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Abstract. This article discusses issues associated with the facilitation of higher education accessibility by intensifying

university-government cooperation. Existing approaches to measuring the accessibility of the higher education system as

a whole and its specific components were analysed. Various aspects of the problem were investigated using the example of
higher education institutions in the Russian Far East. The analysis was based on data retrieved from the Russian Federal

Statistics Service and the Unified Information System of the Ministry of Education and Science. It is shown that residents

in the Russian Far East receive substantial opportunities for accessing higher education as compared to the residents in

other Russian federal districts. Nevertheless, the extremely low geographical accessibility of higher education in this part

of Russia has a detrimental effect on overall access to higher education. On the basis of the obtained results, a number of
recommendations were developed for facilitating cooperation between universities and governmental authorities in order
to increase overall accessibility to higher education in this region. It is proposed to compensate for the negative impact

of the geographical factor by maximizing the positive effects of other factors, for instance, by increasing the afford-
ability of university education. Thus, students from locations with absent or very few higher education institutions may

be reimbursed for their travel expenses, or reimbursement may be offered to those students who are not provided with

dormitory accommodation. Universities may keep their tuition fees at the lowest rate as established by the RF legislation.
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Introduction 2013-20202, which describes measures aimed at en-

Contemporary socio-economic development strat-
egies require countries to ensure equal access to high-
er education for their citizens, resulting in the need
for national governments to assign a high priority to
the implementation of these policies [1, 2]. In Russia,
the legal right to education is enshrined in Paragraph
3 Article 5 of the Federal Law On Education in the
Russian Federation'. This right is also upheld by the
state program Development of Education for

' On Education in the Russian Federation: Federal Law of
29.12.2012. Ne 273-FZ. Accessed via the legal reference system
‘ConsultantPlus’.

hancing access to education in the country. The na-
tional project Education® (for the period 2019-2024)
comprises a set of institutional mechanisms to expand
access to education and create opportunities for indi-
vidual development within the system of education. It is

2 State Program of the Russian Federation ‘Development of
Education’ for 2013-2020: Decree of the Government of the Russian
Federation of 15.05.2013 Ne 792p. Accessed via the legal reference sys-
tem ‘ConsultantPlus’.

3 Passport of the national project ‘Education’ approved by the
Presidium of the Presidential Council for Strategic Development and
National Projects (Minutes of 24 December 2018, Ne 16). Accessed via
the legal reference system ‘ConsultantPlus’.
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declared that one of the priorities of the state education
policy is ‘to ensure equal access to education for all
Russian citizens regardless of their region of residence’.

Russian regions vary significantly in terms of
size, level of economic development, number of uni-
versities and other parameters. All these factors af-
fect the level of higher education accessibility in var-
ious regions. The Far East is the largest federal district
in Russia. In many of its parts, universities or their
branches are located only in regional centres, making
education less accessible to the inhabitants of small
towns and rural areas. In comparison with other fed-
eral districts, the Far East is characterized by a low
level of economic development, which affects the af-
fordability of higher education. Therefore, a detailed

analysis of higher education accessibility and factors
determining its level should be carried out in order to
develop respective regional and federal strategies. The
role of universities in this process cannot be overes-
timated: working together with government agencies
and taking part in decision making and strategy im-
plementation, universities can have a tremendous so-
cial and economic impact [3].

Methodological framework

Approaches currently applied to measure access
to higher education can be broadly classified into four
groups: equal opportunities, compilation, structural
and probability-based approaches (Table 1).

