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Abstract: This study examines the structural similarities and differences between the university
education systems of Slovakia and Uzbekistan. Using a comparative analytical framework, we
investigate institutional structures, educational policies, pedagogical approaches, and recent
reform initiatives. Findings reveal significant convergence in Bologna Process adoption and
STEM emphasis, while highlighting substantial differences in governance models, funding
mechanisms, and cultural-historical influences. These insights contribute to understanding how
diverse educational models adapt to global standards while maintaining distinctive national
characteristics in higher education.
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AHHOTanus: /[aHHOE HCCIe0BaHNE PACCMATPUBACT CTPYKTYPHBIE CXO/ICTBA U PA3THYHS MEKITY
CHCTEMaMH YHHUBEPCHTETCKOro oOpazoBaHus CroBakuu U Y30ekucrtana. C HCHOIB30BAHHUEM
CPaBHHUTEJIFHOTO AHAJMTUYECKOTO IMOJIXO0JA MBI HCCIEIyeM WHCTUTYLHOHAIBHBIE CTPYKTYPBI,
o0Opa3oBaTeNbHbIC TOJUTUKH, MEAarOrHYecKue MOAXOAbl W HenaBHUE pedopmbl. PesymbraTh
IIOKa3bIBAIOT 3HAYUTEIbHOE COMMKenne B npuHATHU bonoHckoro npornecca u akiente Ha STEM,
B TO BpCMA KaK IMMOAYCPKUBAIOTCA CYIICCTBCHHLIC pas3jiniuvsa B MOACIAX YIIPABJICHUA,
MeXaHW3MaX (UHAHCUPOBAHUS W KYJIbTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKUX BIUSHHUAX. OTH  BBIBOJBI
CIIOCOOCTBYIOT ~ IOHMMAaHMIO TOrO, KakK pa3HoOOpasHble 00pa3oBaTelbHBIE  MOJAENIH
alaNTUPYIOTCS K III00ATBHBIM CTaHJApTaM, COXPAHSs MPH 3TOM OTJIMYUTEIbHBIC HAIIHOHAJIbHBIC
XapaKTePUCTHKHU B BBICIIIEM 00pa30BaHUMU.

KaioueBble cioBa: Bbicuiee o00pa3oBaHHe, CpaBHUTEIbHOE oOpa3oBanue, CrioBakus,
V36exucran, boinonckuii mpouecc, oOpasoBatensHas pedopma

Annotatsiya: Ushbu tadgiqot Slovakiya va O’zbekiston universitet ta’lim tizimlari o’rtasidagi
struktural o’xshashliklar va farqlarni o’rganadi. Taqqoslash tahlil ramkasidan foydalanib, institut
tuzilmalari, ta’lim siyosatlari, pedagogik yondashuvlar va so’nggi islohot tashabbuslarini
o’rganadi. Topilmalar Boloniya jarayonini qabul qilish va STEM ga e’tibor berish bo’yicha
muhim yondashuvlarni ko’rsatadi, shu bilan birga boshgaruv modellarida, moliyalash
mexanizmlarida va madaniy-tarixiy ta’sirlarda sezilarli farqlarni ta’kidlaydi. Ushbu tushunchalar
xilma-xil ta’lim modellari global standartlarga qanday moslashayotganini va yuqori ta’limda
0’ziga xos milliy xususiyatlarni qanday saqlab qolayotganini tushunishga yordam beradi.

Kalit so’zlar: yuqori ta’lim, taqqoslovchi ta’lim, Slovakiya, O’zbekiston, Boloniya jarayoni,
ta’lim islohotlari

