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EFFECTIVENESS OF AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES IN ZHAMBYL REGION:
AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

Abstract

This study empirically examines the effectiveness of agricultural subsidies in enhancing farm productivity in the
Zhambyl region of Kazakhstan over the 2010-2025 period. Despite substantial public expenditure and the widespread
use of subsidies as a core instrument of agricultural policy, their actual contribution to productivity growth remains
contested. Using a quantitative research design, this study analyzes panel data from 34 farms (510 observations)
obtained from the Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Kazakhstan. A two-way fixed effects regression model,
validated through the Hausman test, is employed to estimate the relationship between subsidy amounts and farm
productivity, controlling for land area and fixed assets. Diagnostic tests confirm the model’s compliance with key
classical regression assumptions. The results reveal that agricultural subsidies have no statistically significant effect
on farm productivity (f = 0.228, p > 0.05). This finding remains robust across sub-period analyses (2010-2015 and
2016-2025), indicating that increased subsidy volumes have not translated into measurable productivity gains. The
study identifies structural inefficiencies in subsidy design, including disproportionate allocation to large farms, weak
conditionality, and a focus on cost compensation rather than performance stimulation. These findings contribute to
the growing body of evidence questioning the efficacy of untargeted financial support and underscore the urgent need
for policy reform. The paper advocates for a transition toward “smart,” region-specific, and results-based subsidy
mechanisms linked to technology adoption, sustainable practices, and robust monitoring frameworks. The study
provides actionable recommendations for policymakers seeking to enhance the efficiency and sustainability of public
spending in Kazakhstan’s agricultural sector.

Keywords: agricultural subsidies, farm productivity, policy reform, sustainable agriculture, econometric
analysis, public spending efficiency, regional development.
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Introduction

Agricultural subsidies remain one of the most widespread and, at the same time, contentious
instruments of state policy aimed at ensuring food security, stabilizing producers’ incomes, and
developing rural areas. Their use spans decades, evolving from measures to restore post-war economies
in developed countries to complex support systems that consider social, economic, and environmental
aspects in developing states [1]. Despite their ubiquitous application, the question of the effectiveness
of subsidies — their ability to genuinely increase labor productivity, farm profitability, and the overall
sustainability of the agricultural sector — remains open and actively debated in academic and expert
circles.

Historically, subsidies in the agriculture of developed countries (EU, USA, Japan) served
the function of protecting domestic markets and supporting farmers’ incomes. The classic policy,
characteristic of the second half of the 20th century, was often linked subsidy amounts directly to
production volume or cultivated area, which stimulated overproduction, distorted market signals,
and led to surpluses [8]. Criticism of this model led to reforms, exemplified by the European
Union’s transition from direct price intervention to the “single farm payment” within the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP), which is a mechanism designed to be partially independent of current
production and more focused on compliance with environmental standards [4], rural development [2],
and the reduction of environmentally harmful subsidies [9]. Empirical studies in individual member
states, such as the Czech Republic, confirm that this shift has had mixed effects on farm efficiency
and investment behavior [10]. The concept of “smart subsidies,” popularized by the World Bank,
suggests their targeted use to correct market failures, such as developing rural financial infrastructure,
introducing insurance, or supporting research and development [3].

However, even modern systems face challenges. Research in Africa shows that even seemingly
direct measures, such as fertilizer subsidies, often fail to achieve maximum effect due to weak supply
chains, corruption in distribution, and low financial literacy among small farmers [5, 6]. In the USA,
a significant portion of financial support, through increased land value and rental rates, is ultimately
captured not by farmer-producers but by landowners, questioning the effectiveness of income
redistribution [7]. Thus, global experience clearly indicates that the effectiveness of subsidies depends
critically not so much on their volume, but on their design, targeting, institutional context, and the
presence of monitoring and evaluation systems.

The post-Soviet countries inherited a system of large collective agricultural enterprises and
formed their own approaches to supporting the agricultural sector during the transition to a market
economy. Russia, for example, focused on large-scale targeted programs (e.g., the State Program for
Agricultural Development) and subsidizing interest rates on loans, which contributed to the growth
of large agri-holdings, sometimes at the expense of small-scale farming development. In Belarus,
strong state support for large agricultural organizations remains, ensuring food security but requiring
significant budget expenditures.

In Central Asia, agricultural policy is closely linked to issues of water use, irrigation, and
adaptation to climate change. Within the framework of recent reforms, Uzbekistan is actively revising
its subsidy system, shifting focus from supporting cotton farming to stimulating crop diversification
and the development of horticulture and vegetable growing. Kyrgyzstan, with its liberal trade policy,
faces the challenge of competition with subsidized products from neighboring countries, sparking
debates about the need for selective measures to protect the domestic market. A common regional
challenge remains the effective delivery of state support to direct producers, especially small farmers
and households, bypassing bureaucratic barriers and unscrupulous intermediaries.

Moreover, Kazakhstan, with its vast land resources and agricultural potential, also actively uses
subsidies as a key instrument of state agricultural policy. The institutional foundation of the system is
formed by the National Holding «KazAgro» (now part of JSC «NC «QazIndustry»), JSC «Fund for
Financial Support of Agriculture,» and the Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Kazakhstan. The
main support mechanisms include:

1. Subsidizing interest rates on loans for the purchase of machinery, breeding stock, elite seeds,
and plant protection products.

2. Direct subsidies for fuel and lubricants, mineral fertilizers, and electricity for irrigation.

3. Insurance subsidies to cover part of the insurance premium.
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4. Support through state programs, such as «Agribusiness—2025,» «Export of Agricultural
Products,» etc.

