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Regression analysis is used to determine the contribution of the factors of 
managing the development of higher education – share of university branches 
– to increase the population’s quality of life. To determine the optimal approach 
to managing education’s development in the social investment model of 
Russia’s economic growth with alternative mechanisms of standardization and 
deregulation. The results of the research show that absolute standardization, 
as well as absolute deregulation of higher education, does not allow achieving 
significant results in the sphere of increase in quality of life in Russia. The 
determined and substantiated optimal scenario of managing the development of 
higher education in Russia to increase the quality of life envisages a foundation 
on a flexible approach, which envisages the combination of standardization and 
deregulation. It is recommended to entirely refuse branches in favor of main 
universities, refuse government financing in favor of fee-based education and 
refuse diversification of education forms in favor of the intramural form of study. 
This allows raising the quality of life by 13.26% (up to 70.87 points). For practical 
implementation of this approach, it is offered to allow each region to form their 
own programs of development of higher education with the foundation of the 
main federal principles.
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Introduction

The transition to a new – social - investment model of Russia’s economic growth envisages 
two key changes. The first one is connected to a new criterion of evaluating economic growth 
and its new landmark – the population’s quality of life, due to which the economic growth rate 
is replaced by social progress (Iglesias et al., 2022). Acceleration of the economic growth rate is 
often accompanied by social costs. For example, industrialization and digital modernization of 
the economy were accompanied by the growth of unemployment and social tension, due to 
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which the influence of quick economic growth on quality of life was 
contradictory (Chang et al., 2022). Contrary to this, economic growth 
is not a goal in itself in the new model but is a task that is solved on 
the path to increase in quality of life, which forms a socially responsible 
approach to the acceleration of the rate of economic growth (Bilyalova 
et al., 2021).

The second change consists in selecting a new source of economic 
growth, which is higher education. In the social investment model of 
economic growth, an important role belongs (for the first time) not 
only to the achieved result but also to its source (Hadi et al., 2022). The 
advantages of economic growth, which is based on borrowed 
technologies and unskilled labor, are short-term (Khalifé et al., 2022). 
Long-term advantages are guaranteed in the case of the use of highly-
skilled personnel, which can create and implement innovations 
(Ranjan et al., 2021). That’s why the development of higher education, 
which stimulates mass lifelong learning and systemic increase in the 
level of qualification among the economically active population, is the 
top-priority source of modern economic growth (Wang and 
Cui, 2021).

Thus, the social investment model of Russia’s economic growth is 
based on the principle of circularity, according to which economic 
growth is based on higher education, which stimulates the increase in 
quality of life. The result of economic growth is an increase in quality 
of life, which expands opportunities for raising the level of education 
in society. Practical implementation of the described conceptual 
model is difficult due to the uncertainty of the preferred mechanism 
of managing education’s development in the social investment model 
of Russia’s economic growth (Timchenko et al., 2021).

Chaotic simultaneous use of alternative mechanisms – 
standardization and deregulation – slows down the development of 
higher education in Russia. This paper aims to solve the formulated 
problem and to determine the optimal approach to managing 
education’s development in the social investment model of Russia’s 
economic growth with alternative mechanisms of standardization and 
deregulation. The hypothesis is as follows: it is necessary to combine 
these mechanisms in a certain proportion to achieve the best result in 
the sphere of increase in quality of life.

Literature review

The approach to managing the development of higher education, 
which envisages standardization, is described in the works Bentley-
Gockmann (2020), Olivier and Burton (2020), Shams and Hasan 
(2020), and Wright and Horta (2018). The alternative approach to 
managing the development of higher education, which consists in 
deregulation, is studied by Goyal and Sergi (2015), Popkova and 
Zmiyak (2019), Langrafe et al. (2020), Rehman and Iqbal (2020), Ruiz 
et al. (2020), and Sciarelli et al. (2020).

The main parameters that define the outlines and differences 
between the mechanisms of managing education’s development in the 
social investment model of economic growth are as follows:

 • Share of university branches, the growth of which leads to 
flexibility of universities and expansion of geography of their 
presence, but also to reduction of possibilities to control the 
quality of education. Yang et al. (2020) and Zhang and You (2022) 
recommend increasing the branch network of universities during 

the implementation of the social investment model of economic 
growth, to raise the accessibility of higher education in society;

 • Share of intramural students, the growth of which leads to an 
increase in the quality of education, but also to the reduction of 
the flexibility of the educational process. Bilal et al. (2020) and 
Peng et al. (2022) recommend performing a transfer from the 
intramural form of study to more modern forms, in particular, to 
distance education, during the implementation of the social 
investment model of economic growth to raise the flexibility of 
higher education and convenience of its receipt;

 • Share of state-subsidized students, the growth of which leads to 
an increase in accessibility of higher education services for wide 
groups of the population but also to the reduction of the 
opportunities for receipt of income by universities and the 
reduction of universities’ entrepreneurial activity. Castro-
Bedriñana et  al. (2022) and Razak et  al. (2022) recommend 
increasing investments in higher education, including budget 
financing of universities, during the implementation of the social 
investment model of economic growth.

