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ASSESSING ECONOMIC LANDSCAPES:
CITY RANKINGS (2010-2022)

Abstract

Urban assessment is crucial for understanding the dynamics of city development, identifying areas for
improvement, and formulating targeted policies to enhance the quality of life for residents. This study focuses on
evaluating Kazakhstan’s megacities across nine indicators grouped into financial and economic condition, business
development, and living standards. Using comparative analysis and ranking methods, the study assesses budgetary
allocations, population dynamics, industrial growth, and the impact of strategic investments on urban development.
Drawing on current economic and demographic trends, the study examines the role of cities as drivers of economic
growth and highlights the importance of addressing social and economic inequalities. Through a literature review,
the study contextualizes the findings within the broader discourse on urbanization and economic development,
emphasizing the need for nuanced strategies to address regional disparities. Methodologically, a rating system based
on quantitative indicators from 2010 to 2022 is employed, with a heatmap visualization to illustrate city rankings
across various indicators. Using aggregated data on key economic indicators, the cities were classified into three
categories: high-ranking, mid-ranking and low-ranking. The study contributes to a deeper understanding of urban
development in Kazakhstan and provides insights for policy formulation aimed at promoting sustainable and inclusive
growth across its megacities. The city ranking analysis depicts a varied economic landscape in Kazakhstani cities.
High-ranked cities exhibit robust economic performance with low poverty rates, strong average salaries, and active
retail trade, hinting at promising business prospects. Mid-ranked cities show mixed performances, while low-ranked
cities face considerable economic challenges, including higher poverty, lower salaries, and potential declines in trade.

Key words: regional analysis, urban economy, development, economic differentiation, social development,
cities of the country, rating.

Introduction

Urban assessment involves the study and analysis of various indicators such as living standards,
economic activity, infrastructure, education and healthcare. These indicators help to better understand
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the specifics of each city, its potential for development and improving the quality of life of residents.
Assessment also helps identify problem areas and needs of cities, allowing targeted policies and
programs to be developed to address these issues.

In general, urban assessment is of strategic importance for the formation of development policies
and management of urban spaces, as it allows us to identify priorities aimed at sustainable and
inclusive development, improving economic activity, improving the quality of life and social justice.
This approach to assessing cities reveals several key aspects [1, 2].

Firstly, it allows you to highlight priorities for development. Analysis of indicators of financial
and economic condition, level of business activity and quality of life of residents helps to identify
areas where the most significant improvements and targeted efforts are needed.

Secondly, such an assessment allows us to determine the trends and dynamics of urban
development. By comparing the performance of different cities over time, it is possible to identify
trends and evolution of their development, as well as analyze the effectiveness of adopted strategies.
The third aspect is to develop targeted development strategies. The study allows us to identify the
main areas of development for each city, taking into account their unique needs and characteristics.
assessing cities using various indicators helps inform the efficient allocation of resources. Identifying
cities with the highest need for support and the greatest potential for development allows resources
to be targeted to improve the situation and achieve balance between regions. Assessing cities based
on various indicators is an important tool for understanding and improving the socio-economic
situation in various regions, as well as for developing strategies for supporting and developing the
most vulnerable and promising areas.

Thus, the purpose of this study is to assess cities according to 9 indicators, divided into three
groups: financial and economic condition, business development indicators, and living standards of
residents.

Main provisions

The purpose of this study is to assess cities according to 9 indicators, divided into three groups:
financial and economic condition, business development indicators, and living standards of residents.
Comparative analysis and ranking method were used to evaluate the performance of different
cities and their development over time. The prerequisites for this study were current economic and
demographic changes in key cities of Kazakhstan, which play an important role in the sustainable
development of the country. This study is a comprehensive examination of the economic landscapes
and developmental trajectories within Kazakhstani cities over the span of 2010 to 2022. It meticulously
evaluates various facets of urban development, including budget allocation patterns, demographic
shifts, industrial expansion, and the efficacy of strategic investments. By employing sophisticated
comparative analysis and ranking methodologies, the research aims to provide nuanced insights into
the relative performance and progress of different cities across Kazakhstan. This study is motivated
by a recognition of the pivotal role that cities play in driving the sustainable economic growth and
societal well-being of the nation. Through a detailed exploration of city-level data and trends, the
research seeks to inform policymakers, urban planners, and stakeholders about the opportunities and
challenges inherent in Kazakhstan’s urban development landscape, thereby facilitating more informed
decision-making processes for the country’s future.

Literature review

The assessment of cities plays an important role in determining their development and management.
The change in approach to urbanization policy reflects an awareness of the previously underestimated
potential of cities as engines of economic growth. The economic role of cities represents an important
factor in global GDP [3, 4]. Huriot and Bourdeau-Lepage [5] focus on the macroeconomic roles and
institutional needs of cities in the global economy, highlighting the divergence between developed
and less developed countries. In contrast, the Crisp et al. [6] evaluated the potential of alternative
approaches to foster equitable urban development, emphasizing local solutions and the importance of
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addressing contemporary social and geographical challenges. The contribution of cities to the region’s
economy and their ability to stimulate economic growth make them the focus of increased attention.

In recent studies, various scholars have highlighted different aspects of urban development and
its impacts. For example, Nijman and Wei [7] and Manduca [8] explored the economic inequalities
within urban areas, emphasizing the role of policy interventions in mitigating these disparities.

Nijman and Wei explored the impact of urbanization and economic shifts on urban-scale
inequalities, focusing on how the digital and information-based economy has exacerbated disparities
in residential segregation and housing. Their findings highlight the need for targeted urban policies to
address these issues. In contrast, Manduca centers on regional disparities driven by national income
trends, attributing increasing regional inequalities to national income disparities and advocating for
national-level policy interventions. Both studies underscore the necessity for policy measures but
approach it from different angles — Nijman and Wei emphasize urban policy, while Manduca stresses
national income policies. This comparative analysis aligns with my research, which also examines the
multifaceted dimensions of inequality and the effectiveness of various policy interventions. In contrast,
Karahasan et al. [9] identified that economic inequality between regions in developing countries like
China, Brazil, and India has been increasing due to uneven investment distribution [10].

Moreover, high population densities and mixed land use in urban areas have been identified as
critical factors needing careful analysis for development strategies. Dehghani, et al. [11] discussed the
unique challenges posed by high population densities on infrastructure, housing, and public services.
Similarly, the process of urbanization as an engine of economic development does not uniformly
reduce poverty among urban residents. Despite notable progress in reducing extreme poverty, urban
poverty has declined more slowly than in rural areas, as highlighted by Khan et al. [12] and Sun et
al. [13].