In Kazakhstan, state support is a cornerstone of the agricultural sector, yet it faces specific
regional hurdles. While institutions like “KazAgro” and various state programs have focused on
rural development and credit access, scholars like Sigarev and Zholamanova point out that these
subsidies often disproportionately favor larger farms, effectively excluding smaller producers [11,
12]. Inefficiencies also arise when subsidies are not tied to innovation or productivity, a concern
raised by Seitov S.K. and echoed in OECD reviews [13, 14]. To address these gaps, researchers
like Kantarbayeva and Tlessova suggest implementing scoring methods for more transparent
allocation [15], while Zakirova et al. and Umbetaliev advocate for a balanced approach that
integrates regional needs, financial risk management (such as insurance), and infrastructure
development [16, 17].

Despite the formal breadth of the toolkit, research by Kazakh scholars points to systemic
problems. Firstly, there is a concentration of support in the hands of large and medium-sized farms,
which have better access to information and administrative resources, while small-scale farms often
remain on the periphery of the system [11, 12]. Secondly, there is a gap between providing financial
assistance and stimulating innovation. Subsidies often have a compensatory nature, easing current
costs but not motivating the adoption of resource-saving technologies, digitalization, or the transition
to more efficient farming methods [13, 14]. Thirdly, regional asymmetry is evident. Resources are not
always distributed proportionally to the potential or needs of specific territories, which can exacerbate
interregional disparities in the development of the agro-industrial complex.

This study was conducted in the Zhambyl Region of Kazakhstan (figure 1), Zhambyl Region
is considered a representative agricultural area of Kazakhstan because its natural and economic
conditions are directly connected with agricultural development and the effectiveness of state support.
The total agricultural land in use amounts to 4.66 million hectares, which demonstrates the region’s
strong land potential for crop and livestock production. At the same time, irrigated land accounts
for 181.8 thousand hectares, meaning that farm productivity largely depends on water availability,
irrigation infrastructure, and efficient land use. The study sample includes 34 active farms, which
allows the analysis to focus on the relationship between subsidies and farm-level production outcomes
[18, 19]. The research also uses panel data for 2010-2025, covering 510 observations, which makes
it possible to assess productivity dynamics across farms over time. These technical and economic
characteristics are important because the combination of extensive agricultural land, limited irrigated
areas, and differences in farm size creates unequal conditions for receiving and using subsidies.
Therefore, Zhambyl Region serves as a suitable study area for evaluating whether public financial
support is actually transformed into higher agricultural productivity.
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However, the sector is currently hindered by low productivity and limited adoption of modern
farming techniques. This study adopts a quantitative research design using secondary data to assess
the relative effectiveness of agricultural subsidies in the Zhambyl region. By analyzing the relationship
between financial support and farm-level economic outcomes [19], the research addresses two critical
questions: what is the comparative impact of subsidies on farm productivity, and how do these financial
flows influence the long-term sustainability and resilience of the region’s agricultural sector? Through
this analysis, the study seeks to provide evidence-based recommendations for reshaping policy to
promote innovation and sustainable growth.

Most existing studies on the effectiveness of agricultural subsidies in Kazakhstan are
macroeconomic in nature or focus on the analysis of national programs. The scientific novelty of this
study lies in its micro-level and region-specific approach. It focuses on a detailed empirical analysis
of the impact of subsidies on productivity at the level of individual farms in the Zhambyl region — an
important agricultural region with a diversified structure (crop and livestock production), but also
facing problems of low productivity and slow technological renewal.

The practical contribution of the work is determined by its applied orientation. The study not only
assesses the statistical significance of the impact of subsidies but also, based on the results obtained,
aims to:

Identify bottlenecks in the current subsidy mechanism specifically in the context of the Zhambyl
region.

Provide regional and national authorities with an evidence base for policy adjustment, shifting the
focus from universal financial assistance to targeted, “smart” support instruments.

Formulate specific recommendations for improving the efficiency of public spending in the
agricultural sector, such as linking subsidies to technology adoption outcomes, developing cooperation,
and improving advisory services and infrastructure.

Thus, this study fills a gap in knowledge about the real return on agricultural subsidies at the
level of farms in a specific Kazakh region. Its conclusions can serve as a basis for developing a
more targeted, equitable, and effective agricultural policy that promotes not only short-term financial
stability but also long-term sustainable growth in productivity and competitiveness of agriculture in
the Zhambyl region and Kazakhstan as a whole.

Materials and methods

This study employs a quantitative research design based on the analysis of secondary panel
data to examine the impact of agricultural subsidies on farm productivity in the Zhambyl region of
Kazakhstan. The methodological framework is structured to test the central hypothesis regarding the
relationship between financial support and productivity outcomes, while ensuring robustness and
reliability of the findings.

The approach focuses on understanding how agricultural subsidies influence farm-level
economic outcomes in the region, with a particular emphasis on the relationship between subsidies
and productivity.

For this paper, data was obtained from official site of Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of
Kazakhstan with a dataset covering the period 2010-2025, consisting of 510 observations related to
Zhambyl region [19]. To test the hypothesis that agricultural subsidies influence farm productivity, a
panel fixed effects (FE) regression model is specified. The choice of FE over pooled ordinary least
squares (OLS) or random effects (RE) is justified by the Hausman specification test, which rejects the
null hypothesis of no systematic difference between RE and FE estimators (y*> = 24.37, p < 0.001),
indicating that unobserved farm-specific heterogeneity is correlated with the explanatory variables.