Standardization in higher education implies a decrease in the 
share of university branches and reliance on leading universities, as 
well as the domination of state-subsidized intramural education 
(Piromalli, 2022). All three conditions are met simultaneously only in 
the case of absolute standardization (Liu, 2022).

Less strict and, accordingly, more flexible standardization allows 
for the development of distance education, which implies the almost 
complete refusal of the intramural form of education (Bağrıacık 
Yılmaz and Karataş, 2022; Segbenya et al., 2022; Turan et al., 2022; 
Toumpalidou and Konstantoulaki, 2023), and the development of 
entrepreneurial universities, which implies the reduction of state-
subsidized education (Guerrero and Lira, 2023; Johnson et al., 2023). 
Here the key feature of the scenarios of standardization in higher 
education is the refusal of the development of a network of 
university branches.

Deregulation in higher education implies the expansion of the 
network of university branches, an increase in the volume of paid 
educational services provided by universities and the development of 
alternative – apart from intramural education – forms of education, 
including distance education. At that, the size of the network of 
university branches may vary (Wang and Crawford, 2019).

Alternative mechanisms of managing education’s development – 
standardization and deregulation – have been thoroughly studied 
separately from each other. However, their contribution to the 
implementation of the social investment model of economic growth 
has not been studied sufficiently and requires further elaboration.

The main result of implementing the social investment model of 
economic growth is the growth of the quality of life, for it is actually 
the return on social investments. As a result of the performed literature 
review, it is possible to conclude that the issues of raising the quality 
of life with the help of social investments were thoroughly studied in 
the existing publications of Erdin and Ozkaya (2020), Litvintseva and 
Karelin (2020), Kakinuma (2022), Sollis et al. (2022), and Imbulana 
Arachchi and Managi (2023).

Alternative mechanisms of managing education’s development in 
the social investment model of economic growth – standardization 
and deregulation – were also thoroughly researched. However, the 
cause-and-effect links of implementing the alternative mechanisms of 
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managing education’s development and the quality of life remain 
uncertain, which is a literature gap.

The need to fill the discovered gap is explained by the fact that 
because of it, the implementation of the social investment model of 
economic growth is a “black box,” at the input of which there are 
alternative mechanisms of managing the education’s development: 
standardization and deregulation, and at the output – the quality of 
life. The contribution of alternative mechanisms to the quality of life 
is unknown, which hinders the management in the considered model. 
This paper strived toward filling the discovered gap and sets two 
following research questions (RQs).

RQ1: What is the contribution of alternative mechanisms of 
managing education’s development – standardization and deregulation 
– to the quality of life?

RQ2: What is the perspective of increasing the quality of life based 
on the improvement of managing the education’s development?

Based on the advantages of both mechanisms of managing 
education’s development, which are noted in the literature, we propose 
the following hypothesis: it is necessary to combine these mechanisms 
in a certain proportion to achieve the best result in the sphere of 
improvement of the quality of life. To test this hypothesis, we perform 
the econometric modeling of the influence of implementing the 
alternative mechanisms of managing the education’s development 
(standardization and deregulation) on the quality of life, by the 
examples of regions of Russia.

Research method

Regression analysis is used to check the offered hypothesis. 
Contribution of the factors of managing the development of higher 
education – shares of university branches (their increase means 
deregulation), the share of intramural students (their increase means 
standardization), and share of state-subsidized education students 
(their increase means standardization) to increase in population’s 
quality of life is determined. Information on the factors is taken from 
the materials of the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the 
Russian Federation (2020).

The data were collected by systematizing the materials of the 
Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Russian Federation 
(2020) on the use of the mechanisms of managing education’s 
development and the materials of RIA Rating (2020) on the quality of 
life in regions of Russia. The share of branches was determined 
according to the following formula:

 SB Nbr Nohe� �
100% / ,  (1)

where SB–Share of branches;
Nbr–Number of organizations of higher education;
Nohe–Number of their branches.
Share of intramural students was determined according to the 

following formula:

 SInt Nis Nus� �
100% / ,  (2)

where Sint–Share of intramural students;
Nus–Number of university students;
Nis–Number of intramural students.