Compilation
approach

Structural ap-

be enrolled at university

Access to higher education
is determined by a set of
external factors affect-
ing the system of higher
education

Access to higher education

education

attainment level; index

of social equality; index
of gender parity [4]. Who
should access and partici-
pate in higher education?
Are the university admis-
sion practices fair? [5]
Matching university’s
specialization to the prior-
ity directions of regional
development; the number
of educational programs
implemented at a univer-
sity; the share of Master’s
students in the total num-
ber of students enrolled at
a university; the share of
university graduates work-
ing in the fields related to
their degrees [10]

Equal access to leading

proach is determined by a set of | universities for all citizens
internal factors affect- of any socio-economic
ing the system of higher status; equal opportunities
education to participate in entrance
examinations and edu-
cational programs; equal
access to intellectual
resources [12]
Probability- Access as the likelihood The number of students
based ap- of a student to attend uni- | enrolled at a university;
proach versity and obtain higher | the number of admission

applications

ment level*0.25 + index of
social equality*0.4+ index
of gender parity* 0.1 [4]

Access to higher education
is calculated as a sum of
constituent indicators [10]

This approach does not of-
fer an integral indicator to
measure access to higher
education.

A=SE/AA, where A is
access to higher educa-
tion; SE is the number of
students enrolled; and AA
is the number of admis-
sion applications [14].

Table 1
Approaches to measuring access to higher education
Definition of access to Components of the integral | Integral indicator calcula-
Approaches higher education indicator tion methods Authors
Equal opportu- | Access to higher education | Participation of young Youth participation in Global Higher Educa-
nities approach | means equal opportunities | people in higher educa- higher education*0.25 + tion Rankings project [4],
for prospective students to | tion; youth education youth education attain- OECD Directorate for

Education and Skills [5],
A.S. Klyuev [6], T.P. Evs-
eenko [7], V. 1. Fursova [8],
and Ha Vang Hoang [9]

V. I. Sukhochev [11],
M. S. Rakhmanova [10]

E. A. Anikina, E. V. La-
zarchuk, V. 1. Kly-
achko [13]

Y. M. Roschina [15],
S. A. Belyakov [14]

Source: compiled from [4-15].
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There is no generally agreed definition as to what
exactly constitutes access to higher education. Some
definitions fail to make a distinction between access
to higher education and higher education attainment;
some focus on prospective students rather than on the
education system, which raises the question of quan-
titative measurement. We believe that the definition
proposed by S. A. Belyakov is the most appropriate for
the purposes of our research: this model defines ac-
cess to higher education as the likelihood of students
to be enrolled at higher education institutions [14].

Russian and international studies use diverse
methods to measure access to higher education,
which makes the question of their validity particu-
larly relevant.

There are at least two methodologies wor-
thy of attention proposed by international research
groups: Canadian researchers from the Global Higher
Education Rankings project [4] and the OECD
Directorate for Education and Skills [5]. These meth-
odologies are both used for comparative analysis: the
former served to develop a ranking of countries ac-
cording to the affordability and accessibility of high-
er education based on four indicators with their own
weights (Table 1). In our view, however, these indica-
tors reflect only social aspects of the problem (that is,
the opportunities of obtaining higher education enjoyed
by particular social groups) and fail to provide a wider
picture. The latter methodology offers a more general
approach to the problem and includes several indicators.
Nevertheless, both these methodologies focus exclu-
sively on access to higher education for specific social
categories, which makes them rather limited [11, 12, 16].

In Russia, one of the first methodologies was pro-
posed by S. A. Belyakov in the early 2000s [14]. The
researcher suggested measuring access to higher ed-
ucation by dividing the number of students enrolled at
universities by the number of admission applications,
which reflects the likelihood for a student to attain
higher education. A certain limitation of this meth-
odology (though not diminishing its practical value)
is that students’ right to apply to several universities
is not taken into account. This means that the results
obtained using this approach should be additionally
analysed. Therefore, Belyakov’s approach is suitable
for assessing access to higher education.

In the 2000s, S. A. Rakhmanova [10] developed
a methodology for measuring access to higher edu-
cation services provided by universities engaged in
the implementation of developmental programs. Her
methodology relies on the indicators used to moni-
tor the efficiency of such universities and the data in-
cluded in their reports about the progress of these pro-
grams. Thus, her methodology is suitable only when

the research focus is on studying specific universi-
ties rather than the higher education system in large
regions or countries.

Access to higher education encompasses sever-
al dimensions, in particular availability, affordability,
social accessibility, educational (in)equality and inclu-
sion. Let us look at the components and factors deter-
mining their status in greater detail.