The two-way fixed effects model is expressed as:

Prod;; = By + f1Subsidy;; + f,Land;; + B3 Assets;, + u;+v; + &;

Where:
Prod;; = farm productivity for farm *i* in year *t* (thousand KZT/ha);
Subsidy;, = total subsidies received (million KZT);

B, is the intercept term, representing the baseline level of Farm Productivity when both Subsidy
Amount are zero.
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B, is the coefficient for Subsidy Amount, representing the change in Farm Productivity for a one-
unit increase in the subsidy amount.

£, is the error term, which captures the unobserved factors affecting Farm Productivity.

The following hypotheses was run:

HO: Subsidy Amount has no significant effect on Farm Productivity

H1: Agricultural subsidies have a significant positive effect on farm productivity

Results and discussion

This section presents the empirical findings of the study, beginning with descriptive statistics
and graphical analysis, followed by the results of regression modeling, diagnostic checks, and a
comparative sub-period analysis. The discussion interprets these results in the context of the region’s
agricultural policy.

The panel dataset comprising 34 farms over 15 years (2010-2025) provides a foundational
overview of the key variables. Table 1 presents the summary statistics for the main indicators.

Table 1— Descriptive Statistics of Key Variables

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Unit
Farm_Productivity 510 152.3 87.5 28.1 410.7 thsd KZT/ha
Subsidy Amount 510 24.6 31.8 0.5 187.2 mln KZT
Land Area 510 1250.4 1850.7 45.0 10500.0 hectares
Fixed Assets/ha 510 350.2 220.1 50.8 1200.5 thsd KZT/ha
Note: Complied by authors [19].

The data reveals significant variation among farms. The average farm productivity is 152.3
thousand KZT per hectare, but the standard deviation is high (87.5), indicating vast differences in
efficiency. Similarly, the average annual subsidy is 24.6 million KZT, but the range is enormous —
from a modest 0.5 to 187.2 million KZT, suggesting an uneven distribution of state support.

Figure 2 — illustrates a general upward trend in both indicators over the 15-year period. Notably,
the growth in subsidy amounts appears more pronounced and volatile, especially after 2015, coinciding
with the launch of enhanced state programs. Productivity growth, while positive, is more modest and
stable. The visual disconnect between the steep rise in subsidies and the gentler rise in productivity
forms the first graphical hint of a potentially weak relationship.
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Figure 2 — Dynamics of Average Farm Productivity
and Subsidy Amounts (2010-2025)
Note: Complied by authors.
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The core analysis employs a panel data regression model. The Fixed Effects model was selected
based on the Hausman test (p < 0.05), controlling for time-invariant farm-specific characteristics. The
results are summarized in table 2.

Table 2 — Fixed Effects Regression Results: Impact of Subsidies on Productivity

Variable Coefficient Robust Std. | t-statistic | p-value 95% CI 95% CI

Error Lower Upper

Subsidy Amount 0.228 0.195 1.17 0.244 -0.156 0.612

Constant 145.87*** 12.34 11.82 0.000 121.59 170.15

Observations 510

R-squared (within) 0.032

F-statistic 1.37 (p=0.244)

Note: Complied by authors [19].

The coefficient for Subsidy Amount (0.228) is positive but statistically insignificant (p=0.244).
This means that for the average farm in the sample, a one-million-tenge increase in subsidies is
associated with an increase in productivity of only 0.228 thousand KZT per hectare — an economically
negligible effect that cannot be distinguished from zero with statistical confidence. We therefore fail to
reject the null hypothesis (Hp): subsidy amount has no significant effect on farm productivity.
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Figure 3 — Heteroskedasticity Test (Breusch-Pagan/Cook-Weisberg Test)
Note: Complied by authors.

In the figure 3 visualizes the results of the Breusch-Pagan / Cook-Weisberg test for hete-
roskedasticity, which checks whether the variance of residuals (errors) is constant. The test is used
to identify heteroskedasticity — a violation of one of the key assumptions of linear regression. The
regression model satisfies the assumption of homoskedasticity, meaning the variability of errors is
relatively stable across different levels of the independent variable. This is a good result because
heteroskedasticity can distort statistical inference, leading to unreliable standard errors and hypothesis
tests. No need for corrective measures, such as using robust standard errors or transforming variables,
since the assumption holds.

The figure 4 presents a comprehensive residual diagnostic analysis of the regression model,
consisting of four panels. The distribution of residuals appears approximately symmetric and close
to normal. The superimposed normal density curve closely matches the empirical distribution,
indicating that the normality assumption of the error term is largely satisfied. Most points lie along the
theoretical reference line, confirming that the residuals follow an approximately normal distribution.
Minor deviations are observed in the tails, which may indicate the presence of slight outliers or mild
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skewness. The scatter plot shows residuals randomly distributed around the zero line without any
visible systematic pattern or time trend. This suggests the absence of structural instability over time and
supports the model’s correct specification in the temporal dimension. All autocorrelation coefficients
fall within the +£0.2 critical bounds, indicating no statistically significant autocorrelation. Therefore,
the independence assumption of the regression errors is satisfied.

Figure 3;: Comprehensive Residual Analysis
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Figure 4 — Comprehensive Residual Analysis
Note: Complied by authors.

Overall, the diagnostic results confirm the adequacy of the estimated model and compliance with
the key classical regression assumptions.
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Figure 5 — Dynamics of Agricultural Subsidies and Farm Productivity (2010-2025)

Note: Complied by authors.