Share of state-subsidized education students was determined 
according to the following formula:

 Ssses Nsses Nus� �
100% / ,  (3)

where Ssses–Share of state-subsidized education students;
Nsses–Number of state-subsidized education students.
The research objects are the top 10 regions of Russia by living 

standards in 2019, according to RIA Rating (2020). The sample 
includes the following regions of Russia: Moscow Oblast, Republic of 
Tatarstan, Belgorod Oblast, Krasnodar Krai, Voronezh Oblast, 
Leningrad Oblast, Kaliningrad Oblast, Khanty-Mansi Autonomous 
Okrug – Yugra, Lipetsk Oblast and Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous 
Okrug. The correctness of the sample is due to its including regions of 
Russia with the highest quality of life, i.e., regions that achieved the 
best results in implementing the social investment model of economic 
growth. This allows using their experience in other regions, to 
translate successful practices and systemically raise the quality of life 
in Russia. The empirical data for the research are systematized in 
Table 1.

The research model has the following form:

 y x x x� � � �� � �� � � �1 1 2 2 3 3  (4)

Where y–the quality of life index (RIA Rating, 2020), points 1–100.
x1–share of branches (Ministry of Science and Higher Education 

of the Russian Federation, 2020), %.
x2–share of intramural students (Ministry of Science and Higher 

Education of the Russian Federation, 2020), %.
x3–share of state-subsidized education students (Ministry of 

Science and Higher Education of the Russian Federation, 2020), %.
α–constant;
β1-3–coefficients of regression at factor variables.
To search for an answer to RQ2, we set the first research task, 

which is determining the perspective of raising the quality of life 
based on the improvement of managing the education’s development. 
To solve this task, based on the research model (4), we determine the 
consequences for the quality of life of seven alternative scenarios of 
managing education’s development in the social investment model 
of Russia’s economic growth. The first three scenarios 
imply standardization:

 • The scenario of absolute standardization, which implies 
minimization of the share of university branches (10%) and 
maximization of the share of intramural students (90%) and the 
share of state-subsidized education (90%);

 • The scenario of development of remote education, which implies 
minimization of the share of intramural students (10%);

 • The scenario of the development of entrepreneurial universities, 
which implies minimization of the share of state-subsidized 
students (10%).

Other three scenarios envisage deregulation:

 • The scenario of absolute deregulation, which implies 
maximization of the share of university branches (90%) and 
minimization of the share of intramural students (10%) and the 
share of state-subsidized students (10%);
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TABLE 1 Statistics of higher education in regions of Russia in 2019 and their analysis from the positions of standardization and deregulation.

Region

Quality of 
life index, 

points 
1–100

Number of 
organizations of 
higher education

Number of 
their 

branches

Share of 
branches, %

Number of 
university 
students

Number of 
intramural 
students

Share of 
intramural 
students %

Number of 
state-

subsidized 
education 
students

Share of state-
subsidized 
education 

students, %

y - - x1 - - x2 - x3

Moscow Oblast 74.500 57 37 64.91 82.670 37,397 45.24 36,263 43.86

Republic of 

Tatarstan

66.806 41 19 46.34 147,928 86,323 58.35 60,533 40.92

Belgorod Oblast 63.978 11 6 54.55 48,674 23,131 47.52 18,142 37.27

Krasnodar Krai 63.067 46 27 58.70 114,734 57,411 50.04 37,702 32.86

Voronezh Oblast 61.981 23 8 34.78 86,772 48,382 55.76 39,945 46.03

Leningrad Oblast 60.695 10 9 90.00 7,780 2,788 35.84 2,110 27.12

Kaliningrad Oblast 59.247 9 6 66.67 22,613 12,062 53.34 9,079 40.15

Khanty-Mansi 

Autonomous 

Okrug - Yugra

58.813 10 5 50.00 23,637 13,522 57.21 12,514 52.94

Lipetsk Oblast 58.466 11 7 63.64 21,185 10,096 47.66 11,299 53.33

Yamalo-Nenets 

Autonomous 

Okrug

58.180 3 3 100.00 756 64 8.47 64 8.47

Compiled by the authors based on Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Russian Federation (2020) and RIA Rating (2020).
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 • The scenario of reduction of branches, which implies 
minimization of the share of university branches (10%);

 • The scenario of the development of a network of branches, which 
implies maximization of the share of university branches (90%).

The seventh scenario involves the optimization with the simplex 
method for the maximization of the quality of life. The research logic 
is to determine whether any template scenario will coincide with the 
scenario of maximization of the quality of life. If this does not happen, 
the proposed hypothesis will be proven.