For instance, governments in many Asian countries focus on rural areas, and poverty alleviation is
aimed primarily at supporting rural populations, leading to inequalities in poverty reduction program
effectiveness and widening differences between urban and rural areas [14]. This view is supported by
Dahiya [15] and Liu et al. [16], who found that such policies result in significant disparities in poverty
alleviation outcomes between urban and rural regions.

Factors driving increased urbanization include investment in infrastructure, development of new
industries, improving the business environment, and stimulating innovation. However, employment
growth and structural changes in the economy also highlight the problems of the informal sector [17,
18, 19].

Mukhametzhan et al. [20] and Shakibayev et al. [21] examined urban development in Kazakhstan.
Mukhametzhan et al. focus on the asymmetry of urban development and its impact on regional socio-
economic growth, identifying key factors like trade, SMEs, and tax revenues. They stress the need
for anti-crisis regional policies. Shakibayev et al. analyzed economic and social factors affecting
urban productivity, finding that economic determinants like SME activity and fixed capital investment
significantly impact GRP more than social factors. Their work emphasizes strategic urban development
planning based on economic priorities.

In contrast, Bagayeva et al. [22] investigated the influence of transnational corporations (TNCs)
on economic growth in emerging economies, specifically Kazakhstan and Russia. They highlighted
the dual impact of FDI, noting benefits such as job creation and economic growth alongside challenges
like labor exploitation and environmental pollution. Their study underscored the importance of
attracting FDI to drive economic development while managing its potential downsides.

The literature review underscores the role cities play in both regional and global economic
landscapes. Key studies by Huriot and Bourdeau-Lepage, and Crisp et al., have highlighted the
macroeconomic roles of cities and the necessity of adopting local solutions to foster equitable urban
development. This aligns with the financial and economic conditions aspect of your study, illustrating
the significant influence cities have on economic dynamics and the imperative to manage such
influences to optimize economic growth.

In terms of business development, the insights provided by Mukhametzhan et al. and Shakibayev
et al. are particularly pertinent. They examine the factors such as SME activity and fixed capital
investment that are crucial for urban productivity and socio-economic growth. This directly contributes
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to understanding the business development indicators in your study, indicating the importance of
strategic urban planning and policy-making to enhance business environments within cities.

Lastly, the aspect of living standards is vividly addressed through the discussions by Nijman and
Wei, and Dehghani et al., who have delved into the challenges posed by urban density on infrastructure,
housing, and public services. This is further complicated by the disparities in poverty alleviation
efforts between urban and rural areas as discussed by Khan et al. and Dahiya.

Therefore, the reviewed literature not only provides a comprehensive understanding of the
multifaceted roles and challenges associated with urban development but also justifies the need for a
detailed assessment based on the specific indicators of financial and economic conditions, business
development, and living standards. This not only grounds the study in existing research but also
highlights the gaps the research aims to fill, thereby establishing the significance and urgency of the
assessment approach.

Materials and methods

Based on evaluation indicators, a rating was compiled for 17 cities of Kazakhstan and 3 cities
of republican significance. The assessment uses data from 2010 to 2022. The assessment indicator is
compiled according to three groups of main indicators (figure 1) characterizing the current state of 20
cities in Kazakhstan.

[ INDICATOR GROUPS
_ ' Receipts of payments and taxes into the budget, receipts
Flnanc'lal and of payments and taxes into the National Fund, Gross
|| €conomic status Regional Product (GRP) per capita

Business . . . .
(SMEs), investments in fixed capital, retail trade.

Social status and

> < Population growth, average wages, population
standard of living

with income below the subsistence level.

Number of small and medium-sized enterprises }

Figure 1 — Assessment indicators

Note: Complied by authors.

Rating methodology. The rating is based on quantitative indicators, providing an objective
comparison between cities based on standardized data. To calculate the method of absolute and relative
change for each city over the period from 2010 to 2022 was used [19].

To visually represent the rankings of the cities across different indicators a heatmap will be
developed. Heatmaps use color to visually represent data values, and the choice of color scheme can
vary depending on the context of the data. In the heatmap we created for the city rankings lighter colors
represent lower rankings (better performance), while darker colors indicate higher rankings (poorer
performance). Cities that consistently perform well across most indicators will have predominantly
lighter shades. Conversely, cities with generally poorer performance will show darker shades. Cities
with a high variability in performance across different indicators will show a mix of light and dark
shades.
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Results and discussion

According to ranking results there were identified three groups of ranking. Highly Ranked Cities:
Turkestan, Kostanay, Almaty, Zhezkazgan, Uralsk, Karaganda, Atyrau. Mid-Ranked Cities: Ust-
Kamenogorsk, Semey, Petropavlovsk, Aktau, Kokshetau, Aktobe, Astana, Pavlodar. Low-Ranked
Cities: Kyzylorda, Konaev, Taldykorgan, Taraz, Shymkent.

The results of the cities ranking are illustrated in the figure 2 in the heat map indicating the results
for each indicator for all cities.

Heatmap of City Rankings Across Various Indicators with Annotations
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Figure 2 — Heatmap of city rankings in 9 indicators

Note: Complied by the source [23].

Next, depicted analyses for each indicator are provided separately, giving a deeper view of current
socio-economic development in specified cities. The provided dataset in the table 1 encapsulates the
fiscal dynamics of cities in Kazakhstan, outlining payments and tax receipts to the budget in billion
tenge, for the period 2010-2022. This analysis aims to elucidate the observed trends and patterns
within the fiscal landscape of these cities.
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Table 1 — Receipts of payments and taxes to the budget, billion tenge, 2010-2022

City Change, bln. Starting value, bln. Ending value, bln. Percentage change
Astana 1788,3 312,47 2 100,76 85,1
Almaty 3384,1 757,06 4 141,16 81,7
Shymkent 406,5 35,13 441,58 92,0
Semey 17,8 13,70 31,50 56,5
Kokshetau 38,4 2,42 40,79 94,1
Aktobe 24,7 25,85 50,58 48,9
Konaev 0,1 0,22 0,37 40,7
Atyrau 43,2 16,28 59,50 72,6
Ust-Kamenogorsk 55,0 17,08 72,11 76,3
Taraz 46,2 14,52 60,73 76,1
Taldykorgan 13,5 10,32 23,81 56,7
Uralsk 21,4 14,18 35,59 60,2
Karaganda 70,1 26,92 97,00 72,2
Kostanay 57,6 16,15 73,76 78,1
Kyzylorda 39,0 11,08 50,09 77,9
Aktau 17,7 14,15 31,86 55,6
Pavlodar 61,6 28,66 90,25 68,2
Petropavlovsk 41,3 10,85 52,15 79,2
Turkestan 119,3 13,35 132,65 89,9
Zhezkazgan 21,8 3,70 25,53 85,5
Note: Complied by the source [23].