The majority of Russian and international schol-
ars distinguish the following key components of ac-
cess to higher education (factors that determine access
to higher education or lack thereof):

—geographical accessibility (geographical factor),
i.e. access to higher education depending on the dis-
tance a prospective student has to travel to reach the
university [16-20];

—affordability (economic or financial factor), i.e.
the cost of higher education and financial resources
available to students and their families [16, 21]

—social accessibility (social factor), that is, access
to higher education for specific social groups [22-31];

—admission capacity and state support (organiza-
tion factor), i.e. the number of enrolled students ful-
ly supported by the federal budget, availability of on-
campus dormitory accommodation, etc. [11];

—educational (in)equality (education factor), i.e.
the achievement gap or disparity in academic out-
comes of students with different educational back-
grounds, in particular, their Unified State Exam or
university entrance exams scores[12, 19];

—inclusion (access to higher education for stu-
dents with disabilities), i.e. opportunities provided for
impaired students to access and participate in higher
education [12, 19].

Let us consider the methods that we used to
measure the specific aspects of access to higher ed-
ucation based on the data of the Far Eastern regions
in Russia. It should be noted that social accessibility
of education is not considered in this study, since its
quantitative assessment requires large amounts of het-
erogeneous data, which, in turn, requires large-scale
sociological surveys.

Geographical accessibility was estimated by con-
sidering the weighted average distance that each po-
tential student has to cover in order to reach any insti-
tution of higher education located within the borders
of the federal district. The weighted average distance
was calculated using data on the distances between
regional centres and universities (or their branches)
located within the federal district. Thus, the average
distance can be calculated both for the federal dis-
trict as a whole and its regions. In order to take into
account the uneven population distribution across the
territory, we used the population-weighted average
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distance. The population under consideration consist-
ed of young adults aged 1830 living in a specific re-
gion or federal district.

Therefore, the geographical accessibility of high-
er education services can be calculated using the fol-
lowing formula:

GA=Dmax/D,

where GA is the geographical accessibility of high-
er education;

Dmax is the maximum population-weighted av-
erage distance from a regional centre to a university
in a federal district (by the ‘population’ here we mean
young adults aged 18-30 living in the region);

D is the population-weighted average distance
from a regional centre to a university in a federal dis-
trict (by the ‘population’ here we mean young adults
aged 18-30 living in the region).

In order to avoid uncertainty (division by zero) in
cases where a university or its branches are located in
a regional centre, we used the indicator of geograph-
ical inaccessibility of higher education, the opposite
of geographical accessibility:

GIA=D/Dmax,

where GIA is the geographical inaccessibility of high-
er education.

According to the above-described formula, the
geographical inaccessibility of higher education for

the inhabitants of a city with its own university will
be 0, while the maximum availability in this case will
equal 1. On the contrary, for the inhabitants of remote
areas, the inaccessibility and accessibility of higher
education will be 1 and 0, respectively. Higher edu-
cation geographical inaccessibility can vary between
0 and 1. The higher this indicator is, the less access
to higher education people in this region will enjoy.

When we applied this methodology to measure
the geographical inaccessibility of higher education in
the Far East of Russia, we found that the impact of the
geographical factor is particularly significant in the
Jewish Autonomous District and Chukotka. This sit-
uation, to a great extent, results from the trend to con-
centrate universities in regional capitals, which leads
to an increase in the parameter ‘population-weighted
average distance from a regional centre to a univer-
sity in the Far Eastern Federal District’. On the con-
trary, the geographical accessibility is higher for in-
habitants of Sakha and Zabaikalye. This can be ex-
plained by the concentration of young people in the
cities, where universities are located. In other regions,
the geographical inaccessibility of higher education
remains practically at the same level.