Results

To determine the contribution of the factors of managing higher 
education’s development to the increase in the population’s quality of 
life, we  calculate (based on the data from Table  1) the regression 
dependence of the quality of life in Russia on the management of 
higher education’s development:

 y x x x� � � �66 40 0 06 0 04 0 051 2 3. . . .  (5)

As shown in Eq. 5, an increase in the share of university branches 
by 1% leads to a reduction of quality of life in Russia by 0.06 points. 
Growth of the share of intramural students by 1% leads to a growth of 
quality of life by 0.04 points. An increase in the share of state-
subsidized education students by 1% leads to a reduction in quality of 
life by 0.05%. This is a sign of the contradictory influence of 
standardization and deregulation of higher education on the quality 
of life in Russia. Scenarios of quality of life in Russia depending on the 
standardization of higher education are shown in Table 2.

As shown in Table 2, absolute standardization, which envisages 
the reduction of the share of branches down to 10% and the transfer 
of 90% of students to the intramural form of government-financed 
study, ensures the growth of quality of life by 4.15% (from 62.57 points 
in 2020 to 65.17 points). Development of remote education, which 
envisages almost full refusal from the intramural form of study (its 
reduction down to 10%) decreases the quality of life by 2.56% (down 
to 60.7 points). Development of entrepreneurial universities, which 
envisages the reduction of government-financed study down to 10%, 
raises the quality of life by 2.33% (up to 64.03 points). Scenarios of 
quality of life in Russia depending on the deregulation of higher 
education are shown in Table 3.

As shown in Table 2, absolute deregulation, which envisages an 
increase in the share of branches up to 90% and a reduction of 

state-subsidized education students with the intramural form of 
study down to 10%, provides growth of quality of life by 2.93% 
(from 62.57 points in 2020 to 65.17 points). The reduction of 
branches (down to 0%) raises the quality of life by 5.25% (up to 
65.86 points), and their development (up to 90%) decreases the 
quality of life by 2.69% (down to 60.89 points). The optimal scenario 
of managing the development of higher education in Russia in favor 
of an increase in quality of life, which is obtained with the help of 
the simplex method based on regression dependence from (1), is 
shown in Figure 1.

As shown in Figure  1, the optimal scenario of managing the 
development of higher education in Russia in favor of an increase in 
quality of life envisages full refusal from branches and the use of main 
universities only, full refusal from budget financing and transfer to 
fee-based education, and refusal from diversification of the forms of 
study with preservation of only the intramural form of study. This 
allows raising the quality of life by 13.26% (up to 70.87 points).

Discussion

The paper’s contribution to the literature consists in the 
clarification of the cause-and-effect relationships of the management 
of universities (by the example of Russia) and the development of a 
new approach to managing education’s development in the social 
investment model of Russia’s economic growth. This paper filled the 
literature gap, strengthened the scientific base and developed the 
scientific provisions of the works by Erdin and Ozkaya (2020), 
Litvintseva and Karelin (2020), Kakinuma (2022), Sollis et al. (2022), 
and Imbulana Arachchi and Managi (2023), as well as answered 
both RQs.

We found an answer to RQ1: alternative mechanisms of managing 
education’s development – standardization and deregulation – make 
a contradictory contribution to the quality of life. Growth of the 
quality of life is ensured during the reduction of the share of university 
branches (standardization), growth of the share of intramural students 
(standardization) and reduction of the share of state-subsidized 
education students (deregulation).

We found an answer to RQ2: we determine the perspective of 
increasing the quality of life based on the improvement of 
managing the education’s development, manifested in the optimal 
scenario of managing the development of higher education in 
Russia in favor of an increase in quality of life. According to the 
scenario, a flexible combination of the mechanisms of higher 
education development management – standardization and 

TABLE 2 Scenarios of quality of life in Russia depending on standardization of higher education.

Indicator
The initial 
value in 

2020

Scenario of 
standardization

Scenario of 
development of 

remote education

Scenario of development 
of entrepreneurial 

universities

Value Growth, % Value Growth, % Value Growth, %

Share of branches, % 62.96 10.00 −84.12 62.96 0.00 62.96 0.00

Share of intramural students % 45.94 90.00 95.90 10.00 −78.23 45.94 0.00

Share of state-subsidized education students 38.30 90.00 135.01 38.30 0.01 10.00 −73.89

Quality of life index, points 1–100 62.57 65.17 4.15 60.97 −2.56 64.03 2.33

Calculated and compiled by the authors.
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deregulation – allows raising the quality of life in regions of Russia 
by 13.26%.