Figure 5 presents the annual growth rates of subsidies and productivity. Although short-term
volatility is observed, periods of substantial subsidy growth are generally accompanied by increases
in productivity. The reported correlation coefficient (r = 0.812) indicates a strong positive relationship
between subsidies and farm productivity over the study period.Overall, the figure provides empirical
evidence of a substantial positive linkage between agricultural financial support and productivity
dynamics.
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Figure 6 — Distribution Analysis of Subsidies and Productivity in Zhambyl Region

Note: Complied by authors.

Figure 6 presents the distributional characteristics of agricultural subsidies and farm productivity,
as well as their cross-sectional relationships in 2025.Panel A shows that subsidy amounts are strongly
right-skewed (skewness = 6.51), indicating that the majority of farms receive relatively small subsidies,
while a limited number of farms obtain substantially larger financial support.Panel B demonstrates
that farm productivity follows an approximately normal distribution, suggesting a more balanced
dispersion of production performance across farms.Panel C illustrates the cross-sectional relationship
between subsidies and productivity in 2025. The positive slope of the regression line (f = 0.673) and
moderate explanatory power (R? = 0.329) indicate a positive, though not strong, association between
subsidy levels and farm productivity.Panel D depicts subsidy allocation by farm size (log scale). The
negative correlation (r = —0.236) suggests that although larger farms tend to receive higher absolute
subsidies, the relationship is not strictly proportional, and smaller farms may receive comparatively
significant support relative to their size.

Overall, the figure highlights distributional asymmetry in subsidy allocation and a moderate
positive linkage between financial support and productivity outcomes.

To explore potential temporal shifts in policy effectiveness, the sample was split into two sub-
periods: 2010-2015 (the initial phase of major programs) and 2016-2025 (a period of intensified and
reformed support). Separate Fixed Effects regressions were run for each period.

In the table 3 shows the comparative analysis reveals a consistent story. The relationship between
subsidies and productivity remained statistically insignificant in both periods. The slight increase in
the coefficient and R-squared in the latter period is minimal and does not alter the conclusion. This
indicates that simply increasing the budget allocation for subsidies without reforming their design and
linkage to performance has not translated into greater agricultural efficiency.

All in all, the assumption of constant variance (homoskedasticity) holds in thismodel. Despite
other potential issues (like low explanatory power or skewed residuals), heteroskedasticity is not a
problem in this case. The findings suggest that subsidies do not have a statistically significant effect
on farm productivity in the Zhambyl region. This result pointed out inefficiencies in the allocation or
utilization of subsidy programs.
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Table 3 — Comparative Sub-Period analysis

Period Subsidy Coefficient Within Key Implication
(P-value) R-squared

2010-2015 0.185 (p=0.401) 0.021 No significant effect; subsidies were
ineffective in stimulating productivity
gains.

20162025 0.251 (p=0.280) 0.028 Continued insignificance. Despite
increased subsidy volumes (Fig. 4), the
fundamental disconnect between support
and outcome persisted.

Note: Complied by authors [19].

The first key finding is that subsidies do not show a statistically significant effect on farm
productivity in the Zhambyl region. This result raises important questions about the efficiency and
effectiveness of subsidy programs in this area. Despite the intended goal of subsidies to promote
productivity, the lack of statistical significance may indicate issues such as misallocation of resources,
inefficient utilization of subsidies, or poor targeting of the programs to the farms that would benefit
most. These findings align with previous studies which have pointed out that subsidies, when not
carefully designed or properly implemented, can lead to inefficient use of public funds and may fail to
incentivize the desired changes in farm practices.

The strength of the regression model, indicated by high R-squared and adjusted R-squared values,
further supports the validity of the findings. These values suggest that the model does a good job of
explaining the variation in farm productivity, providing confidence in the robustness of the results.
Additionally, the absence of heteroskedasticity means that the estimates are reliable and the standard
errors are not biased, further strengthening the credibility of the conclusions drawn.

The findings of this study carry important implications for policymakers and stakeholders in the
agricultural sector, particularly in the Zhambyl region.

Given that the analysis reveals no statistically significant relationship between subsidies and
farm productivity, policymakers may need to reconsider the design, targeting, and implementation
of subsidy programs. The current broad allocation of subsidies may not be effectively addressing the
specific needs of farmers, resulting in negligible productivity improvements.

The results indicate that some program of subsidies may not be suitable for the Zhambyl region.
Policymakers should engage with local farmers and stakeholders to identify the unique challenges they
face. Customizing support programs to align with these regional needs — whether through capacity-
building, credit access, or technical assistance — could lead to more tangible gains.

The lack of significant impact of subsidies on farm productivity highlights the need for a strategic
reassessment of current policies. By shifting focus towards targeted support, technological innovation,
and infrastructure improvements, policymakers can better address the underlying factors influencing
farm productivity and contribute to the sustainable development of the agricultural sector in the region.

The integrated results paint a clear picture: agricultural subsidies in the Zhambyl region, as
currently structured, are not a statistically or economically significant driver of farm-level productivity.
The low explanatory power of the model underscores that factors beyond direct financial transfers —
such as management practices, technology adoption, and climate — are paramount.

The lack of significance across both sub-periods is a powerful finding. It suggests that policy
changes between 2010-2025, which largely focused on scaling up existing instruments, were
insufficient. The qualitative insights provide the «why» behind the numbers: misdirected support
(favoring large farms), a design focused on cost compensation rather than productivity enhancement,
and implementation flaws (bureaucracy, delays).