Almaty emerges as the city exhibiting the most substantial absolute change in payments and taxes

to the budget, recording an impressive increase from 757.06 billion tenge to 4,141.16 billion tenge,
reflecting a noteworthy net change of 3,384.1 billion tenge. Similarly, Astana follows suit with a
remarkable surge from 312.47 billion tenge to 2,100.76 billion tenge, signifying an impressive rise of
1,788.3 billion tenge. These cities notably contribute to the overall positive fiscal trajectory observed
across various regions.

An analysis of percentage changes unveils Kokshetau as the city experiencing the most pronounced
percentage shift, registering an impressive 94.1% increase, soaring from 2.42 billion tenge to 40.79
billion tenge. This substantial growth is mirrored in other cities such as Turkestan, Shymkent, and
Petropavlovsk, all surpassing an 80% increase in payments and taxes to the budget.

Conversely, cities like Konaev, Aktobe, and Aktau display relatively modest absolute changes
and percentage shifts, indicating a relatively stable fiscal environment or more moderate economic
developments within these regions. Overall, the majority of the cities in the dataset exhibit positive
growth in payments and tax receipts, showcasing an overall positive trend in fiscal contributions to

the budget.

The dataset on the receipts of payments and taxes allocated to the National Fund across various
cities is provided in table 2 , for the period 2010-2022.

Table 2 — Receipts of payments and taxes to the National Fund, million tenge, 2010-2022

City Change, bln. Starting value, bln. Ending value, bln. Percentage change
Astana - 2329792 295 091,66 94 237,60 -247.2

Almaty - 42470 5612,16 16 724,04 -25,4

Shymkent - 312689 14 472,57 1,57 -1989114,1
Semey 675,6 3,26 691,36 97,7

Kokshetau - 3,7 4,45 1,49 -249.9

Aktobe - 818245 119 733,72 107 631,53 -76,0

Konaev - 24,5 22,66 3,42 -716,9

Atyrau 653 615,2 298 814,08 1 086 359,03 60,2
Ust-Kamenogorsk 819,6 3,95 838,69 97,7
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Continuation of Table 2

Taraz - 41,7 17,35 2,48 -1682,1
Taldykorgan - 42,1 38,85 5,87 -716,9
Uralsk 418 683,6 37 197,30 513 164,09 81,6
Karaganda 1,1 39,40 1,33 85,8
Kostanay 1,9 3,49 2,17 88,0
Kyzylorda - 829562 93 878,10 46 547,49 -178,2
Aktau 92 706,6 87 288,99 254 143,57 36,5
Pavlodar - 8,8 0,42 3,17 -278,6
Petropavlovsk - 2.4 1,25 - -107,8
Turkestan 7427,8 2 026,16 11 805,61 62,9
Zhezkazgan 0,2 6,85 0,23 85,8
Note: Complied by the source [23].

Astana’s receipts show an alarming contraction by 247.2%, from a starting value of 295,091.66
million tenge to an ending value of 94,237.60 million tenge. Shymkent presents an outlier with a
percentage change of -1,989,114.1%. This figure suggests an almost complete evaporation of receipts,
falling to 1.57 million tenge from an initial 14,472.57 million tenge. Kokshetau and Konaev also
display sharp declines of -249.9% and -716.9%, respectively, which may signal severe fiscal distress
or disruptions in economic activities.

Atyrau exhibits a robust increase of 60.2%, with receipts growing from 298,814.08 million tenge
to 1,086,359.03 million tenge. Uralsk demonstrates a considerable positive shift of 81.6%, suggesting
enhanced fiscal capacity, potentially linked to regional economic upturns or improved efficiency in
revenue collection.

Almaty’s decrease of -25.4% may point towards economic downturns or fiscal policy shifts that
warrant closer examination. Cities like Karaganda and Zhezkazgan, with percentage changes of 85.8%
and 85.8%, respectively, are indicative of a relatively stable fiscal environment with modest growth
in receipts.

The data in table 3 showcases significant shifts in the gross regional product (GRP) of various
cities, highlighting the absolute changes from initial to final values and providing insights into their
economic performance, for the period 2010-2022.

Table 3 — GRP, 2010-2022

City Change, bln. Starting value, bln. | Ending value, bln. Percentage
change
Astana 5246,2 2 635,70 7 881,90 66,6
Almaty city 6 147,5 2 797,30 8 944,80 68,7
Shymkent 2214,6 474,60 2 689,20 82,4
Semey 976,5 195,76 1172,25 83,3
Kokshetau 658,4 151,64 810,08 81,3
Aktobe 15444 746,32 2 290,75 67,4
Konaev 277,1 64,55 341,68 81,1
Atyrau 45421 1 620,30 6162,36 73,7
Ust-Kamenogorsk 12428 249,14 1491,95 83,3
Taraz 587,5 137,28 724,74 81,1
Taldykorgan 415,7 96,82 512,51 81,1
Uralsk 17353 640,25 2 375,55 73,0
Karaganda 1 846,7 499,57 2 346,26 78,7
Kostanay 10873 262,12 1349,43 80,6
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Continuation of Table 3

Kyzylorda 571,5 445,14 1 016,64 56,2
Aktau 690,9 809,31 1 500,18 46,1
Pavlodar 1823,5 609,22 2432,72 75,0
Petropavlovsk 1203,2 300,24 1 503,39 80,0
Turkestan 162,4 85,43 247,85 65,5
Zhezkazgan 359,1 97,14 456,22 78,7
Note: Complied by the source [23].

Astana experienced a remarkable absolute change of 5,246.2 billion tenge, starting from 2,635.70
billion tenge and reaching 7,881.90 billion tenge. This 66.6% increase signifies a substantial economic
upturn within the city. Almaty similarly showcased a notable absolute change of 6,147.5 billion tenge,
starting at 2,797.30 billion tenge and concluding at 8,944.80 billion tenge. This growth of 68.7%
indicates robust economic expansion within Almaty.

Shymkent demonstrated a significant absolute change of 2,214.6 billion tenge, starting from
474.60 billion tenge and concluding at 2,689.20 billion tenge. With an 82.4% increase, Shymkent
showcases substantial economic advancements.