It should be noted that, according to the Higher
School of Economics research [16], all Far Eastern
regions are characterized by the lowest level of geo-
graphical accessibility of higher education (except for
Primorye) among other Russian regions. For instance,

Table 2

Geographical inaccessibility of higher education in Far Eastern regions

. . Maximum population-weighted
Population-weighted average . . o
. . . average distance from a re- Geographical inaccessibility
Regions distance from a regional centre . . .. . .
. gional centre to universities, of higher education (GIA)
to universities, km (D)
km (Dmax)

Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 65.5 946.9 0.069
Kamchatka 230.3 1809.3 0.127
Primorye 50.6 625.5 0.081
Khabarovsk region 92.7 915.3 0.101
Amur region 71.3 629.6 0.113
Magadan region 378.5 2478.7 0.153
Sakhalin 135.5 1118.8 0.121
Jewish Autonomous District 306.3 810 0.378
Chukotka Autonomous District 503.3 21243 0.237
Zabaikalye 74.9 1113.4 0.067
Republic of Buryatia 127.3 1206.8 0.105
Average for the Far Eastern 185.1 1252.6 0.148
Federal District

Source: compiled by the authors
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6 out of 11 Far Eastern regions ranked at the bottom of
the list of 79 Russian regions. While the average lev-
el of this indicator for Russia equals 107 km, most Far
Eastern regions exceed this value by more than twice.

In order to measure affordability of higher ed-
ucation, we extended the approach proposed by
A.D. Gromov, D. P. Platonova, D. S. Semenov and
T. L. Pyrova [16]. This methodology distinguishes be-
tween the costs of higher education for federally-fund-
ed and tuition-paying students.

For tuition-paying students, the costs of higher
education was calculated as follows:

HEC =TF + RC*OCS + LE,

where HEC is the annual cost of higher education;

TF is the average tuition fee per year in the
region;

RC is the average rental cost of a single-room
apartment per year in the region;

OCS is the share of students living off-cam-
pus in the total number of students in need of
accommodation;

LE is the average living expenses per year in the
region.

For federally-funded students, the following for-
mula was used:

HEC =RC*OCS + LE

Expenses on higher education among the inhabit-
ants of a certain region were calculated as the average
costs of studying in any region of the federal district.

Therefore, let us introduce the indicator of inaf-
fordability of higher education in a region, which can
be calculated using the following formula:

IHE = HEC/PCI,

where THE is the level of inaffordability of higher
education;

PCI is the average annual per capita income in
a region;

HEC is the annual cost of higher education.

According to the above-described approach, in
case of zero spending on higher education, the inaf-
fordability of higher education will equal zero (the
maximum level of affordability) and, vice versa, if
the spending on education exceeds the average annu-
al per capita income, the inaffordability will exceed 1.

Theoretically, this indicator of inaffordability
of higher education can vary from zero to infinity.
The higher the annual per capita income (with equal
spending on higher education), the higher is the af-
fordability of education. Vice versa (and quite pre-
dictably), the higher the spending (with equal per
capita income), the lower the affordability of higher

education. Nevertheless, the upper limit for the inaf-
fordability indicator is set by the state system of eco-
nomic mechanisms, such as subsistence rates, the
amount of public funds spent on education; subsidized
education loan rates and so on.

Table 3 shows that higher education is not sub-
stantially affordable for residents in Zabaikalye,
Jewish Autonomous District and Buryatia due to the
low level of economic development and per capita in-
come in these locations. It should be noted that the av-
erage costs of higher education in Zabaikalye and the
Jewish Autonomous District exceed the average an-
nual income level of their populations. Not surprising-
ly, the high level of higher education affordability in
Chukotka correlates with high incomes in the region.

Table 3
Inaffordability of higher education
in Far Eastern regions

Inaffordability of higher educa-
tion (IHE)
Regions
federally- tuition-
funded paying
Zabaikalye 0.709 1.065
Jewish Autonomous District 0.695 1.045
Republic of Buryatia 0.659 0.990
Amur region 0.556 0.836
Primorye 0.508 0.764
Far Eastern Federal District 0.481 0.724
Khabarovsk region 0.440 0.662
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 0.424 0.636
Kamchatka 0.402 0.604
Sakhalin 0.332 0.500
Magadan region 0.313 0.470
Chukotka Autonomous 0.258 0.388
District