1. Introduction

University education systems reflect the unique historical, cultural, and socioeconomic contexts
of their respective nations while increasingly responding to global educational trends. The
comparative study of different national systems provides valuable insights into diverse
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approaches to higher education and potential pathways for improvement (Altbach, 2016). This
research specifically examines the university education systems of Slovakia and Uzbekistan—
two countries with distinct historical trajectories and current educational challenges.
Slovakia, a Central European nation and European Union member since 2004, has undergone
significant educational reforms following its separation from Czechoslovakia in 1993. Its
educational system has been deeply influenced by European integration processes, particularly
the Bologna Process implementation (Matlovi€ et al., 2017). In contrast, Uzbekistan, a Central
Asian nation that gained independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, has been transitioning
from the Soviet educational model while developing its national higher education identity amid
regional and global educational trends (Ruziev & Burkhanov, 2018).
Despite their geographic distance and different historical contexts, both countries face similar
challenges in aligning their university systems with global educational standards while
addressing specific national needs. This comparative analysis is particularly valuable for several
reasons:
1. Both countries underwent significant political transitions in the early 1990s, leading to
educational system restructuring.
2. Both have actively engaged with international educational frameworks while maintaining
distinctive national approaches.
3. The comparison offers insights into the interplay between European and post-Soviet
educational models and reforms.
The research questions guiding this study are:
1. What are the principal structural similarities and differences between the university education
systems of Slovakia and Uzbekistan?
2. How have historical legacies and recent reform initiatives shaped these systems?
3. What challenges and opportunities do both systems face in the current global educational
landscape?
Through addressing these questions, this study contributes to the broader understanding of
educational system development in transitional economies and the balance between international
standardization and national educational sovereignty.
2. Methods
2.1 Research Design
This study employs a comparative education research methodology focusing on organizational,
conceptual, and functional aspects of both university systems. The comparative framework was
structured around Bray and Thomas’s (1995) multilevel analysis model, which allows for
systematic comparison across geographic, demographic, and educational dimensions.
2.2 Data Collection
Data were collected from multiple sources to ensure comprehensive coverage and triangulation:
1. “Policy documents™: Official educational legislation, strategic plans, and ministerial decrees
from both countries (2000-2023)
2. “Statistical data”: Official educational statistics from:

- Slovak Centre for Scientific and Technical Information

- Ministry of Education of Uzbekistan

- UNESCO Institute for Statistics

- OECD Education Database
3. “Academic literature”: Peer-reviewed research on both educational systems published in the
last decade
4. “Expert interviews”: Semi-structured interviews with 12 educational administrators and
faculty members (6 from each country)
2.3 Analytical Framework
The collected data were analyzed using a comparative matrix approach focusing on six key
dimensions:
1. “Institutional governance and structure”
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. “Degree systems and academic programs”

. “Quality assurance mechanisms”

. “Funding models”

5. “International cooperation and mobility”

6. “Recent reform initiatives”

This framework enabled systematic identification of similarities and differences across
comparable elements of both systems while accommodating their unique contexts.

2.4 Limitations

This study acknowledges several limitations:

- Varying availability and quality of comparable statistical data

- Translation challenges with primary source documents

- Limited accessibility to certain policy implementation details

- Ongoing nature of educational reforms in both countries

3. Results

3.1 Institutional Governance and Structure

Similarities: Both countries have transitioned to multi-tier higher education systems broadly
aligned with international standards. The central government maintains significant authority over
higher education through dedicated ministries - the Ministry of Education, Science, Research and
Sport in Slovakia and the Ministry of Higher and Secondary Specialized Education in
Uzbekistan.

Differences: Slovakia demonstrates greater institutional autonomy, consistent with European
standards. Higher education institutions (HEIs) have considerable independence in curriculum
development, faculty appointments, and research direction. The Slovak Accreditation Agency
operates as an independent body, aligning with European Standards and Guidelines for Quality
Assurance.

In contrast, Uzbekistan maintains more centralized control over university operations. Strategic
appointments, curricular frameworks, and student admissions quotas are significantly influenced
by ministerial decisions. Recent reforms under Presidential Decree No. PP-2909 (2017) have
begun introducing greater institutional autonomy, but centralized management remains
predominant.

Table 1: Comparison of Institutional Governance Features

AW N

Feature Slovakia Uzbekistan

Primary oversight body Ministry of  Education, | Ministry of  Higher and
Science, Research and Sport | Secondary Specialized

Education

Institutional autonomy High — aligned with | Moderate — increasing but
European standards limited

Quality assurance Independent Slovak | State Testing Center
Accreditation Agency (government agency)

Stakeholder involvement Significant industry and | Limited but growing external
student input stakeholder input

3.2 Degree Systems and Academic Programs

Similarities: Both countries have adopted the three-cycle degree structure aligned with the
Bologna Process:

- First cycle: Bachelor’s degrees (3-4 years)

- Second cycle: Master’s degrees (1-2 years)

- Third cycle: Doctoral studies (3+ years)

Both systems have implemented the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS)
to facilitate credit recognition and student mobility.
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Differences: Slovakia has more fully integrated Bologna principles, with widespread adoption of
learning outcomes approaches and student-centered learning. Slovak universities typically offer
greater flexibility in course selection and interdisciplinary programs.