These numbers illustrate substantial economic growth and development within these cities.
The notable absolute changes in GRP underscore a flourishing economic landscape, possibly driven
by diverse economic activities, successful investment strategies, infrastructure developments,
and conducive business environments. This growth positions these cities as key economic drivers,
attracting investments and fostering sustained economic progress within their respective regions.

Kyzylorda showed a moderate absolute change of 571.5 billion tenge, starting at 445.14 billion
tenge and concluding at 1,016.64 billion tenge, reflecting a growth of 56.2%. Aktau displayed a
relatively lower absolute change of 690.9 billion tenge, starting from 809.31 billion tenge and reaching
1,500.18 billion tenge, with a growth rate of 46.1%. This growth indicates a more moderate economic
performance compared to other cities.

Karaganda presented a solid absolute change of 1,846.7 billion tenge, starting at 499.57 billion
tenge and reaching 2,346.26 billion tenge, marking a growth rate of 78.7%/ The results indicated a
reasonably robust economic performance within this city.

Kostanay demonstrated a notable absolute change of 1,087.3 billion tenge, starting from 262.12
billion tenge and concluding at 1,349.43 billion tenge, representing a growth of 80.6%. This growth
signifies commendable economic expansion within Kostanay.

The provided data in table 4 presents changes in the number of small and medium enterprises
(SMEs) across various cities, reflecting shifts in entrepreneurial activities during 2010-2022.

Table 4 — Number of SMEs, 2010-2022

City Change, bln. Starting value,bln. Ending value,bln. Percentage change
Astana 63915 30492 94 407 67,7
Almaty 59 155 81269 140 424 42,1
Shymkent 12 400 14 604 27 004 45,9
Semey - 733 4033 3299 =222
Kokshetau 835 2019 2 854 29,3
Aktobe 3 898 5788 9 687 40,2
Konaev 277 1416 1692 16,4
Atyrau 1579 2670 4249 37,2
Ust-Kamenogorsk - 867 4766 3899 -22,2
Taraz 2 062 2 748 4810 42,9
Taldykorgan 400 2 045 2444 16,4
Uralsk 1997 2571 4568 43,7
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Continuation of table 4

Karaganda 3054 7 185 10239 29.8
Kostanay 824 3138 3962 20,8
Kyzylorda 1333 2048 3381 39,4
Aktau 1981 2613 4594 43,1
Pavlodar 2204 4470 6674 33,0
Petropavlovsk 979 3268 4247 23,1
Turkestan 722 1634 2 356 30,6
Zhezkazgan 509 1197 1706 29,8
Note: Complied by the source [23].

A vibrant entrepreneurial environment and potentially favorable business conditions along with
moderate expansion in SMEs demonstrated Astana and Almaty. Astana witnessed a substantial increase
of 63,915 SMEs, escalating from 30,492 to 94,407 SMEs, representing a significant 67.7% growth.
Almaty demonstrated an addition of 59,155 SMEs, rising from 81,269 to 140,424 SMEs, marking a
growth rate of 42.1%. Shymkent demonstrated a positive but slightly more restrained entrepreneurial
development compared to other cities with the rise of 12,400 SMEs, advancing from 14,604 to 27,004
SMEs, reflecting a growth of 45.9%.

The data also highlights fluctuations in SMEs within other cities, showcasing both positive and
negative trends. Uralsk, Taraz, and Aktau, experienced significant growth rates ranging from 42.9% to
43.7%, suggesting robust entrepreneurial growth. Conversely, Ust-Kamenogorsk and Semey showed
declines of 22.2%, indicating a reduction in SMEs within these regions during the specified period.

In table 5 the dataset portrays shifts in investments in fixed assets across various cities, offering
insights into regional economic development and capital deployment in the specified cities.

Table 5 — Investments in fixed assets, thousand, 20102022

City Change, bln. Starting value,bln. Ending value,bln. Percentage change
Astana 1 066,0 396,56 1462,52 72,9
Almaty 1 009,6 398,41 1 407,99 71,7
Shymkent 465,6 84,03 549,62 84,7
Semey 90,3 31,83 122,16 73,9
Ust-Kamenogorsk 98,5 34,72 133,27 73,9
Kokshetau 89,9 20,30 110,19 81,6
Aktobe 291,8 178,60 470,42 62,0
Konaev 27,7 27,59 55,25 50,1
Taraz 90,1 46,98 137,12 65,7
Taldykorgan 36,9 36,79 73,67 50,1
Uralsk 112,6 86,43 199,02 56,6
Karaganda 185,0 75,99 260,97 70,9
Kostanay 100,2 32,63 132,86 75,4
Kyzylorda 49,9 74,06 123,99 40,3
Aktau 115,8 104,17 220,01 52,7
Pavlodar 2452 81,62 326,83 75,0
Petropavlovsk 120,6 19,46 140,01 86,1
Turkestan 104,6 36,76 141,34 74,0
Zhezkazgan 41,1 16,89 57,99 70,9
Atyrau 569,4 331,62 901,05 63,2
Note: Complied by the source [23].

Astana and Almaty displayed substantial increments of 1,066.0 billion and 1,009.6 billion tenge,
respectively, resulting in 72.9% and 71.7% growth. These metropolises, as economic hubs, exhibit
robust investment activities, likely driven by diverse sectors and infrastructure enhancements.
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Shymkent and Ust-Kamenogorsk showcased remarkable increases of 465.6 billion and 98.5
billion tenge, respectively, with growth rates of 84.7% and 73.9%. Petropavlovsk demonstrated
notable growth, surging by 120.6 billion tenge, representing an 86.1% increase.

Kyzylorda depicted a more moderate growth of 49.9 billion tenge, with a 40.3% increase.
However, the results for Kyzylorda signify a comparatively restrained investment pattern compared
to other cities. Atyrau despite a substantial increment of 569.4 billion tenge, the growth rate stands at
63.2%, reflecting a notable investment surge but at a relatively lower percentage compared to other
cities.

There was observed significant capital infusion, potentially contributing to economic development
initiatives potentially directed towards infrastructural or industrial projects in Semey, Aktobe and
Kokshetau. Semey displayed a substantial increase of 90.3 billion tenge, representing a growth rate
of 73.9%. Kokshetau showcased notable growth of 89.9 billion tenge, with a growth rate of 81.6%.
Aktobe demonstrated an increase of 291.8 billion tenge, achieving a growth rate of 62.0%.

