today there are other proposals
for improving the rating system of education. For
example, the Incheon Declaration calls on the
group on the World Education Monitoring Report
to ensure independent monitoring and reporting on
the goal of sustainable development in education
(LRC 4) and on education in the remaining LRCs
for the next fifteen years. The main objective of
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this agenda is to provide an all-encompassing
education. This approach requires reliable data
and large-scale monitoring. The publication of the
World Monitoring Report on Education of 2016 for
government agencies and policy makers provides
valuable information to improve the quality of
monitoring and speed up the implementation of
LRC 4. Equality and inclusiveness should be the
criteria for the final success.

However, the inequality in the formation
and growth of the Cheka still plays a significant
role even in developed countries. Studies have
shown that families with higher incomes are more
actively investing in the Cheka (for example, in
self-education [Becker 1960]). And the return
from school education is much higher among
students from a more prosperous socio-economic
environment [Neuman 1991]. From recent studies
based on the material of developing countries, the
presence of developed human capital in the country
increases the positive effects of financial reforms
[Li, Yu 2014].

Conclusion

The growing importance of the Cheka today
is associated with the strengthening of the role of
education in the development of modern economies.
And indeed, the economy in which workers
have a high level of education and qualifications
consistent with the technologies used in it, has clear
advantages over the economy, using more backward
technologies serviced by low-skilled workers.

Investments invested in education have a long-
term payback, they are not limited to meeting the
current needs of people and have a profound impact
on the economic, social, cultural and moral image of
the country during future periods of time. However,
in our dynamically developing world, we cannot fail
to note the existing tendency to reduce the time lag
of education. That is, the gap in the number of years
needed to change technology and train personnel
for them is reduced. Previously, radical technical
changes in social production occurred in about 35-
40 years and for training it was quite an average of
6-8 years. But, in modern conditions, the average
period of renewal of technology and technology has
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decreased to 4-5 years, and in the most developed
sectors — up to 2-3 years, the terms of training of
qualified workers have increased to 12-14 years or
more [Shchetinin V.P. 2001]. These circumstances
need to be considered when determining state
strategic programs in the field of education
development, raising the level of skills and forming
long-term prospects for using the Cheka.

At the present stage, education becomes an
element of the strategy of economic growth, and
its promotion and forecasting has become part of
the practice of state regulation of all developed
countries of the world. One of the most important
stimuli for the development of education was his
treatment as a producer of the Cheka and a factor of
socio-economic growth. Therefore, in all developed
countries, since the 1960s, the role and importance
of education in training has increased in the system
of national priorities. This goal was achieved
because of a jump in the share of education spending
in relation to the national income of these countries.

The development of education and training in
Kazakhstan over the past 25 years has contributed
to the solution of such important tasks of social
and economic development as the acceleration of
economic growth, the alleviation of inequality in the
distribution of personal incomes, the improvement
of the quality of the national labor force, and
therefore the competitiveness of the economy.

The globalization of the economy of the 21st
century requires thousands of well-educated workers
who can adapt quickly to changes in production and
information processes. The population’s coverage
of higher and professional education is an important
indicator for determining the level and prospects for
business development. In assessing the effectiveness
of vocational education, the functioning of a
continuous system in the receiving and upgrading of
skills directly in the workplace is also considered in
the country. Education is not able to fully reveal its
potential for the development of the country and the
world if it does not significantly improve the level
of participation, do not make education an ongoing
process and not fully implement the principles of
sustainable development in the state education
systems, and thus achieve sustainable economic
growth in the country.
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