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ABSTRACT

Relevance. The well-being of citizens is a key focus of national policies world-
wide. Kazakhstan, however, is characterized by significant regional disparities
in social well-being, which necessitates targeted programs and investments to
improve conditions in less developed areas.

Research Objective. This study aims to develop a national adaptive social
well-being index to evaluate and spatially map the regions of Kazakhstan.
Data and Methods. The methodology included identifying indicators through
a literature review and regional data, conducting an expert survey to weight
them, and creating a social well-being index. A spatial analysis was then used to
calculate the index for each region.

Results. The social well-being index shows significant disparities across re-
gions. Astana, Almaty, and Atyrau demonstrate strong social welfare, driven by
economic growth and advanced social infrastructure. In contrast, Karaganda,
Pavlodar, and Shymkent show lower social welfare, highlighting the need for
targeted interventions and investments.

Conclusion. The findings offer valuable insights for policymakers to design
strategies for sustainable socioeconomic growth in Kazakhstan. The proposed
index can help national and regional authorities monitor social well-being.
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AHHOTAIIMA

AxTyanpHOCTb. BrarococTosiume Hauuii sBIsieTCA KpaeyrolbHbIM KaMHeM
HaI[MOHA/IbHOJ IIOJIMTUKY BO BceM Mupe. IIpusHaHMe pasnuumii B COLMaIb-
HOM 0/1arococTossHUM cpefy pernoHos Kasaxcrana TpeOyeT BHepeHNU LieTle-
BBIX IIPOIPaMM U MHBECTULIVIA /I YTy 4LIeHN COLMaTIbHOrO 0/Iar0COCTOSHUS
B MeHee Pa3BUTBIX 00/1aCTAX.

ITens mMccnemoBaHusA. JlaHHOe MCCIefOBaHMe HAIIPaBJIeHO Ha paspaboTKy
HallVIOHA/IbHOTO aJallTVBHOIO MHJeKca COLMANbHOTO 61arocoCTOAHMA Mg
OLIEHKY U IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOTO KapTHpoBaHus pernoHos Kasaxcrana.
JJaHHbIE M1 MeTOA. MeTOmOMOTNA UCCIIeNOBaHNA BKIOYasIa Olpefe/ieHe VH-
JVIKaTOPOB Ha OCHOBE JINTEPATyPHOro 0030pa U HOCTYIHBIX PETrMOHA/IbHBIX
CTATUCTUYECKNUX JAaHHBIX, a TaKKe IIPOBefieHNe SKCIIEPTHOTO OIIPOCa LA BBI-
60pa MHAMKATOPOB M OIIpefeNeHNs UX BECOBBIX K09dduimeHToB. 3aTeM ObIT
[OCTPOEH MHTETPAIbHBIN MH/EKC COLMATBHOTO O/IaT0COCTOSIHS [i/Is OL[eHKY
pernoHoB. B saxoueHne ObLI IpOBefeH IPOCTPAHCTBEHHDII aHATIN3 C pacye-
TOM MHJIEKCA JI1 KaXK[JOTO PerVioHa.

Pesynprarpl. PaspaboTaHHBII MHIEKC COLMAJIBHOIO 0/IarOCOCTOSHUS -
(eKTUBHO BBIABWI 3HAYMTEIbHBIE PA3IN4NA B COLVIATBHOM 6/1ar0COCTOSHUN
MeXJy permoHamu. PesynbraTsl nokasamy, 4to ropoga Hyp-Cynran u Anma-
TBI, a Takke ATbIpayckas 00/1acTh IEMOHCTPUPYIOT BBICOKIIT YPOBEHb COLIM-
QJIBHOTO 0/1arOCOCTOSAHUA, XapaKTepU3YIOMWMIICA CUIbHBIM 3KOHOMUYECKNM
POCTOM U pasBUTOIL cOLManbHOI MHPPAcTPYKTYpoit. B To xxe Bpems Kaparan-
nuHckast, [TaBnogapckas u IIbIMKeHTCKass 06/IacTy IOKa3bIBAIOT OO/Iee HU3-
KIII YPOBEHDb COLMAIBHOTO O/IaTOCOCTOSHMNS, YTO IOFYEPKUBAECT HEOOXONU-
MOCTb Lie/IeBbIX BMEILIATe/IbCTB Y MHBECTULIVIL.