Konaev and Taldykorgan exhibited more moderate growth rates at 50.1% for an increase of 27.7
billion tenge and 36.9 billion tenge, respectively, reflecting a relatively restrained but still positive
investment trend. Uralsk presented a rise of 112.6 billion tenge, with a growth rate of 56.6%, indicating
moderate but progressive investments contributing to the city’s economic landscape. Karaganda,
Kostanay, Pavlodar, Turkestan, Zhezkazgan, and Aktau showcased growth rates ranging from 70.9%
to 75.4%, with varying absolute increases, underscoring diverse but significant investments impacting
their economic trajectories.

The dataset in retail trade across various cities is presented in table 6.

Table 6 — Retail trade, thousand tenge, 2010-2022

City Change, bln. Starting value,bln. Ending value,bln. Percentage change
Astana 1217 413 1629 74,7
Almaty 1741 691 2432 71,6
Shymkent 452 188 640 70,7
Semey 277 46 324 85,7
Kokshetau 277 46 324 85,7
Aktobe 62 22 84 74,1
Konaev 233 130 364 64,2
Atyrau 24 6 31 79,9
Ust-Kamenogorsk 94 21 115 81,8
Taraz 33 8 41 79,9
Taldykorgan 189 58 248 76,4
Uralsk 328 88 416 78,8
Karaganda 161 32 192 83,6
Kostanay 114 35 149 76,5
Kyzylorda 102 43 145 70,7
Aktau 263 70 333 78,9
Pavlodar 204 49 253 80,6
Petropavlovsk 17 3 20 83,9
Turkestan 55 15 69 78,8
Zhezkazgan 124 74 198 62,5
Note: Complied by the source [23].

Astana, Almaty, and Shymkent displayed substantial increases in retail trade, with Astana
witnessing a significant increment of 1,217 billion tenge, reaching 1,629 billion tenge (74.7% rise).
Almaty and Shymkent also experienced notable surges of 1,741 billion tenge (71.6% growth) and 452

337



«Typan» yHUBEPCUTETIHIH XabapIIbIChly FRUIBIMU KypHabl 2024 x. Ne 2(102)

billion tenge (70.7% growth), respectively. These major cities showcase robust economic activity,
potentially fueled by diverse economic sectors and higher disposable incomes.

Semey and Kokshetau exhibited parallel growth in retail trade, both witnessing an increase of 277
billion tenge, achieving a similar 85.7% growth rate. This consistent growth might indicate parallel
economic expansions in these regions, potentially influenced by similar market factors.

Petropavlovsk and Zhezkazgan presented more moderate increases in retail trade, with
Petropavlovsk recording a rise of 17 billion tenge (83.9% growth) and Zhezkazgan experiencing a
124 billion tenge increase (62.5% growth). Konaev demonstrated a substantial rise of 233 billion
tenge (64.2% growth), showcasing a noteworthy upsurge in retail trade, albeit at a slightly lower rate
compared to larger metropolitan areas.

Overall, these fluctuations reflect varying levels of economic activity across cities, with major
urban centers experiencing robust retail growth, while others exhibit more moderate but positive
trajectories in retail trade.

Aktobe and Atyrau showed relatively modest increases in retail trade, with Aktobe recording a 62
billion tenge rise (74.1% growth) and Atyrau displaying a 24 billion tenge increase (79.9% growth).
Ust-Kamenogorsk and Taraz reflected moderate growth in retail trade, with Ust-Kamenogorsk
exhibiting a 94 billion tenge increase (81.8% growth) and Taraz showcasing a 33 billion tenge rise
(79.9% growth).

Taldykorgan and Uralsk demonstrated noteworthy increases in retail trade, with Taldykorgan
showing a rise of 189 billion tenge (76.4% growth) and Uralsk displaying a 328 billion tenge increase
(78.8% growth). These cities portray substantial growth rates, indicating vibrant economic activities
contributing to economic vibrancy. Karaganda, Kostanay, Kyzylorda, Aktau, Pavlodar, and Turkestan
exhibited robust growth rates ranging from 70.7% to 83.6% in retail trade, showcasing varying
absolute increases and highlighting economic expansions within these regions.

The data on population growth across various cities is given in Table 7 and reflects a spectrum of
demographic shifts and urban dynamics over the specified period (2010-2022).

Table 7 — Population growth, thousand, 2010-2022

City Change, bin. Starting value,bln. Ending value,bln. Percentage change

Astana 647 649 1296 50
Almaty 711 1391 2101 34
Shymkent 359 804 1162 31
Semey - 146 308 161 - 91
Ust-Kamenogorsk - 173 363 191 - 91
Kokshetau 10 140 149 6
Aktobe 75 374 449 17
Konaev - 32 165 133 - 24
Taraz 56 331 387 14
Taldykorgan - 43 220 177 - 24
Uralsk 29 223 253 12
Karaganda - 76 485 409 - 19
Kostanay - 13 239 226 - 6
Kyzylorda 40 207 247 16
Aktau 68 141 209 33
Pavlodar 5 328 333 2
Petropavlovsk - 20 225 205 - 10
Turkestan - 59 352 292 - 20
Zhezkazgan - 13 81 68 - 19
Atyrau 48 156 204 24
Note: Complied by the source [23].
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Astana, Almaty, and Shymkent experienced significant increases in population. Astana witnessed
a rise of 647 thousand individuals, Almaty surged by 711 thousand, and Shymkent saw a growth of
359 thousand residents. However, despite these substantial numeric increases, they recorded relatively
lower percentage changes of 50%, 34%, and 31%, respectively. This suggests a considerable base
population that experienced notable numeric growth but at a relatively slower rate compared to smaller
cities.

Declines in population size were observed in the following cities. Semey and Ust-Kamenogorsk
faced substantial negative population growth rates of -91%. Semey encountered a decline of 146
thousand individuals, while Ust-Kamenogorsk experienced a reduction of 173 thousand residents.
Aktau, Atyrau, and Kyzylorda showcased moderate yet positive growth rates, suggesting sustained but
not explosive urban expansion. Conversely, cities including Karaganda, Zhezkazgan, Petropavlovsk,
Turkestan, and others faced population declines, ranging from -6% to -24%.

The data on average salaries across cities is given in the table 8 and demonstrates varying increases,
highlighting shifts in income levels over the specified period (2010-2022).