Source: compiled by the authors on the basis of Internet data

Similar to the above-described approach used to
measure higher education geographical accessibility
and affordability, we used the indicator of educational
inequality to describe the barriers preventing students
from being admitted to the university when their ex-
am scores are lower than the average level in a feder-
al district. This indicator was calculated according to
the following formula:

IE=EXAMact/EXAMav,

where IE is the inequality in the sphere of higher
education;
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EXAMact is the average score in the Unified
State Exam and university entrance exams of appli-
cants to higher education institutions in a specific
region;

EXAMav is the average score in the Unified
State Exam and university entrance exams in a fed-
eral district.

According to this formula, the lower the aver-
age Unified State Exam score for students admitted
to universities, the higher the education equality (and
vice versa).

As Table 4 shows, Sakhalin, Magadan, and
Zabaikalye are characterized by low levels of edu-
cation inequality, which can be partially explained
by the fact that these regions feature few universi-
ties specializing in arts and sports and, therefore, few
universities have the right to organize their own en-
trance examinations (as a rule, the average admission
score in such universities is much higher than the av-
erage Unified State Exam score). In Khabarovsk re-
gion and Chukotka, the level of education inequality
is quite high.

The role of state support and admission capaci-
ty in providing access to higher education is mostly
described by the number of undergraduate enrolment
spots. Every university has its own target admission
figures including the number of government-fund-
ed students, while the number of tuition-paying stu-
dents is determined indirectly by other factors such
as licensing and accreditation standards. Therefore, a

university’s admission capacity is a significant factor,
which determines its accessibility through a limited
number of places (federally funded and tuition-based)
allocated to universities (by who?).

The impact of this factor can be measured simi-
larly to that of higher education affordability. For fed-
erally-funded students, the following formula was
used to measure the lack of access to higher educa-
tion due to the shortage of federally-funded places:

LAC(sf)=A(sf)/N(sf),

where LAC(sf) is the lack of access to education de-
termined by a university’ admission capacity;

A(sf) is the number of applications for admission
to federally-funded places;

N(sf) is the number of available federally-fund-
ed places.

For tuition-paying students, the formula takes the
following form:

LAC(fp)=A(fp)/N(fp),

where LA(fp) is the lack of access to education due to
the shortage of tuition-paying places;

A(fp) is the number of applications for admission
to tuition-paying places;

N(fp) is the number of available tuition-paying
places.

When the number of available places exceeds
that of applications, access to higher education is
considered to be maximal at this university. The less

Table 4
Educational inequality in Far Eastern regions
Average exam score for Average exam score for
Regions admission to universities | admission to universities | Educational inequality (IE)
in the region in the federal district
Sakhalin 54.25 0.931
Zabaikalye 55.92 0.960
Magadan region 56.3 0.967
Primorye 56.7 0.973
Jewish Autonomous District 56.92 0.977
Republic of Buryatia 57.17 0.981
58.25

Kamchatka 57.29 0.984
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 57.88 0.994
Amur region 58.14 0.998
Far Eastern Federal District 58.63 1

Khabarovsk region 62.88 1.079
Chukotka Autonomous District 67.27 1.155

Source: compiled by the authors on the basis of the data retrieved from https://indicators.miccedu.ru/
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applications a university receives, the more available
places it has; vice versa, the more applications it re-
ceives, the more selective it becomes.

We found that the Khabarovsk and Primorye re-
gions suffer from the most severe shortage of study
places, which can be partially explained by the fact
that universities in these regions are quite attractive
for prospective students from other Russian regions.
As a result, the indicator ‘number of applications’
grows, thus impeding access to higher education.
Chukotka shows the highest level in terms of admis-
sion capacity, particularly for federally-funded plac-
es: almost every second student accepted to universi-
ty is enrolled in a federally-funded programme. The
Kamchatka and Amur regions, as well as the Jewish
Autonomous District and Buryatia, demonstrate high
levels of higher education accessibility in terms of the
availability of undergraduate places for tuition-paying
students. In these regions, the number of tuition-pay-
ing places exceeds that of applications (see Table 5).