BeiBopbl. Pe3ynbprarThl MccieoBaHuA NPefOCTAB/AT HONUTUKAM Ba>kKHbIe
[aHHble [/ pa3pabOTKM CTpATernuii, CIOCOOCTBYIOLUIUX YCTONYMBOMY CO-
I[a/IbHO-9KOHOMIYECKOMY POCTY 110 BceMy KaszaxcraHy, 4To MoxeT n3Me-
HUTb IIOTUTHYECKYI0 CUTYAlMIO B cTpaHe. [0CyAapCTBEHHBIM U PerMOHaIb-
HBIM BJIACTSM PEKOMEHJYeTCs MCIONb30BaTh 3TOT MHJIEKC JiIsi MOHUTOPUH-
ra CUTYalL[u.

FFRHERT BERARNE, FIBIRIE. MiLisslse’

KJIFOYEBBIE CJIOBA
conyanbHoe 61ar0CcOCTOA -
HueE; peFI/IOHaHbeIe pasm/m}/m;
aaITMBHBIN MHIEKC; MHIEKC
671aTOCOCTOAHVIS; U3MePeHe
671aT0COCTOSAHS; TPOCTPAH-
CTBEHHOE Pa3BUTHE; COLINAID-
HO-9KOHOMIIECKOE Pa3BUTHE.
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Introduction

The study of social well-being is crucial for
shaping public policy in Kazakhstan, especially
in light of global challenges. The socio-econom-
ic development of Kazakhstan’s regions is influ-
enced by a variety of external and internal factors.
External challenges include the ongoing geopo-
litical and economic crisis, environmental issues,
and the shift towards a digital and circular econ-
omy. Meanwhile, internal problems—such as the
degradation of social, industrial, and transport
infrastructure, declining living standards, rising
unemployment, migration, and growing social
tension—further complicate the socio-econom-
ic landscape. Given these complex dynamics, un-
derstanding the social consequences of econom-
ic policy has become a key focus for both schol-
ars and policymakers. In this context, developing
a national adaptive index of social well-being in
Kazakhstan’s regions is of significant theoretical,
methodological, and practical importance.

In recent years, the concept of “social well-be-
ing” has emerged as an alternative to the tradi-
tional macroeconomic indicator of Gross Domes-
tic Product (GDP). Researchers argue that while
GDP has long been used to assess a nation’s eco-
nomic performance, it increasingly falls short in
measuring overall well-being and development.
GDP focuses solely on economic output without
accounting for factors such as income distribu-
tion, environmental sustainability, or the quality
of life of citizens (Fioramonti et al., 2019). Also,
scholars note that GDP is insufficient to guide na-
tional development strategies, particularly at the
regional level (Charles & D’Alessio, 2020). Other
researchers pointed out conceptual issues regard-
ing the use of GDP in measuring social welfare
(Slesnick, 2019). They concluded that GDP, while
useful for measuring overall production, cannot
accurately reflect the social well-being of a society.
The authors argue that qualitative factors, partic-
ularly those related to human development, play
a crucial role in driving economic growth and in-
fluencing exports (Lukman et al., 2023). From a fi-
nancial standpoint, evaluating social well-being is
of significant scientific and practical importance
to both researchers and policymakers. By using
well-being indicators in policymaking, it becomes
possible to establish a connection between social
capital and well-being at the regional level (Cal-
cagnini & Perugini, 2019).

R-ECONOMY J

In the international arena, social well-be-
ing is measured using the Social Progress Index
(SPI), Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI), Global
Liveability Index (GLI), Better Life Index (BLI),
and Quality of Life Index (QoL). The Social Prog-
ress Index is one of the world’s largest curated so-
cial and environmental data collections. It con-
centrates on the non-economic aspects of global
social performance. The Genuine Progress Indi-
cator considers a nation’s well-being by incorpo-
rating environmental and social factors. The
Global Liveability Index quantifies the challeng-
es presented to an individual’s lifestyle and stan-
dard of living in 173 cities worldwide. The Bet-
ter Life Index is constructed with the OECD data
on housing, income, jobs, community, educa-
tion, environment, civic engagement, health, life
satisfaction, safety, and work-life balance indica-
tors. The Quality of Life Index measures the over-
all well-being of individuals by evaluating factors
such as purchasing power, safety, healthcare, cost
of living, property price to income ratio, and pol-
lution levels across different countries.