Uzbekistan maintains elements of the Soviet educational model alongside Bologna structures.
Specialized professional education (5-year programs) continues alongside the bachelor-master
structure in certain fields. The curriculum tends to be more prescriptive with standardized study
plans across institutions for similar programs.

Table 2: Comparison of Academic Program Features

Feature Slovakia Uzbekistan

Bologna implementation Full compliance Partial implementation
Credit system ECTS fully integrated ECTS partially implemented
Program flexibility Moderate to high Low to moderate

Common program length | 3 years ( 180 ECTS) 4 years ( 240 ECTS)
(Bachelor’s)

Language of instruction Slovak and English Uzbek, Russian, and English

3.3 Quality Assurance Mechanisms

Similarities: Both countries have established formal quality assurance systems with regular
institutional and program evaluations. Internal quality assurance processes have been
strengthened in recent years, with greater emphasis on systematic data collection and analysis.
Differences: Slovakia’s quality assurance system operates within the European Higher Education
Area framework, with the Slovak Accreditation Agency functioning as an independent entity.
The system emphasizes institutional responsibility for quality and focuses on outcomes and
continuous improvement.

Uzbekistan’s quality assurance remains more centralized through the State Testing Center, with
greater emphasis on compliance with national standards. Recent reforms have introduced
international accreditation options for selected programs, but the state maintains primary quality
oversight.

3.4 Funding Models

Similarities: Both systems utilize mixed funding models combining public allocations with
additional revenue sources. Performance indicators increasingly influence funding allocation in
both countries, reflecting global trends toward efficiency and accountability.

Differences: Slovakia’s funding model reflects EU approaches with:

- Formula-based institutional funding tied to performance indicators

- Competitive research grants

- Tuition fees for part-time and international students

- Significant EU structural funds supporting research infrastructure

Uzbekistan employs a more centralized allocation system with:

- Line-item budgeting with state-determined enrollment quotas

- Dual system of state-funded and fee-paying student places

- Growing but limited competitive research funding

- Emerging public-private partnerships

3.5 International Cooperation and Mobility

Similarities: Both countries have prioritized internationalization in recent strategic documents.
International student and faculty exchange programs have expanded, with increasing numbers of
English-taught programs to attract international students.

Differences: Slovakia’s EU membership provides structured mobility opportunities through
Erasmus+ and other European programs. Slovak institutions participate in numerous European
research networks and projects. Approximately 14% of Slovak students participate in
international mobility during their studies.

Uzbekistan has developed bilateral cooperation agreements with specific countries (Russia,
China, South Korea, and increasingly EU nations). The state scholarship program “El-Yurt
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Umidi” supports Uzbek students and academics studying abroad with return obligations.
International mobility participation remains below 5% of the student population.

3.6 Recent Reform Initiatives

Similarities: Both countries have implemented significant higher education reforms in the past
decade focused on:

- Enhancing educational quality and relevance

- Strengthening research capacity

- Improving international competitiveness

- Developing university-industry partnerships

Differences: Slovakia’s reforms emphasize:

- Research excellence and evaluation (aligned with EU research frameworks)

- Institutional diversification (research-intensive vs. teaching-focused institutions)

- Quality assurance aligned with European Standards and Guidelines

Uzbekistan’s reform initiatives include:

- Comprehensive restructuring under the “Strategy of Actions for 2017-2021”

- Introduction of public-private partnerships in higher education

- Selective introduction of institutional autonomy for leading universities

- Creation of international branch campuses and joint programs

4. Discussion

4.1 Convergence and Divergence

The analysis reveals a nuanced pattern of convergence and divergence between the Slovak and
Uzbek university systems. Convergence is most evident in formal structures—both countries
have adopted three-cycle degree systems and are implementing credit transfer mechanisms. This
alignment reflects the global isomorphism in higher education described by Meyer and Ramirez
(2000), where educational systems increasingly adopt similar organizational structures despite
different contexts.