Having documented four components describing
access to higher education, let us turn to calculation
of an integral indicator.

It would be logical to assume that the above-men-
tioned factors play different roles in the overall ac-
cess (or lack thereof) of higher education. Our survey,
which covered 400 students in a Far Eastern univer-
sity during the academic year of 2019-2020, showed

the weight of each of these factors. The respondents
considered the availability of enrolment places as the
most significant factor (0.29), while the geographical
access to university was shown to be the least signif-
icant (0.2). The affordability and equal opportunities
in admissions were deemed almost equally important—
0.26 and 0.25, respectively.

We used the results of the survey to draw the fol-
lowing formula for the integral indicator of the lack
of access to higher education (LA):

LA= 0.2*GIA+0.26*ITHE+0.25*E+0.29*LAC,

where LA is the lack of access to higher education.

Access to higher education is the indicator op-
posite to the lack of access to higher education.
Therefore, it can be calculated using the following
formula:

A=1/LA,

where A is access to higher education.

Integral indicators calculated for the Far Eastern
federal district and its regions are shown in Table 6.

Access to higher education in different regions
varies depending on the type of funding, i.e., wheth-
er the funds come from government subsidies or stu-
dents’ tuition.

In terms of federally-funded places, the lowest
results are shown by the three regions — Zabaikalye,

Table 5
Lack of access to higher education in Far Eastern regions due to the shortage of study places
Regions
federally- i federally- it federally- tuiti.on-
funded funded funded paying
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 2918 2777 15633 6673 5.357 2.403
Kamchatka 380 2340 1444 813 3.800 0.347
Primorye 4020 5984 38849 10837 9.664 1.811
Khabarovsk region 3125 7510 27053 12997 8.657 1.731
Amur region 1672 4407 9145 2632 5.469 0.597
Magadan region 315 703 1789 1127 5.679 1.603
Sakhalin 514 1045 2074 1320 4.035 1.263
Jewish Autonomous District 255 1130 1196 476 4.690 0.421
Chukotka Autonomous 37 31 73 43 1.973 1.387
District
Zabaikalye 1648 4657 10049 5684 6.098 1.221
Republic of Buryatia 2275 4325 11308 3864 4971 0.893
Far Eastern Federal District 17159 34909 118613 46466 6.913 1.331

Source: compiled by the authors
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Table 6
Integral indicators of access to higher
education in Far Eastern regions

Access to higher education
Regions federally- | tuition-paying
funded places places
Chukotka Autonomous District 1.03 1.19
Kamchatka 0.68 1.89
Sakhalin 0.66 1.33
Jewish Autonomous District 0.54 1.40
Republic of Buryatia 0.53 1.28
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 0.52 0.89
Amur region 0.50 1.51
Magadan region 0.50 1.16
Zabaikalye 0.45 1.13
Far Eastern Federal District 0.42 1.17
Khabarovsk region 0.34 1.04
Primorye 0.31 1.02

Source: compiled by the authors

Khabarovsk and Primorye, while Chukotka demon-
strated the highest value. In all these regions, accessi-
bility to higher education is largely determined by the
enrolment capacity of regional universities.

In terms of tuition-paying places, access to
higher education is the lowest in the Republic of
Sakha (Yakutia), where the application ratio is 2.4 ap-
plications per place. High values of this indicator are
found in two regions — Amur and Kamchatka, where
the number of applications is much smaller than the
number of available tuition-paying places.

Concerning the contribution of each component to
the overall higher education accessibility, a university’s
admission capacity and geography demonstrated the
highest and smallest impact, respectively (see Fig. 1).

Enrolment capacity

Educational (in)equality

Affordability

Geographical availability

Overall access to higher education

Fig. 1. Contribution of the key components to the
overall access to higher education

It should be borne in mind, however, that all of
these aspects are mutually interconnected; therefore,
stimulation of a region’s performance by enhancing

only one aspect will have a limited effect. Thus, it be-
comes obvious that efforts aimed at facilitating access
to higher education should target the whole range of
components.