Existing indices for measuring social
well-being provide valuable insights but face sig-
nificant challenges when applied across different
regions, particularly in terms of data availabili-
ty, complexity, and scalability. Many of these in-
dices place considerable emphasis on non-eco-
nomic or subjective factors, such as life satisfac-
tion or cultural elements, which can undermine
their consistency and hinder cross-country com-
parisons. Moreover, the data requirements for
these indices often exceed what is available in
certain regions, particularly in developing or
rural areas. Additionally, most of these indices
are designed for country-level analysis, making
them difficult to apply in regional assessments
within a single country. Many regions lack the
detailed data on social and environmental indi-
cators that these frameworks typically rely on. As
a result, such indices are better suited for nation-
al rather than subnational assessments, limiting
their utility for regional policymaking and local
well-being evaluations. This highlights the need
for a new index that integrates economic, living
standards, education, healthcare, environmen-
tal, and infrastructural indicators. Such an index
would offer a more balanced and objective ap-
proach to measuring well-being at both the na-
tional and regional levels, making it more adapt-
able and widely applicable.
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This study aims to develop a national adap-
tive social well-being index for evaluating, compar-
ing, and spatially mapping the social well-being of
Kazakhstan’s regions. The index will be based on a
range of indicators, including economic, living stan-
dards, education, health, migration, and environ-
mental and infrastructural factors, using both sta-
tistical and survey data.

The research hypothesis is that regions with
a significant share of the mining industry in their
gross regional product (GRP) tend to have a high-
er social well-being index. The mining industry
may be a key factor influencing social well-be-
ing in these regions, as Kazakhstan remains a re-
source-based country, with mineral resources
(58%) and metals and ores (18%) comprising the
majority of its exports in 2022, according to na-
tional statistics.

The study is structured as follows: The first
section provides a literature review of the con-
cept of social well-being. The second section out-
lines the methodology, including the derivation
of the formula, the indicator system, data sourc-
es, weighting method, and research process. The
third section presents the primary empirical re-
sults, followed by a discussion in the fourth sec-
tion. The study concludes with insights and rec-
ommendations for further research.

Theoretical framework

Social well-being is a multidimensional con-
cept analysed within the social welfare and social
well-being framework, intersecting with econom-
ics, sociology, and psychology. Researchers use
mathematical, econometric, statistical, and em-
pirical data to examine various aspects of social
well-being. As Zahra et al. (2014) noted, social
well-being encompasses economic and financial
factors as well as social and environmental issues.

The concept of social well-being encom-
passes various aspects that reflect both individu-
al and collective quality of life in society. Iacus et
al. (2022) introduced social well-being as a dai-
ly measure, examining multiple dimensions of
personal and social life, and comparing it to oth-
er well-being and health indicators. This approach
suggests that environmental and health condi-
tions can influence the perception of well-being,
as captured by social well-being metrics. Contra-
dictions or interesting insights arise when consid-
ering these measures within the broader context
of sustainable human development indices (Iacus

R-ECONOMY J

etal., 2022). Strezov et al. (2017) analyzed various
indices for measuring sustainable development
and noted that only a few integrated all three di-
mensions—economic, environmental, and so-
cial—highlighting the complexity and multifacet-
ed nature of such measurements.

Income, social spending, and grants positive-
ly influence regional well-being through various
mechanisms. Increased income enables individu-
als to access better healthcare, education, and liv-
ing conditions, contributing to higher life satis-
faction and well-being (Boyce et al., 2013). Social
spending on welfare programs, healthcare, and
education reduces poverty and inequality, foster-
ing a more inclusive society with higher levels of
happiness and stability (Livingston et al., 2022).

Local indices of well-being have been devel-
oped for individual countries. One such exam-
ple is the QUARS index, created by Segre et al.
(2011), which stands for “Regional Quality of De-
velopment” in Italian. The QUARS index uses 41
indicators across seven categories: environment,
economy and labor, law and citizenship, educa-
tion and culture, participation in the school sys-
tem and quality of structures, public education,
cultural activities, health, gender equality, and
democratic participation.

Charles and D’Alessio adapted the Social
Progress Index (SPI) to evaluate and rank Peru’s
regions using Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA).
Their regional SPI highlights the importance of
addressing critical gaps and leveraging strengths
to help individuals achieve their full potential.
The study assessed social progress across three di-
mensions: 1) basic human needs (nutrition, pri-
mary health care, safe drinking water, adequate
housing, and community safety); 2) well-being
essentials (access to primary education, infor-
mation, healthy living conditions, and environ-
mental quality); and 3) opportunities (individual
rights, personal freedom, tolerance, and access to
higher education for skill development) (Charles
& D’Alessio, 2020).

Long and Ji applied the Genuine Progress In-
dicator (GPI) to evaluate social well-being across
31 Chinese provinces, emphasizing the need to
assess economic growth quality for sustainable
development planning. The study incorporated
diverse indicators: economic factors like personal
consumption expenditure, durable consumer ser-
vices, and net capital gains; environmental dimen-
sions such as changes in wetlands and forests; and
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social factors including volunteer work, non-de-
fense public spending on education and health,
and public infrastructure services. Other indica-
tors included income inequality, water pollution,
resource depletion, crime and divorce rates, and
health and education spending (Long & Ji, 2019).