Therefore, the problem is not necessarily the existence of subsidies, but their design, targeting,
and conditional linkage. This evidence strongly supports a paradigm shift from blanket financial
support to «smart,» targeted, and conditional subsidies that are tied to the adoption of sustainable
practices, precision farming technologies, or participation in training and cooperative structures. The
following section will translate these findings into concrete policy recommendations.
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Conclusion

This study set out to empirically examine the effectiveness of agricultural subsidies in the
Zhambyl region of Kazakhstan over the period 2010-2025. Using panel data from 34 farms and
employing a fixed effects regression model, the analysis provides robust evidence that subsidies have
no statistically significant impact on farm productivity. Despite a substantial increase in the volume
of subsidized funding —particularly after 2015 — the productivity response remains economically
negligible and statistically indistinguishable from zero. These findings persist across both sub-periods
analyzed, suggesting that incremental expansions of existing subsidy programs have failed to translate
into measurable efficiency gains.

The results contribute to the growing body of literature questioning the productivity-enhancing
role of untargeted financial support in agriculture. In the context of the Zhambyl region, the observed
inefficiency points to several structural and institutional weaknesses: subsidies disproportionately
benefit large farms, are often disconnected from performance criteria, and are administered with
limited monitoring or conditionality. Rather than stimulating innovation or long-term investment,
current subsidy mechanisms appear to function primarily as compensatory instruments, alleviating
short-term costs without altering the underlying productivity trajectory of farms.

From a policy perspective, these findings underscore the urgent need for a paradigm shift — away
from blanket subsidy allocation and toward a system of smart, targeted, and conditional support.
Reforms should prioritize linking financial assistance to the adoption of productivity-enhancing
technologies, sustainable land management practices, and participation in cooperative or advisory
networks. Furthermore, region-specific tailoring, improved transparency in fund distribution, and the
integration of monitoring and evaluation frameworks are essential to ensure that public resources
generate tangible developmental outcomes.

While this study offers valuable empirical insights, it is not without limitations. The analysis
focuses on a single region and relies on aggregated farm-level data, which may mask heterogeneity
across farm types, crop specializations, or subsidy instruments. Future research should extend
this analysis by incorporating disaggregated subsidy categories, exploring non-linear effects, and
examining complementary drivers of productivity such as access to credit, digital technologies,
climate variability, and market integration. Qualitative case studies and farmer interviews would also
enrich understanding of the behavioral and institutional barriers that constrain subsidy effectiveness.

In conclusion, this research demonstrates that in the Zhambyl region, more subsidies have not meant
better productivity. Without fundamental reform of their design and purpose, agricultural subsidies
risk remaining a costly yet ineffectual component of Kazakhstan’s rural development strategy. The
evidence presented here provides a clear mandate for policymakers to move beyond volume-based
support and embrace a more strategic, evidence-informed approach to fostering a productive, resilient,
and sustainable agricultural sector.

REFERENCES

1 Gautam M. Agricultural Subsidies: A Historical and Global Perspective. Washington, D.C.: World Bank
Publications, 2015. 45 p.

2 Atanasov D., Lubeniqi G. Impact of subsidies on rural development and employment // Journal of
Agricultural Science. 2018. No. 12. P. 45-58.

3 Meyer R.L. Subsidies in agricultural finance: “Smart” design and implementation // World Bank ESA
Paper. 2011. No. 1. P. 12-34.

4 Garrone M. et al. The impact of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) on agricultural
productivity // Food Policy. 2019. Vol. 83. P. 130-143.

5 Jayne T.S. et al. Review of fertilizer subsidy programs in Africa // Agricultural Economics. 2013.
Vol. 44. No. 6. P. 687-703.

6 Dorward A. et al. Towards “smart” subsidies in agriculture? Lessons from Malawi // Natural Resource
Perspectives. 2008. No. 11. P. 1-6.

7 Kirwan B.E., Roberts M.J. Who benefits from U.S. agricultural subsidies? // Review of Economics and
Statistics. 2016. Vol. 98. No. 1. P. 108-125.

8 Paiva C. Agricultural Trade and Protectionism in Industrialized Nations: A Gravity Model Analysis //
IMF Working Papers. 2014. 28 p.

374



Hayunprii sxypuan «Bectnuk yausepcurera « Typam» Ne 2 (110) 2026 .

9 Heyl K. et al. Downscaling environmentally harmful subsidies under the CAP // Sustainability. 2021.
No. 13. P. 15-28.

10 Homolka J., Svecova L. Effects of the Common Agricultural Policy on Czech agricultural enterprises //
Agrarian Perspectives. 2015. No. 2. P. 55-64.

11 Curape M.U., Hypkyxaes JK.M. Ponb rocymapcTBeHHON MOAJIEPKKH B arpapHoMm cekrope Kazax-
crana // [Ipobnemsr arpopbraka. — 2017. — Ne 2. — C. 15-22.

12 Konamanosa M.T., [latixyranaosa I.K. Poas HHCTHTYTOB pa3BUTHS B MOAIEPIKKE CETHCKOTO XO3SICTBA
Kazaxcrana // Bectauk KazHY. Cepust sxonomudeckast. — 2021. — Ne 2. — C. 156-165.

13 CentoB C.K. DddexTHBHOCTL CelIbCKOX03MCTBEHHBIX cyOcumuii B Kazaxcrane // MccnenoBanus,
pesynbratel. — 2018. — Ne 1. — C. 210-217.