Table 8 — Average salary, thousand tenge, 20102022

City Change, bin. Starting value,bln. Ending value,bln. Percentage change

Astana 291 118 409 71,1
Almaty 247 108 355 69,5
Shymkent 217 18 235 92,5
Semey 49 14 63 77,2
Ust-Kamenogorsk 58 17 75 77,2
Kokshetau 37 11 48 77,1
Aktobe 100 35 134 74,1
Konaev 18 5 24 77,0
Taraz 57 18 75 76,5
Taldykorgan 28 8 37 77,0
Uralsk 73 29 102 71,8
Karaganda 77 25 102 75,6
Kostanay 52 16 68 76,1
Kyzylorda 58 22 80 72,7
Aktau 91 38 129 70,8
Pavlodar 94 27 120 78,0
Petropavlovsk 78 25 104 75,5
Turkestan 24 32 75,8
Zhezkazgan 15 20 75,6
Atyrau 113 44 157 71,8
Note: Complied by the source [23].

Significant income improvements are observed in Shymkent, Ust-Kamenogorsk, Kokshetau,

Semey, Taldykorgan and Pavlodar. Shymkent and Ust-Kamenogorsk lead with a substantial 92.5% and
77.2% growth rate, respectively, in average salaries. Kokshetau, Semey, and Taldykorgan demonstrated
a 77.1%, 77.2%, and 77.0% increase in average salaries, respectively. Pavlodar exhibited a notable
78.0% growth in average salaries.

Other cities showed a positive growth rate ranging from 69.5% to 76.5%. While slightly lower
than the aforementioned cities, these figures still indicate considerable increases in average salaries,
showcasing overall improvements in income levels across various regions.

The data on the population below the subsistence level is presented in table 9 and showed varied
socioeconomic realities across cities in Kazakhstan, revealing stark differences in economic conditions
and welfare, for the period 2010-2022.

339



«Typan» yHUBEPCUTETIHIH XabapIIbIChly FRUIBIMU KypHabl 2024 x. Ne 2(102)

Table 9 — Population with income below the subsistence level, percentage, 2010-2022

City Change, bln. Starting value,bln. Ending value,bln. Percentage change
Astana - 1,10 3,40 2,30 -47,8
Almaty 2,90 2,60 5,50 52,7
Shymkent 2,66 1,14 3,80 70,0
Semey - 0,50 1,85 1,35 -36,9
Ust-Kamenogorsk - 0,56 2,18 1,62 -34,8
Kokshetau 0,28 0,84 1,12 25,4
Aktobe - 1,40 2,94 1,54 -90,9
Konaev - 0,25 0,59 0,34 -74,7
Taraz - 0,10 1,70 1,60 -6,0
Taldykorgan - 0,38 0,79 0,41 -93,2
Uralsk - 1,04 2,48 1,44 -72,2
Karaganda - 1,02 2,30 1,28 -80,0
Kostanay - 0,41 1,81 1,40 -29,2
Kyzylorda - 1,74 3,48 1,74 -100,0
Aktau - 1,77 3,22 1,45 -122,1
Pavlodar - 0,14 1,76 1,62 -8,6
Petropavlovsk 0,25 2,05 2,30 10,8
Turkestan 1,24 0,38 1,62 76,3
Zhezkazgan - 0,08 0,38 0,30 -28.0
Atyrau - 0,80 1,77 0,97 -82,5
Note: Complied by the source [23].

Potential improvements in economic conditions, reflected in a smaller proportion of the
population struggling with meeting basic needs were observed Astana, Semey, Ust-Kamenogorsk,
Taraz, Kostanay, Petropavlovsk, Kokshetau, and Zhezkazgan. The results showcased reductions in the
percentage of the population below the subsistence level. These declines range from -6% to -93.2%.

Conversely, several cities, notably Aktau, Kyzylorda, Atyrau, Aktobe, Uralsk, Karaganda, and
Konaev, experienced significant rises in the percentage of the population below the subsistence level.
The increases range from 52.7% to 122.1%, highlighting economic challenges leading to a larger
share of the population facing financial hardships or struggling to meet basic living standards.

It must be mentioned that Almaty, Shymkent, and Turkestan exhibited notable positive changes
in this indicator, with percentages rising between 10.8% and 70%. These increases suggest potential
economic strains or shifts in social conditions leading to a larger portion of the population falling
below the subsistence level within these regions.

Table 10 — City ranking, 2010-2022

Rank | City Total Percentage Economic Interpretation
Change

1 Turkestan 538.9 Strong economic performance across multiple areas. Favorable
business environment and investment opportunities.

2 Kostanay 467.4 Strong economic performance across multiple areas. Favorable
business environment and investment opportunities.

3 Almaty 466.6 Strong economic performance across multiple areas. Favorable
business environment and investment opportunities.

4 Zhezkazgan 458.1 Strong economic performance across multiple areas. Favorable
business environment and investment opportunities.

5 Uralsk 403.1 Strong economic performance across multiple areas. Favorable
business environment and investment opportunities.

6 Karaganda 392.8 Strong economic performance across multiple areas. Favorable
business environment and investment opportunities.
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Continuation of Table 10

7 Atyrau 382.7 Strong economic performance across multiple areas. Favorable
business environment and investment opportunities.
8 Ust- 346.1 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
Kamenogorsk economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.
9 Semey 324.2 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.

10 Petropavlovsk 317.5 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.

11 Aktau 286.4 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.

12 Kokshetau 219.0 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.

13 Aktobe 206.9 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.

14 Astana 193.1 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.

15 Pavlodar 122.9 Mixed economic performance. Stable but not rapidly growing
economy. Transitional phase or specific sectoral challenges.

16 Kyzylorda 100.8 Significant economic challenges. Potential issues in
poverty, salaries, and business environment. Needs targeted
interventions.

17 Konaev -470.4 Significant economic challenges. Potential issues in
poverty, salaries, and business environment. Needs targeted
interventions.

18 Taldykorgan -472.9 Significant economic challenges. Potential issues in
poverty, salaries, and business environment. Needs targeted
interventions.

19 Taraz -1250.0 Significant economic challenges. Potential issues in
poverty, salaries, and business environment. Needs targeted
interventions.

20 Shymkent -1988544.9 Data anomalies or severe economic challenges. Possible
economic crisis or major downturn. Requires further
investigation.

Note: Complied based on the calculations.

Highly Ranked Cities. These cities likely exhibit strong economic performance across multiple
areas, such as low poverty rates, high average salaries, and robust retail trade. The positive changes
in indicators like investments in fixed assets and growth in the number of SMEs suggest a favorable
business environment, possibly indicating good investment opportunities and entrepreneurial activity.
High rankings in receipts of payments and taxes to the budget and the National Fund may reflect a
strong economic base and effective fiscal management.