Quantitative methods play a crucial role
in measuring social well-being. Glazyrina et al.
(2021) applied simulation modeling and experi-
mental planning theory to assess a region’s social
well-being using indicators such as gross regional
product (GRP), population size, average month-
ly income, and consumer goods costs. Addition-
ally, Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) was used
to evaluate social well-being in rural areas, incor-
porating inputs like wage, material, and adminis-
trative costs, and outputs such as the number of
households and total employment days (Singh,
2016).

The literature includes many studies on fac-
tors affecting social well-being. Torres and Au-
gusto (2020) explored the effects of digitalization
and social entrepreneurship on national well-be-
ing, concluding that digitalization can improve
well-being if supported by an effective education
system, good governance, and a philanthropy-ori-
ented financial system. Hassad de Andrade et al.
(2022) studied the impact of the COVID-19 pan-
demic on food consumption habits, finding that
individuals in countries with low levels of social
welfare consumed more fast food during the pan-
demic compared to those in countries with high-
er levels of social welfare. These findings under-
score the value of incorporating such factors into
a social well-being index, as they reflect dynam-
ic changes in well-being. Additionally, wealth in-
equality remains a critical measure, particularly in
developing countries (CiZo et al., 2023).

While social well-being is often assessed at
the macro level in international studies, the ques-
tion as to how its practical utility can be enhanced
at the local level requires regional analyses with
tailored indicators and sub-indicators. Develop-
ing relevant tools for measuring social well-be-
ing at the regional level is essential for support-
ing timely and effective policy decisions. Existing
approaches to regional social well-being measure-
ment must also adapt to address challenges aris-
ing from digitalization.

Assessing social well-being requires a multi-
dimensional approach, combining economic and
social indicators such as income, health, educa-
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tion, relationships, employment, and neighbor-
hood conditions (Livingston et al., 2022).

Seabela et al. (2024) investigate the determi-
nants of income inequality in South Africa us-
ing the Vector Error Correction Model (VECM)
and show a significant negative correlation be-
tween government spending on social grants and
income inequality, suggesting that increased so-
cial grants improve social well-being by reducing
income disparity. This study also highlights that
population growth positively correlates with in-
come inequality, indicating potential challenges
for social well-being as the population expands
without corresponding increases in resources and
social services (Seabela et al., 2024).

Dermatis et al. (2024) assessed the quality
of life (QoL) and mapped it for 27 EU countries,
utilising composite criteria and the Geographical
Information Systems (GIS) technology. Their re-
search highlighted the complex and multidimen-
sional nature of QoL, encompassing factors such
as socio-economic environment, employment
conditions, economic conditions, and health ser-
vices (Dermatis et al., 2024).

These studies illustrate the complex interplay
between economic policies, income inequality,
and social well-being. Public policies that prior-
itize equitable income distribution, inclusive eco-
nomic growth, and adequate social spending are
essential for improving social well-being. Effec-
tive public policies that promote equitable income
distribution, inclusive economic growth, and ad-
equate social spending are crucial for enhancing
social well-being.

Malkina (2015) applied simulation modeling
and experimental design methods to assess social
well-being at the regional level using indicators
such as Gross Regional Product (GRP), popula-
tion size, average monthly income, and consum-
er goods prices. In her later study of Russian re-
gions, social well-being was evaluated using eco-
nomic indicators like per capita nominal income
and the distribution of actual income levels within
regions, measured against the intra-regional Gini
coefficient (Malkina, 2016). Bagstad & Shammin
(2012) employed cluster analysis to examine re-
gional well-being, incorporating factors such as
economic conditions, labor markets, neighbor-
hood relations, and environmental quality.

Social well-being can also be evaluated at the
individual level across three dimensions: materi-
al well-being, which includes factors such as food,
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income, assets, housing, employment, access to
services, natural resources, and environmental
quality; relational well-being, which involves in-
teractions with others, care and love relation-
ships, relations with the state and social institu-
tions, collective action, conflict and security, law,
and cultural and political identity; and subjective
well-being, which reflects personal perceptions
of living conditions and quality of life (Britton &
Coulthard, 2013).

The BBC well-being scale encompasses 24
questions covering quality of life, physical health,
psychological health, and social relationships
(Pontin et al., 2013).