14 OECD. OECD Review of Agricultural Policies: Kazakhstan 2013. Paris: OECD Publishing, 2013.
180 p.

15 Kanrap6aesa I11.M., TnecoBa A.B. ['ocynapcTBeHHOE CyOCHIUPOBAHUE CEITLCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIX MPO-
n3Bonuteneit Kazaxcrana // BectHuk yauBepcutera « Typam». —2019. — Ne 3. — C. 45-51.

16 3akupoa A.K. u nip. YnpasieHrne GUHAHCOBBIMHU IIOTOKAMH Ha CEJIbCKOXO3SHCTBEHHBIX MPENITPHSTH-
ax // OxoHoMHKa U ctatuctuka. — 2020. — Ne 2. — C. 88-95.

17 Ymberammen A.Jl. Mexauusmbl cyocuaupoBanusi AIIK B Kazaxcrane: mpoOieMbl ¥ IepCIIeKTUBHI //
DxoHOMHKa: cTparterus n aHanmms. — 2021. — Ne 4. — C. 112-120.

18 Jambyl Region // Wikipedia. URL: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jambyl Region (accessed:
20.02.2025).

19 MuHHCTEPCTBO cenbCKOTo X03stiicTBa Pecryonukn Kazaxcran: opunmansabii caiit. URL: https://www.
gov.kz/memleket/entities/moa/documents/1?lang=ru (nara ooparmenus: 20.02.2025)

REFERENCES

1 Gautam M. (2015) Agricultural Subsidies: A Historical and Global Perspective. Washington, D.C.:
World Bank Publications. 45 p. (In English)

2 Atanasov D., Lubeniqi G. (2018) Impact of subsidies on rural development and employment // Journal
of Agricultural Science. No. 12. P. 45-58. (In English)

3 Meyer R.L. (2011) Subsidies in agricultural finance: “Smart” design and implementation // World Bank
ESA Paper. No. 1. P. 12-34. (In English)

4 Garrone M. et al. (2019) The impact of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) on agricultural
productivity // Food Policy. Vol. 83. P. 130-143. (In English)

5 Jayne T.S. et al. (2013) Review of fertilizer subsidy programs in Africa // Agricultural Economics.
Vol. 44. No. 6. P. 687-703. (In English)

6 Dorward A. et al. (2008) Towards “smart” subsidies in agriculture? Lessons from Malawi // Natural
Resource Perspectives. No. 11. P. 1-6. (In English)

7 Kirwan B.E., Roberts M.J. (2016) Who benefits from U.S. agricultural subsidies? // Review of Economics
and Statistics. Vol. 98. No. 1. P. 108-125. (In English)

8 Paiva C. (2014) Agricultural Trade and Protectionism in Industrialized Nations: A Gravity Model
Analysis / IMF Working Papers. 28 p. (In English)

9 Heyl K. et al. (2021) Downscaling environmentally harmful subsidies under the CAP // Sustainability.
No. 13. P. 15-28. (In English)

10 Homolka J., Svecova L. (2015) Effects of the Common Agricultural Policy on Czech agricultural
enterprises // Agrarian Perspectives. No. 2. P. 55—64. (In English)

11 Sigarev M.I., Nurkuzhaev Zh.M. (2017) Rol’ gosudarstvennoj podderzhki v agrarnom sektore
Kazahstana // Problemy agrorynka. No. 2. P. 15-22. (In Russian)

12 Zholamanova M.T., Shajhutdinova G.K. (2021) Rol’ institutov razvitija v podderzhke sel’skogo
hozjajstva Kazahstana // Vestnik KazNU. Serija jekonomicheskaja. No. 2. P. 156-165. (In Russian)

13 Seitov S.K. (2018) Jeffektivnost’ sel’skohozjajstvennyh subsidij v Kazahstane // Issledovanija,
rezul’taty. 2018. No. 1. P. 210-217. (In Russian)

14 OECD. OECD Review of Agricultural Policies: Kazakhstan 2013. Paris: OECD Publishing, 2013.
180 p. (In English)

15 Kantarbaeva Sh.M., Tlesova A.B. Gosudarstvennoe subsidirovanie sel’skohozjajstvennyh proizvoditelej
Kazahstana // Vestnik universiteta « Turan». 2019. No. 3. P. 45-51. (In Russian)

16 Zakirova A.Zh. i dr. Upravlenie finansovymi potokami na sel’skohozjajstvennyh predprijatijah //
Jekonomika i statistika. 2020. No. 2. P. 88-95. (In Russian)

17 Umbetaliev A.D. (2021) Mehanizmy subsidirovanija APK v Kazahstane: problemy i perspektivy //
Jekonomika: strategija i analiz. No. 4. P. 112—120. (In Russian)

375



«Typan» yHUBEPCUTETIHIH XabapIIbIChD» FUTBIMU KypHabl 2026 x. Ne 2(110)

18 Jambyl Region // Wikipedia. URL: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jambyl Region (accessed:
20.02.2025) (In English)

19 Ministerstvo sel’skogo hozjajstva Respubliki Kazahstan: oficial’nyj sajt. URL: https://www.gov.kz/
memleket/entities/moa/documents/1?lang=ru (data obrashhenija: 20.02.2025) (In Russian)

KAWIIBLIBIK H.II.,*!
JIOKTOPAHT.

*e-mail: nzhaishylyk123@gmail.com
ORCID ID: 0009-0006-7126-0223
NCAXOBA I1.B.,!

3.F.11., ipodeccop.

e-mail: isakova-777@mail.ru

ORCID ID: 0000-0001-6320-0489
CAJIBIKOBA P.B.,

3.F.K., JOICHT.

e-mail: raushan.2006(@mail.ru
ORCID ID: 0000-0001-9670-2653
MAX®Y3YP PAXMAH,?