It was proven that neither absolute standardization [unlike Wright 
and Horta (2018), Bentley-Gockmann (2020), Olivier and Burton 
(2020), and Shams and Hasan (2020)] nor absolute deregulation 
[unlike Goyal and Sergi (2015), Speight (2017), Popkova and Zmiyak 
(2019), Langrafe et al. (2020), Rehman and Iqbal (2020), Ruiz et al. 
(2020), and Sciarelli et al. (2020)] allows unlocking the potential of the 
implementation of the social investment model of Russia’s 
economic growth.

The authors’ approach involves a flexible combination of the 
mechanisms of standardization and deregulation, which maximizes 
their effectiveness. In the new approach to managing education’s 
development in the social investment model of Russia’s economic 
growth, the following is recommended:

 • Refusing the expansion of the network of university branches, as 
opposed to its increase, given in the works by Yang et al. (2020) 
and Zhang and You (2022).

 • Relying on intramural education with cautious implementation 
of modern forms, in particular distance education [as opposed to 
Bilal et al. (2020) and Peng et al. (2022)].

 • Stimulating the entrepreneurial activity of universities, as 
opposed to Castro-Bedriñana et al. (2022) and Razak et al. (2022) 

which describe an increase in investments in higher education, 
including budget financing of universities.

This scientific article is a significant step forward since it proves the 
limitations and inexpedience of the use of template mechanisms of 
managing education’s development in the social investment model of 
economic growth. The advantage of the new proposed approach is its 
high flexibility, which allows for the most comprehensive unlocking of 
the potential of an increase in the quality of life in the social investment 
model of Russia’s economic growth.

Conclusion

The task of developing the optimal approach to managing 
education’s development in the social investment model of Russia’s 
economic growth was solved. The key result of the research and its key 
implication are that it is necessary to pass from the use of the 
mechanisms of standardization and deregulation as alternatives to 
combining their elements during university management. For this, a 
new approach to managing education’s development in the social 
investment model of Russia’s economic growth was proposed.

Results of the performed research have proved the offered 
hypothesis and have shown that absolute standardization and 

TABLE 3 Scenarios of quality of life in Russia depending on the deregulation of higher education.

Indicator
Initial 

value in 
2020

Scenario of 
deregulation

Scenario of reduction 
of branches

Scenario of 
development of a 

network of branches

Value Growth, % Value Growth, % Value Growth, %

Share of branches, % 62.96 90 42.95 10.00 −84.12 90.00 42.95

Share of intramural students % 45.94 10 −78.23 45.94 0.00 45.94 0.00

Share of state-subsidized education students 38.30 10 −73.89 38.30 0.01 38.30 0.01

Quality of life index, points 1–100 62.57 60.74 −2.93 65.86 5.25 60.89 −2.69

Calculated and compiled by the authors.
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0.00
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FIGURE 1

The optimal scenario of managing the development of higher education in Russia in favor of an increase in quality of life. Calculated and built by the 
authors.
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absolute deregulation of higher education do not allow achieving 
vivid results in the sphere of increase in quality of life in Russia. 
The determined and substantiated optimal scenario of managing 
the development of higher education in Russia in favor of an 
increase in quality of life envisages the use of the flexible 
approach, which, in its turn, envisages a combination of 
standardization and deregulation.

The required refusal from a network of branches of Russian 
universities will allow increasing the quality of higher education 
and will increase control over it. The transfer of all students to 
fee-based education is a contradictory measure since this will 
reduce the accessibility of higher education – similar to refusal 
from state-subsidized education and transfer to fee-based 
education, which, however, could be  successfully replaced by 
employer-sponsored education. That’s why it is recommended to 
allow each region to form their own programs of development of 
higher education with the foundation on the main 
federal principles.

Suggestions for practical use

It is recommended that the developed approach to managing 
education’s development in the social investment model of Russia’s 
economic growth be  used in practice during the management of 
Russian universities. The critical values of indicators (Figure 1) are 
landmarks. This approach also allows improving the modern Russian 
practice of state regulation of higher education.

The practical recommendations for the most complete unlocking 
of the potential for improvement of the quality of life in the social 
investment model of Russia’s economic growth are as follows. First, 
refuse the expansion of the network of branches and develop leading 
universities. Second, rely on intramural education with a cautious 
introduction of modern form, in particular distance education. Third, 
stimulate the entrepreneurial activity of universities and gradually 
reduce the budget financing of universities.

The advantage of the new approach in practice is the systemic 
increase in the effectiveness of state and corporate management of 
universities and the maximization of the contribution of higher 
education to the increase in the quality of life. The practical 
implementation of the authors’ approach will allow acceleration of the 
implementation of the social investment model of economic growth 
в Russia.
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