In assessing regional subjective well-being at
the individual level, Lawless and Lucas (2011) ex-
amined how life satisfaction levels correlate with
economic factors (income, poverty level, employ-
ment, household expenses, home cost, mortgage/
loans, rent), education level and occupational
field, family status, and inclusion factors (types of
illnesses, physical health, disability, obesity, caus-
es of death, accidents, suicide).

The assessment of social well-being in rela-
tion to environmental and infrastructure param-
eters explores how elements of the built and natu-
ral environment affect human quality of life. Envi-
ronmental factors such as air quality, green spaces,
and climate change significantly influence social
well-being. Green infrastructure (GI) is increas-
ingly recognized as a key factor in promoting ur-
ban sustainability and enhancing well-being. Ko
and Lee (2021) examined GI’s effectiveness in im-
proving social welfare through a Social Well-be-
ing Index. Using a random forest regressor, they
identified significant links between GI types and
variables such as population, employment rate,
and air pollution, highlighting regional differenc-
es in GI's impact on social well-being. Similarly,
Venkataramanan et al. (2019) reviewed the health
and social well-being outcomes of GI in stormwa-
ter and flood management. While direct links be-
tween GI and physical or mental health outcomes
remain limited, they found positive economic ef-
fects, such as higher property values, and noted
mixed public perceptions of GI. Their findings
stress the need for interdisciplinary research to
better connect infrastructure design with tangible
human outcomes. Both studies highlight the role
of environmental quality in urban planning. For
instance, poor air quality is linked to respirato-
ry diseases and reduced life expectancy, negative-
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ly impacting social well-being. Well-planned in-
frastructure addressing these environmental chal-
lenges can play a crucial role in improving urban
residents’ quality of life.

Infrastructure plays a critical role in shap-
ing social well-being by influencing various as-
pects of daily life, health, and overall quality of
life. The built environment, which includes trans-
portation systems, utilities, housing, and public
spaces, directly affects individuals’ physical and
mental health, social interactions, and econom-
ic opportunities. Infrastructure development also
influences economic opportunities and equity. Ef-
ficient transportation systems, for example, pro-
vide better access to jobs, education, and services,
which can reduce socioeconomic disparities.
However, inequitable infrastructure investment
can exacerbate social inequalities, as marginalised
communities may have less access to high-quali-
ty infrastructure and services (Ewing & Hamidi,
2015).

Infrastructure resilience to environmental
challenges like climate change and natural disas-
ters is another crucial aspect of social well-be-
ing. Resilient infrastructure can protect commu-
nities from the adverse effects of these challenges,
ensuring continuity in essential services and en-
hancing community stability (Ahern, 2011).

In Kazakhstan, social well-being is analyzed
to assess the population’s quality of life by region
(Kireyeva et al., 2023). The relationship between
economic growth and income inequality remains
a key issue in economic research, with significant
implications for policy and regional development.
Temerbulatova et al. (2024) provide a compre-
hensive analysis of this relationship, examining
both the effects of economic growth on income
inequality and vice versa across Kazakhstan’s re-
gions. Notably, Kazakhstan has not previously
conducted integrated studies on its population’s
social well-being.

While various approaches to assessing social
well-being provide valuable insights, they share
critical limitations. Models that focus on income,
social spending, and individual well-being often
overlook environmental factors essential for long-
term sustainability. Regional models and experi-
mental forecasting methods rely on accurate data,
which can lead to inaccuracies or gaps. Further-
more, many methods struggle with scalability
when applying individual-level findings to broad-
er or international contexts. To enhance their ef-
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Table 1

Indices of assessing social well-being: methods, indicators, and features

Index and disciplines

Method and indicators

Critique and features

Social Progress Index
(SPI) Sociology, eco-
nomics, healthcare,
ecology

Measures social development across three categories: basic
human needs, foundations of well-being, and opportunity.
Utilizes 54 indicators categorized accordingly from statisti-
cal data and surveys. Indicators include basic needs (nutri-
tion, water, housing, safety), well-being (education, health,
environment), and opportunities (rights, freedom, toler-
ance).

egional adaptation helps identi-
fy strengths and weaknesses of re-
gions, but measuring all parame-
ters is labor-intensive (Charles &
D’Alessio, 2020)

Genuine Progress In-
dicator (GPI) Eco-
nomics, ecology, so-
cial sciences

Expands GDP by incorporating environmental and social
costs and benefits. Calculated by subtracting negative fac-
tors (environmental and social) from growth indicators.
Metrics include consumer spending, income inequality, wa-
ter pollution, resource depletion, crime rates, volunteer
work, healthcare, and education.