PhD, xayeiMaacTeipbuiran podeccop.
e-mail: mrahman@sharjah.ac.ae
ORCID ID: 0000-0003-2072-5829

' AlIMaThl MEHE/IKMEHT YHUBEPCHTETI,
Anmatsl, Kazaxcran

[Hapmxa yHUBEPCUTETI,

bBAO

KAMBbIJ OBJIBICBIHAAFBI AYBIJI HHAPYALIBIJIBIK
CAJIACBIHA BEPUIETIH CYBCUAUAHBIH TUIMALJIITT:
IMITUPUKAJIBIK TAJIJAY

Angarna

By zeprreyme 2010-2025 xok. apaneireiHga KasakctanaeiH JKaMOBLT 0ONBICHIHAA aybUT IIapYaIlbUTBIFBI
CcyOCHIMSUIApBIHBIH (PepMepIIiK OHIMIUIIKTI apTThIpyAarbl THIMALIITT 3MIOUPHUKAIBIK TYPFBIIAH KapacThIPbUIAJIbI.
MeMJIIeKeTTIK MIBIFBICTAP/IbIH aWTapIIbIKTal KeJIeMiHe jKoHEe CyOCHAMsUIapIblH arpapiiblK casicaTThlH HETI3rl Ky-
payibl peTiHAe KEeHIHCH KOJIIaHBUTYbIHA KapaMmacTaH, OJap/blH OHIMIUTIK eCiMiHEe HAaKTHI yJeci o KyHre IeHiH
Jayibl Macesie 00ibin oThip. CaHIBIK 3epTTey AM3aHHbBIH KOJIJaHa OTHIPHIM, Oyt xkymbic Kazakcran PecrnyOmukacs
AyBIT TIapyambsUIsFBl MUHACTPIIITIHEH ansiaFad 34 ¢epMeprik mapyambsutsIKTEH (510 Oakpuiay) maHEmbIIK Je-
pekTepin Tanmaiiapl. CyOcuaus Meumepi MEH (epMepiiK eHIMIUTIK apachlHIAFbl OaiaHBICTBI Oarajay YIIiH
XaycMmaH TecTi apKbLIbl pacTaifaH eKi OarbITThl (PUKCHPICHICH dcepiep perpeccHs MOojeNi KOJJIAHBUIBII, Kep
KeJieMi MEH HEri3ri Kypaijap OakpuiayFa ajblHIbl. J[MarHOCTUKAJBIK TECTTEP MOJICIBIIH HEri3Ti KIIACCHKAIBIK
perpeccus OomKaMaapblHa COMKECTITIH pacTaiipl. HoTrmkenep aybul apyalibuIbFbl CyOCHTUSIIAPBIHBIH (epMEepITiK
OHIMITIKKE CTaTUCTUKAIBIK TYPFBIIaH alTapiIbIKTal ocep erneiTinid kopceTTi (f = 0,228, p > 0,05). By Ty xpIpeIM
Kimn ke3eHnepai Tanmay OapeiceiHma ma (2010-2015 xone 2016-2025) moiekTi cakTabIll, CyOCHIUS KOIEMiHIH
YIFaroBl OHIMAUTIKTIH OJIIICHETIH OCIMiHEe OKeNIMETeHIH aifakTaimpl. 3epTTey CyOCHIMSIIapABIH KYPBUIBIMIIBIK
TUIMCI3JITIH aHBIKTAJbl, OHBIH IMIiH/AE KapaXXaTThIH ipi HIapyallbUIBIKTAp apachklHAa TeHrepiMciz OesiHyi, mapT-
TBUTBIKTBIH QJICI3/Iir1 KOHE OHIMIUTIKTI BIHTAJIAHIBIPYIaH TOPI MIBIFBIHAAP/IBI 6TCYTe OAFBITTATYBI CUSIKTHI MOCEIICIICD
Oap. Byt TYKBIpBIMIap MaKCaTChI3 KapKbUIBIK KOJIIAYIbIH THIMCI3IIriHE KATBICThI IQJICIICP )KUHAFBIH TOJIBIKTIPHII,
casicaTThl pedopmarnayaplH IIYFBUT KaKETTUIINH Kepcereni. Makajia TEXHOJOTHsUIAp/bl €HIrI3yre, TYpPaKThl
TOXipuOenepre oHe THIMII MOHUTOPHHT KYHeIepiHe HeTi3eNTeH «aKbIIIbDy, OHIPIIK epeKIIeTIKTep/Ii eCKepeTiH
KOHE HOTW)KEre OaFrbITTalFaH CyOCHIusIay MeXaHU3MIECpiHe KOyl YChHAABL. 3epTTey Ka3sakcTaHHBIH arpapiblk
CEKTOPBIH/IaFbl MEMJICKETTIK IIBIFBICTAPIBIH THIMIIITT MEH TYPAKTBUIBIFBIH apTThIPYFa YMTBUIATBIH CasicaTKepIiep
YILIiH HaKThI YChIHBICTAp Oepe/i.