It is crucial that universities work together
with federal and regional authorities to enhance
access to higher education. Our analysis shows that
access to higher education is a phenomenon shaped by
multiple factors. Therefore, universities in the Russian
Far East should apply various recruitment and admis-
sion strategies, as well as collaborate with federal and
regional authorities to ensure the supply of qualified
staff for local industries.

The proposed methodology can be adapted for
the purposes of enhancing access to higher education
in various regional education institutions, which can
design and implement their own developmental poli-
cies. In turn, regional authorities can implement tar-
geted social and economic programmes to improve ac-
cess to higher education for the people from remote
and rural areas, who are at a massive disadvantage in
comparison with those who live in regional centres.

Our analysis of the geographical accessibility of
higher education in the Far East shows that geography
is a critically important factor, practically for all re-
gions in this part of Russia (except for Primorye). This
is explained by the territory’s size and the concentra-
tion of universities in regional centres. The low level
of geographical accessibility of higher education for
inhabitants of the Russian Far East reduces the afford-
ability of education, since families living far from uni-
versities and their branches need to cover travel, ac-
commodation and living expenses for their children
studying away from home.

Changes in the historically established distribu-
tion of universities and population across the territo-
ry of Russia and its regions caused the creation of new
universities and branches in sparsely populated areas.
Therefore, a viable solution may be to compensate for
the low level of geographical accessibility of higher
education in such areas through financial aid and ben-
efits paid from the regional or university budget, for
instance, by compensating students’ travel, lodging
and meals costs. This will reduce the financial bur-
den on students’ families, enhance education afford-
ability and, consequently, improve the overall access
to higher education.

Another type of financial aid could be offered to
students staying in off-campus housing to cover the
cost of renting an apartment. Many Russian univer-
sities are facing accommodation shortage problems,
which makes education less affordable for students
from remote towns and rural areas. Federal grants
in the amount corresponding to expenses borne by
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universities for maintaining on-campus dormitory ac-
commodation may be provided to students.

Federal and regional authorities need to set quo-
tas regulating the number of federally-funded plac-
es for students choosing to study in the location of
their family residence. The majority of universi-
ties are training specialists for their local industries.
Therefore, the allocation of federally-funded places
to specific universities and federal districts is deter-
mined by a region’s perceived needs in certain kinds
of specialists. From the standpoint of regional gov-
ernments, it seems counter-productive to fill federal-
ly-funded places (which were allocated to train local
specialists of certain expertise) with students from
other regions, since such students are likely to return
home after graduation.

Tuition policies also need to be revised; for in-
stance, instead of setting the minimum tuition fee
rates®, only their upper limit may be determined in
order to increase the affordability of higher education.

Conclusion

Access to higher education is a complex phenom-
enon determined by a range of factors, such as geog-
raphy, affordability, admission capacity, as well as the
level of educational inequality and inclusivity.

Our analysis demonstrates that people who live
in the Russian Far Eastern regions enjoy substan-
tial access to higher education services, particular-
ly in terms of affordability, equality and inclusiv-
ity. The geographical factor, however, puts appli-
cants from rural and remote areas located far from
regional centres at a disadvantage, and has a detri-
mental effect on overall access to higher education
in the Far East.

The proposed methodology can be used for meas-
uring the level of higher education accessibility for
specific universities and regions. Moreover, it can
be used to identify problems that need to be tackled
through specific measures and policies both at the lev-
el of individual universities, and at regional and fed-
eral levels.

In this context, it is clear that the joint efforts of
universities and governments should be well-ground-
ed and tailored to specific goals and situations. Such
efforts will require a thorough quantitative analysis of
the key components of higher education accessibility.

4 For more detailed information on the basic standard costs of
public service delivery in the sphere of education, science, youth pol-
icy, child custody and guardianship and the corresponding industry
coefficients see: Decree of the Ministry of Education and Science of
Russia of 20.06.2016 Ne 884. Accessed via the legal reference system
‘ConsultantPlus’.
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