Including environmental and social
costs makes the GPI more compre-
hensive, but it can be complex for
international comparisons (Long &
Ji, 2019)

Global Liveability In-
dex (GLI)

Urban studies, eco-
nomics, sociology

Measures city livability using criteria like stability, health-
care, culture, environment, and education. Scores cities
based on quantitative and qualitative data. Metrics include
healthcare access, crime rates, education quality, and infra-
structure.

Focuses primarily on urban centers,
underrepresenting rural or smaller
regions, which limits global appli-
cability (EIU, 2024)

Better Life Index
(BLI) Economics, so-
ciology, public health

Developed by the OECD, it assesses well-being based on
factors like housing, income, jobs, community, education,
environment, civic engagement, and health. Data is drawn
from a mix of survey responses and economic statistics.

Offers a user-driven approach

to well-being measurement, but
subjective weights complicate
cross-country comparisons (OECD,
2021)

Quality of Life Index
(QoL) Sociology, eco-
nomics, ecology

Assesses well-being through multiple dimensions such as
health, working conditions, and socio-economic environ-
ment. Based on survey data and statistical indicators. Met-
rics include socio-economic conditions, labor environment,
economic status, and healthcare.

Provides a comprehensive analy-
sis with multiple factors, though
cross-country comparisons may re-
main challenging (Dermatis et al.,
2024)

Source: compiled by the authors

fectiveness, future indices should tackle these is-
sues by integrating environmental factors, en-
hancing data reliability, and creating scalable

frameworks.

Indices for assessing social well-being fo-
cus on dimensions such as basic needs, econom-
ic growth, environmental sustainability, and sub-
jective life satisfaction. The Social Progress Index
(SPI)! and Quality of Life Index (QoL)* measure
well-being through health, economic, and social
indicators, though they can be resource-intensive
and difficult to compare across regions. The Gen-
uine Progress Indicator (GPI) emphasizes the in-
clusion of environmental and social costs, but face

applicability®. The Global Liveability Index (GLI)
focuses on urban factors like healthcare, stabili-
ty, and infrastructure, but its focus on cities lim-

its its broader application*. The Better Life Index

in Table 1.

challenges in data availability and international

! Social Progress Imperative. Available at: https://www.
socialprogress.org/ (Date of access: November 3, 2024)

2 Numbeo. Available at: https://www.numbeo.com/quali-
ty-of-life/rankings by country.jsp (Date of access: November

(BLI) emphasizes subjective life satisfaction and
well-being across various dimensions like income
and housing but can be difficult to standardize for
global comparison due to user-driven customiza-
tion®. While these indices offer valuable insights,
they are constrained by data limitations, complex-
ity, and scalability issues. A comparative assess-
ment of these indices, including their disciplines,
methods, indicators, and limitations, is presented

* Recipes for Wellbeing. Available at: https://www.recipes-
forwellbeing.org/genuine-progress-indicator/ (Date of access:

November 3, 2024)

3,2024)

* Economist Intelligence Unit. Available at: https://www.

eiu.com/n/campaigns/global-liveability-index-2023/ (Date of
access: November 3, 2024)

® OECD Better Life Index. Available at: https://www.

oecdbetterlifeindex.org/ (Date of access: November 3, 2024)
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A comparison of various indices shows that,
while some of these indices incorporate environ-
mental and social costs, their practical utility is
limited by a lack of standardization and challeng-
es in comparing data across regions and coun-
tries. Many indices are region-specific, which
makes generalization or international application
challenging. The absence of comprehensive data
on critical factors, such as environmental sustain-
ability, further restricts our understanding of the
relationship between social well-being, economic
growth, and infrastructure development.

Additionally, subjective well-being measures,
while useful for capturing individual perceptions,
often overlook broader societal issues, like in-
come inequality or environmental degradation,
reducing the scope of some indices. To enhance
their effectiveness, these indices need to address
challenges related to data availability, simplify
complex calculations, and integrate more com-
prehensive metrics that account for the intercon-
nection between social, economic, and environ-
mental factors.

In summary, social well-being is a multifac-
eted concept that encompasses personal, social,
and work-related dimensions. It is part of a broad-
er shift toward including diverse factors in mea-
suring well-being and sustainable development.
When selecting an approach for measuring social
well-being, it'’s important to consider the econo-
my’s maturity (developed or developing) and lo-
cal community conditions.

Social well-being reflects the efficiency and
quality of the social system, as well as the compe-
tency of authorities in managing socio-economic
processes. As our literature review has shown, as-
sessment of social well-being at the regional level
should include not only macroeconomic indica-
tors but also social, infrastructural, and environ-
mental factors.