Mid-Ranked Cities. These cities show a mixed performance across the indicators. While they
may excel in certain areas, they might be lagging in others. The average salary, population growth,
and retail trade figures could be moderate, indicating a stable but not rapidly growing economy. Thus,
these cities may be experiencing transitional phases or might have specific challenges in certain sectors
that are offset by strengths in others.

Low-Ranked Cities. These cities are likely facing significant economic challenges. Negative
values in key indicators suggest issues like higher poverty rates, lower average salaries, and possibly
declining retail trade. Negative figures in investments and SME growth could indicate a less favorable
business environment, potentially due to factors like regulatory challenges, limited access to capital,
or broader economic difficulties. The extremely large negative value for Shymkent could be explained
with lack of data.

Conclusion

A study of the economic indicators of Kazakhstan’s cities revealed significant differences in their
economic and social development. The classification of cities into high-, medium- and low-ranking is
based on aggregated data on key indicators such as poverty levels, average wages, population growth,
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retail trade and others. This division allows us to more deeply understand the level of economic
development at the level of individual cities and regions.

The study emphasized that, despite the general improvement in the economic situation in some
regions, the problem of poverty remains relevant. The differences in economic and social conditions
in different cities are significant. Individual cities, such as Astana and Almaty, have demonstrated
significant success in the fight against poverty, which is associated with effective innovative economic
strategies and a developed social support system.

On the other hand, in cities such as Uralsk and Kostanay, there is an increase in the number of
people living in low-income conditions. This highlights the need for more detailed analysis of the
reasons behind such trends and the development of targeted strategies to alleviate poverty.

The study results reflect the heterogeneity of economic and social development in different
regions. This highlights the importance of a tailored approach to economic planning and social policy.
While some cities are experiencing remarkable economic growth and declining poverty rates, others
are facing increasing social problems.

The study confirms that the economic and social development of Kazakhstan’s cities is
heterogeneous, which requires an integrated and differentiated approach in the development and
implementation of economic strategies and social programs. The successes of some cities can serve as
a model for other regions, while problem areas require special attention and urgent action to alleviate
poverty and stimulate economic growth.

Thus, the results of the study are an important contribution to the understanding of regional
economic dynamics and can serve as a basis for the development of more effective regional development
strategies.

Funding information. The article was prepared within the framework of the grant funding
project of the Science Committee of the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Republic
of Kazakhstan «Strategy for the development of the regional potential of Kazakhstan: assessment
of socio-cultural and economic potentials, development of a road map, model and development
scenarios» BR18574240.
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OLIEHKA DKOHOMHYECKUX JIAHJAIIADTOB:
PEWTHUHIY T'OPOJIOB (2010-2022 I'T.)

AHHOTALUA
O1ieHKa COCTOSTHHS TOPOIOB UMEET PENIAtOIIee 3HaYEHHE JUIsl IOHMMAHUs JHHAMUKHI Pa3BUTHsI TOPOIOB, OIIpe-
JIeNieHnst 00acTel st yiydlieHuss U pOpMyJTUpPOBAHHS II€JEHANPABIEHHON MOJUTHKH MO MOBBIIIEHHIO KauecTBa
JKHU3HU jkuTeNei. JlaHHoe ucciieIoBaHie COCPE0TOUEHO Ha OlEHKe MeranoaucoB KazaxcraHa mo 1eBsTH mokasare-
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JISIM, CTPYIITMPOBAHHBIM 110 (PMHAHCOBOMY M 9KOHOMHUYECKOMY COCTOSIHUIO, Pa3BUTHIO OM3HECa U YPOBHIO ku3HH. C
HCIIONIb30BAaHUEM METO/IOB CPAaBHUTEIBHOTO aHAJIM3a U PAH)KUPOBAHUSI B MICCIIEI0OBAHIH OIIEHUBAIOTCS OIO/PKETHBIC
ACCHUTHOBAHMS, TMHAMHKA YMCICHHOCTH HACEIICHNUS, IPOMBIILICHHBIH POCT 1 BIMSHUE CTPATETHYECKUX HHBECTHIINH
Ha pa3BuTHE roponoB. Onupasich Ha TEKyIIHE SKOHOMHYECKHE U JIeMOrpadUuecKie TeHICHINH, aBTOPhI paccMa-
TPUBAIOT POJIb TOPOJOB KaK JIBMXKYIIUX CHJI SKOHOMHUYECKOTO pOCTa U MOAYEPKHBAETCS BaXKHOCTh YCTPAHEHUS CO-
[IUAJIBHOTO U SKOHOMUYECKOro HepaBeHCTBa. [locpeacTBoM 0030pa IuTepaTyphl HCCIeJOBAHIE KOHTEKCTYaIH3UpyeT
MOJyYCHHBIE PE3yNIbTaThl B paMKax OoJiee IMPOKOro JUCKypca 00 ypOaHU3aluK 1 IKOHOMHUYECKOM Pa3BUTHH, TTOJI-
YepKuBask HEOOXOTMMOCTb Pa3padOTKH JETAIM3UPOBAHHBIX CTPATEruil JUIsl YCTPAaHEHHsI PErHOHAIBHBIX PA3IHUMH.
MeTomomornIecky HCIONIb3yeTCsl PEUTHHTOBAsI CHCTEMa, OCHOBaHHAsI Ha KOJTMYECTBEHHBIX TIOKA3aTelIsX 3a EPHO/] C
2010 mo 2022 rr., ¢ BU3yanu3anueil TeIoBOM KapThl s WUTIOCTPAUU PEHTHHTa TOPOIOB IO PA3INIHBIM ITOKa3a-
tensiM. ComIacHO arperupoBaHHBIM JIaHHBIM IO KJIIOUYEBBIM 3KOHOMHUYECKHM OKa3aTelsiM ropoja ObUIN pa3/ieeHbl
Ha TPU KaTErOPHUU: C BBICOKUM PEUTUHIOM, CO CPEJHUM PEUTUHIOM U C HU3KUM pelTuHrom. MccinenoBanue cro-
coOcTBYeT Oosee IIyOOKOMY IOHMMAHUIO FOPOJICKOro pa3BuTus B Ka3zaxcTaHe u JaeT IPeACTaBICHUE O Pa3paboTKe
MOJIUTHUKHY, HAIIPABJIEHHON Ha COAEHUCTBHE YCTOIHUMBOMY M MHKIIIO3UBHOMY POCTY B Me€ranoiucax. AHanu3 pedTHH-
ra TOpPOJOB ITOKA3bIBAeT pa3HOOOpa3HbIM 3koHOMHUYecKHi JanamadTt B ropoxax Kaszaxcrana. 'opona ¢ BeICOKHM
PEHTHHTOM JEMOHCTPHUPYIOT YCTOMUYHMBBIE SKOHOMHYECKHE MOKA3aTeN ¢ HU3KHUM YPOBHEM O€IHOCTH, BHICOKHMMH
CpeHIMU 3apIliaTaMU ¥ aKTHBHON PO3HUYHOI TOProBIIEH, UTO yKa3bIBa€T HA MHOTOOOEIAIOIIIE TIEPCIIEKTUBEI AT
6usHeca. ['opoza co cpeTHUM PEHTHHIOM JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT HEOAHO3HAUHbIE MIOKA3aTeNld, B TO BpeMsl Kak ropoja c
HU3KUM PEHTHHIOM CTaJIKMBAIOTCSl CO 3HAYUTEIbHBIMU SKOHOMHYECKHMH MPOOIeMaMu, BKIIIOYast pocT OeJHOCTH,
CHIDKEHHE 3apIliaT ¥ MOTEHIUAIbHbII cllajl B TOProOBIIE.