However, significant divergence persists in implementation approaches and underlying values.
Slovakia’s system emphasizes institutional autonomy, academic freedom, and student
mobility—core values of the European Higher Education Area. Uzbekistan balances
internationalization with stronger state direction and more prescribed educational pathways,
reflecting both Soviet legacy and specific national development priorities.

These findings support Schriewer’s (2012) observation that educational borrowing is always
mediated by local contexts, resulting in “indigenization” of global models rather than simple
imitation. Both countries adapt international frameworks to their specific national contexts,
creating hybrid systems rather than identical copies of global models.

4.2 Historical Legacies and Path Dependencies

The different transitional paths from the early 1990s have significantly shaped current system
characteristics. Slovakia’s geographic proximity and subsequent integration with Western
Europe accelerated its adoption of Western European educational models. The country’s EU
accession process created strong external incentives for educational reform aligned with
European standards.

Uzbekistan’s post-Soviet transition followed a more gradual path, with selective adaptation of
international models while maintaining elements of the Soviet system, particularly in
organizational structures and pedagogical approaches. The stronger role of the state in
educational planning reflects both this legacy and cultural traditions emphasizing collective
approaches to development.

These findings align with historical institutionalist perspectives on educational change (Pierson,
2004), which emphasize how past decisions constrain and shape current policy options. Both
systems exhibit path dependencies that make certain reform directions more feasible than others.

4.3 Challenges and Opportunities

Both systems face similar challenges despite their different contexts:
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“Demographic pressures”: Declining youth populations in both countries create enrollment
challenges and potential oversupply of institutional capacity. Slovakia's EU membership enables
attraction of international students to offset demographic decline, while Uzbekistan faces
stronger competition from Russian and Chinese universities.

“Quality-access balance”: Both countries struggle to expand access while maintaining
educational quality. Slovakia’s challenge manifests in regional disparities, while Uzbekistan
faces significant urban-rural divides in educational opportunity.

“Labor market aalignment”: Both systems are working to strengthen connections between
university education and employment outcomes. Slovakia's challenge involves addressing brain
drain to other EU countries, while Uzbekistan focuses on developing advanced skills needed for
economic diversification.

“Research capacity”: Both countries aim to strengthen research productivity and impact.
Slovakia benefits from EU research funding but struggles with brain drain, while Uzbekistan is
working to rebuild research infrastructure and international research connections.

4.4 Policy Implications

The comparative analysis suggests several policy implications for educational development:

1. “Contextual adaptation”: The different implementation experiences demonstrate the
importance of adapting international models to national contexts rather than wholesale adoption.

2. “Balanced autonomy”: Both countries demonstrate the need to balance institutional autonomy
with national strategic direction. Slovakia’s experience suggests that greater autonomy enhances
innovation but requires robust quality assurance mechanisms.

3. “Stakeholder engagement”: Effective reforms in both contexts involve multiple stakeholders.
Slovakia’s more developed stakeholder involvement mechanisms provide useful models for
Uzbekistan’s evolving governance approach.

4. “Strategic internationalization”: Both systems benefit from targeted international partnerships
aligned with national priorities rather than unfocused internationalization.

5. Conclusion

This comparative analysis demonstrates how two countries with different historical legacies and
geographical contexts navigate similar challenges in developing their university education
systems. The similarities in formal structures reflect the powerful influence of global educational
models, particularly the Bologna Process. However, significant differences in implementation,
governance, and cultural approaches highlight the continuing importance of national context in
educational development.

Slovakia’s experience as an EU member offers potential insights for Uzbekistan's ongoing
reforms, particularly regarding quality assurance mechanisms and institutional autonomy.
Conversely, Uzbekistan’s approach to maintaining national educational priorities while engaging
with international standards presents an alternative model to full convergence with Western
systems.

Future research should examine how recent reforms in both countries affect educational
outcomes and graduate employment. Longitudinal studies tracking the implementation of current
reforms would provide valuable insights into the effectiveness of different policy approaches.
Additional comparative studies incorporating other post-socialist countries would further
illuminate the diverse pathways of educational transformation in transitional contexts.
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