Methods and data

Data from the Bureau of National Statis-
tics of the Agency for Strategic Planning and Re-
forms of Kazakhstan were used to analyze the so-
cial well-being across the country’s regions. These
data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and
index methods. As shown in Figure 1, construct-
ing the National Social Well-Being Index (NSWI)
involved five stages of research.

1. The following indicators proposed by ex-
perts were included in the NSWI: Investments in
Fixed Assets, Fund Coefhlicient (the ratio of the
wealthiest 10% to the poorest 10%), Life Expec-
tancy at Birth, and Length of Public Paved Roads.
However, statistical data for the following indica-
tors over the past five years could not be found:
population indebtedness, levels of alcoholism and
drug addiction, corruption (registered criminal
corruption offenses), and suicidality (mortality
from suicides).

2. To determine the significance level of each
indicator, assessments were conducted by 45 ex-
perts using the Likert scale (June-July 2023). The
experts were academics specializing in socio-eco-
nomic development issues in Kazakhstans re-
gions. Consistency of responses was checked us-
ing Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient in SPSS 25, re-
vealing an average score of 0.88. This indicates a
high level of agreement among experts regard-
ing the significance of these factors, with environ-
mental and social aspects receiving the most em-
phasis. The weighting coeflicients of the indica-
tors were calculated using formula (1):

I by
mi:;-zll = (1)
i= E h

x=1

ix

where m_ is the weight coefficient of the i-th in-
dicator; n is the number of indicators; & is the as-
sessment of the expert on indicator i.
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1. Literature
review:
creation of
a system of
indicators
and database

2. Expert survey:
selection of
indicators and
determination of
weighting
coefficients

3. Calculations: . 5. Comparative
o 4. Spatial
standardization . analyses of the
. analysis: . .
and calculation . social well-being
: ranking and .
of the integral O index and other
. . classification .
index of social . regional
. of regions
well-being parameters

Figure 1. Methodology for constructing the National Social Well-Being Index
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Drawing on expert evaluations, we assigned
weighting coefficients to each parameter. The
highest coefficient (0.039) was given to Gross Re-
gional Product per Capita and Maternal Mortali-
ty Rate (per 100,000 births), indicating their per-
ceived significance by the experts. In contrast,
the lowest coefficient (0.030) was assigned to the
Overall Divorce Rate in Kazakhstan, suggesting it
was considered less important or exhibited more
variability in expert assessments. Other indica-
tors, such as Investments in Fixed Capital, En-
rollment Rates in Education (preschool and sec-
ondary), Infant Mortality, and Satisfaction with
the Quality of Drinking Water, received a coefh-
cient of 0.037, reflecting a consistent level of im-
portance. Additionally, key parameters like Pov-
erty Depth, Emissions of Pollutants (air, liquid,
solid), and Life Expectancy showed coefficients
around 0.036, demonstrating a stable evaluation
across these areas. Detailed coefficients for each
indicator are provided in Annex 1.

3. Furthermore, the collected statistical data
were standardized using linear scaling, a meth-
od commonly employed in international practice,
such as in the calculation of the UN Human De-
velopment Index. Data standardization was car-
ried out using formulas (2) and (3), depending on
whether the indicator positively or negatively im-

pacts social well-being:
X—X_, X—X_

min Ik =1— min , (2)
x - xmi x - xmi

max n max

I =

n

where I _is value of the private index of the re-
gion's well-being, x is the estimated indicator, x__,
x_.are the reference points (maximum and min-
imum values of the indicator for the period un-
der study).

The same standardisation techniques were
used to investigate and evaluate the status of sus-
tainable development of selected Chinese prov-
inces (Cai et al., 2023).

The weighting coefficients of the parameters
were considered to determine the final index of
social well-being for the regions. The calculated
indices for each indicator are multiplied by their
respective weighting coefficients, and the sum of
the values for the economy, standard of living, ed-
ucation, health care, migration, environment, and
infrastructure are used to determine the final in-
dex according to formula:

R-ECONOMY J

ISW=Zn:II. -m,, (3)

i=7

where ISW is the integral index of social well-be-
ing, I is the index for the i-parameter, m is the
weight coeflicient for parameter i.

4. After calculating the regional indices of so-
cial well-being, the regions were ranked based on
the average index value using the following scale:
0.42-0.46 (low index), 0.47-0.49 (medium index),
and 0.50-0.55 (high index). This scale was devel-
oped by dividing the range between the highest
and lowest index values into three groups.