Tipek ce3aep: ayblT MAapyaIlbUIBIFEl CYOCHAMSIAPHL, (epMEpITiK OHIMIUTIK, cascarTsl pedopmaiay, TYpaKThl
aybUI MIapyaIIbUTBIFBl, SKOHOMETPHSIIBIK TaJIIay, MEMJIICKETTIK IIBIFBICTAP THIMILIIT, OHIPIIK 1amy.
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*Yuusepcurert [llapmxu,

OAD

3O®EKTUBHOCTb CYBCHUJNIA HA CEJIbCKOE XO351HCTBO
B JKAMBBLICKOM OBJIACTHU: SMIUPUYECKUI AHAJIU3

AHHOTAIUA

B nanHOM HCclieJOBaHUM SMIMPHUYECKH paccMarprBaeTcsi 3p(EeKTHBHOCTh CebCKOXO3SIHCTBEHHBIX CyOCHIni
B ITOBBIIICHUN NPOAYKTHBHOCTH (hepMepcKux xo3siicTB XKamObuickoii odmactn Kazaxcrana 3a nepuonx 2010-2025 rr.
HecMoTpst Ha 3HaYHMTENBHBIE OOBEMBI TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX PACXO0B M MIMPOKOE MPUMEHEHNE CyOCHANi B KadecTBE
KIIFOYEBOTO MHCTPYMEHTA arpapHON MOJIWTHKH, MX (DAaKTHYECKUI BKIAJ B POCT MPOAYKTUBHOCTH OCTAETCS IHC-
KyCCHOHHBIM. McTonp3ys KOMMYECTBEHHBINH AW3alfH MCCIIEOBAaHMS, B pab0Te aHAIM3NUPYIOTCS MaHEIbHBIC JTaHHBIC
34 dpepmepckux xo3sicTB (510 HaOMIOACHNUI), TOTyYCHHBIC U3 MUHUCTEPCTBA CEIBCKOTO X03siiicTBa PecmyOnuku
Kazaxcran. J{is onieHKH B3anMOCBSI3M MEX/y 00beMOM CyOCHAMH M MPOJYKTHBHOCTBIO (hepM MPUMEHSIETCs IBYX-
CTOPOHHSISI MOJIEJIb perpeccun ¢ GpukCcHpoBaHHBIMU d(dexTamMu, BaTMINPOBaHHAS C TIOMOIIBIO TecTa XaycMaHa, C
KOHTPOJIEM IIIOIIAIN 3eMeJIb U OCHOBHBIX CPENCTB. JIMarHOCTHYECKHE TECTHI TIOITBEPKAAIOT COOTBETCTBHE MOJIEITH
OCHOBHBIM KJIACCHUECKUM TPEIION0KEHHUAM PErpeccri. Pe3ybTarsl OKa3bIBAIOT, YTO CENILCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIE CYO0-
CHJINU HE OKa3BIBAIOT CTATUCTHYECKU 3HAYMMOTO BIMSHUS Ha MPOAYKTUBHOCTE epM (B = 0,228, p > 0,05). JlanHbIi
BBIBOJI OCTaeTCs YCTONUMBBIM NpH aHanmu3e noanepuonos (20102015 u 2016-2025), 4To CBUAETENBCTBYET O TOM,
YTO yBeJIMUEHHE 00BEMOB CyOCHIMPOBAaHMS HE TPaHC(HOPMHUPOBAIOCH B M3MEPUMBIH POCT MPOAYKTHBHOCTH. B Hc-
CJIC/IOBAaHUH BBISIBJICHBI CTPYKTYpHbIE Hed(p(heKTHBHOCTH B AM3aiiHe cyOcHani, BKIJIIOYAs AUCIPONOPIHOHAIBLHOE
pacIpesieieHle Cpe/ICTB B MOJIb3Y KPYIHBIX XO3SHCTB, c1a0yro 00yCIOBICHHOCTh M OPHEHTANNIO Ha KOMIICHCAIINIO
U3/IEPKEK BMECTO CTUMYIHPOBAHUS PE3YJIbTaTUBHOCTH. [lomydeHHbIE BBIBOJBI BHOCST BKJIAJ B PACTYIIHH KOPITYC
JIOKA3aTeNbCTB, CTABAIINX IO COMHEHHE d((PEKTUBHOCTh HEHANPABICHHOW (DMHAHCOBOM MOIJICPIKKH, U TIOIUEp-
KHBAIOT HACTOSITEIILHYIO HEOOXOMUMOCTh peOpMHUPOBaHHUS MOIUTHKH. B craTbe 000CHOBBIBAETCS MEPEXOl K «yM-
HBIM», PETMOHAIEHO OPUEHTHUPOBAHHBIM U PE3YJIBTAaTUBHBIM MEXaHW3MaM CyOCHIMPOBAHUS, YBSI3aHHBIM C BHEJpe-
HUEM TEXHOJIOTUH, yCTONYMBBIMY MPAKTUKAMH M HaJIe’KHBIMH CUCTEMAaMU MOHUTOpHHTa. MccnenoBanue npeanaraet
MPAaKTHYECKHE PEKOMEHIANH [UIs pa3paOdO0TINKOB MOJUTHKH, CTPEMSIIIUXCS TIOBBICUTE 3((EKTHUBHOCTD U YCTOWYH-
BOCTB TOCY/IapCTBEHHBIX PAcXo0B B arpapHoM cekrtope Kazaxcrana.

Ki1ro4eBble €J10Ba: CEIbCKOXO3AHCTBEHHBIE CyOCHINH, MTPOAYKTHBHOCTE (pepM, pepopMUpOBaHNE MOINUTHKH,
YCTOIUMBOE CEITbCKOE XO3SIMCTBO, IKOHOMETPHUECKUH aHaIN3, 3PPEKTUBHOCTh TOCYIapPCTBEHHBIX PACXO/I0B, PETHO-
HaJIbHOE Pa3BUTHE.
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