KroueBble c10Ba: pernoHaNbHBIN aHAN3, TOPOJACKAs SKOHOMHUKA, Pa3BUTHE, SKOHOMUUECKas AndepeHima-
1M1, COLIMAIbHOE Pa3BUTHUE, TOPOJIAa CTPAHBI, PEUTHHT.
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3KOHOMUKAJIBIK JIAHIIIAGTTAPIbI BAFAJIAY:
KAJIA PEATHHTI (20102022 %K.

AHxarna

Kananapns! Oaranay — KaJlaHbIH JaMy JWHAMHUKACHIH TYCIHY, )KaKcapTy OarbITTapblH aHBIKTAy >KOHE TYPFbBIH-
JapIblH OMip CYpy CalachlH >KakcapTy OOWBIHIIA MaKCaTThl CascaTThl KAJBIITACTBIPY YLIIH ©TC MaHbI3IblL. by
3eprTey KazakcTaHHBIH METaroluCTepiH Kap KbUIBIK-DKOHOMHUKANBIK JKaif-KyH, OM3HECTIH JaMyBl KOHE eMip cypy
JICHre#i OOMBIHINA TONTACTHIPBIIFAH TOFBI3 KOPCETKINI OOWbIHIIA Oaranayra OarsiTTanFad. CambICTBIPMAITbl Talaay
JKOHE capasiay 9[IICTepiH KOJIJaHa OTBIPBIII, 3¢PTTCY OFOUKETTIK KapakaTThl, XaIbIKThIH JHHAMUKACHIH, OHCPKICIMTIK
OCyJli JKOHE CTpPATervsuUIbIK WHBECTHLMUIAP/ABIH Kajla KYpBUIBICBIHA ocepiH Oaramaiinbel. Kasipri SKOHOMHKAIBIK
JKQHE JIeMorpadusuIbIK TeHJICHIMsUIApFa CYHEHE OTBIPBII, 3epTTey KallaJlapAblH SYKOHOMUKAIIBIK ©CY/IiH KO3FayIIbl
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KYIII PETIHACT] POIIH 3ePTTCHII JKOHE QJICYMETTIK JKOHE YKOHOMHKAIIBIK TCHCI3MIKTEPl HKOIBIH MaHbI3IbLIBIFBIH
KepceTei. ©nedueTTepre Moy JKacai OTHIPHII, 3ePTTey YpOaHU3aKs KOHE IKOHOMHUKAIBIK 1aMy TYpaJibl KEHIpeK
JIUCKYPCTaFbl HOTIDKENEP/l KOHTEKCTTEH/Ti, Oy aliMakThIK albIPMAIIBLIBIKTAP/IbI KOO YIIIH erkeHd-Terkeii
CTpaTeTHsUIapabIH KKETTUITH KepceTeni. OmicTeMenik Typreiaan anranma, 2010 sxemman 2022 xpurFa JeHiHT1
CaHJIBIK KOPCETKIMITePre HeTi3eTeH PEHTHHITIK KY€ )KYMBIC ICTCH/I1, )KBITY KapTachIHBIH BH3YaJIN3aIUsIChI OPTYPIIi
KOpCeTKilITep OOMBIHIIA Kajla pEUTHHITEPIH KOPCETY VIIIH KOJAaHbuIaabl. Herisri 5KOHOMHUKAJIBIK KOPCETKIIITEp
OOWBIHIIIA YKMHAKTAIFAH JCPEKTeP/i Maiiamana OThIPHIIN, Kajdajap YII CaHaTKa KIKTEJi: )KOFaphl TOPEexKei, opTa
TTopexkei )KoHe TOMeH nopexeni. 3eprrey KazakcTaHHBIH Kalla KYPBUTBICHIH TEPEHIPEK TYCIHYTE BIKITAT CTeIl JKOHE
OHBIH METaIoJIMCTEPiHIH TYPAKThl JKOHE MHKIIIO3MBTI O©CYiHE BIKIAT eTyre OarbITTalFaH CascaTThl TYXKbIPBIMJIAY
yurie aknapat Oepeni. Kama peittunarin Tamgay KasakcTan KamamapbIHIAFBI OPTYPIl SKOHOMUKAIBIK JTaHAMAPTTEI
kepcereni. JKorapbl peHTUHIKE He Kaiajgap KeACHIIKTIH TOMEH ICHICHiMEH, )KOFaphl OpTallla JKaJIaKbIMEH JKOHE
OesceH i OOJIIIeK caylaMeH KOFapbl SKOHOMHUKAJBIK KOPCETKIMITEP/i KepceTemi, Oyl OM3HECTIH KapKblH OoJia-
mIareiH MeH3emi. OpTaima pediTHHTKE He Kaiajaap OPTYpill KepCeTKIITepi KepceTedi, ajl TOMCH PEHTHHIKE Ue
KajlaJiap KeACWIIKTIH KOFapbUIayhl, JKaJaKbIHBIH TOMCHIICYI JKOHE CaylaHBIH TOMEHICYI CHSKTHI 3KOHOMHKAIBIK
KUBIH/BIKTAPFa Tar 00JIa/Ibl.

Tipek ce3iep: aiiMakTHIK TaJaay, Kajla YKOHOMHUKACHI, J]aMy, YKOHOMUKAIIBIK TU(Q(EpeHIHaIHs, IeyMETTIK
Jlamy, eJ1 Kajajuapbl, peUTHHT.
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