5. Finally, the regional values of the NSWI
were analyzed in relation to regional parameters,
such as population and economic structure, par-
ticularly the share of the mining industry in GRP,
to test the hypothesis.

Results

Building on our literature review, we propose
an Adaptive National Social Well-Being Index. In-
dicators from the National Statistics Bureau, along
with those recommended by experts in the sur-
vey, were categorized into economic, living stan-
dards, education, healthcare, migration, environ-
mental, and infrastructure factors (Table 2).

The final indicators of the National Social
Well-Being Index (NSWI) consist of 28 metrics,
organized into seven categories. The key param-
eters and indicators for Kazakhstan’s regions are
listed in Table 2. Data for these indicators, cover-
ing the period from 2018 to 2022, were sourced
from the Bureau of National Statistics of Ka-
zakhstan.

To provide an objective measure of social
well-being and track regional development, cal-
culations were conducted for 2018-2022 (see Ta-
ble 3 below). The analysis of the social well-be-
ing index reveals significant regional disparities.
On average, the highest index values were found
in Atyrau region (0.54) and Astana city (0.55), re-
flecting a high level of social well-being. In con-
trast, Karaganda (0.42) and Pavlodar regions
(0.43) recorded the lowest values, indicating low-
er levels of well-being. Notably, some regions,
such as Aktobe, experienced sharp fluctuations in
the index, with a significant drop to 0.30 in 2020,
suggesting potential temporary economic or so-
cial challenges.
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Table 2

Main parameters and indicators of the National Index of Social Well-Being of Regions

Parameter

Indicator and Scale

Economic

Gross Regional Product per Capita, million tenge; Investments in Fixed Assets*, million tenge;
Growth Rate of Average Per Capita Nominal Cash Income, %; Self-Employed in Unproductive
Activities, number of people; Employees, number of people

Living Standard

Index of Real Cash Income (as a percentage of the corresponding period of the previous year);
Share of Population with Income Below Subsistence Minimum, %; Fund Coefficient (ratio of
the wealthiest 10% to the poorest 10%), times*; Poverty Depth, Life Expectancy at Birth, years*

Education

Gross Enrollment Ratio in Preschool Education; Gross Enrollment Ratio in Secondary Educa-
tion; Gross Enrollment Ratio in Higher Education

Healthcare

Maternal Mortality Ratio (per 100,000 live births); General Mortality Rate (per 1000 people);
Infant Mortality Rate (per 1,000 live births)

Migration

Crime Rate per 10,000 population; General Divorce Rate in Kazakhstan; Net Internal/External
Migration Balance in Kazakhstan

Ecology

Emissions of Atmospheric Pollutants from Stationary Sources per Capita (without treatment);
Emissions of Liquid and Gaseous Pollutants per Capita (without treatment); Emissions of Solid
Pollutants per Capita (without treatment); Utilized Pollutants; Respondents’ Satisfaction with
Air Cleanliness (absence of emissions, smoke, dust, and dirt), based on a survey of the Bureau
of National Statistics of Kazakhstan

Infrastructure

Length of Public Paved Roads per 1,000 square kilometres*; Respondents’ Satisfaction with
Drinking Water Quality, based on a survey of the Bureau of National Statistics of Kazakhstan;
Level of Digital Literacy, %; Number of Fixed Internet Subscribers, thousand units

* These indicators were chosen following expert evaluation.

Source: compiled by the authors

Table 3
National Social Well-being Index of Kazakhstan’s regions and its average value, 2018-2022
Region/year 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 AI‘;fg:)g(e
Akmola 0,46 0,45 0,41 0,46 0,45 0,44
Aktobe 0,52 0,52 0,30 0,51 0,45 0,46
Almaty 0,49 0,50 0,38 0,55 0,51 0,49
Atyrau 0,59 0,57 0,37 0,57 0,61 0,54
West Kazakhstan 0,58 0,56 0,31 0,48 0,55 0,50
Zhambyl 0,52 0,48 0,37 0,44 0,49 0,46
Karaganda 0,42 0,37 0,49 0,43 0,39 0,42
Kostanay 0,44 0,43 0,39 0,49 0,49 0,45
Kyzylorda 0,48 0,51 0,30 0,48 0,60 0,47
Mangystau 0,46 0,51 0,30 0,35 0,53 0,43
Pavlodar 0,41 0,41 0,53 0,42 0,38 0,43
North Kazakhstan 0,46 0,47 0,34 0,49 0,58 0,47
Turkestan 0,48 0,57 0,43 0,42 0,47 0,47
East Kazakhstan 0,54 0,48 0,42 0,60 0,56 0,52
Astana city 0,57 0,61 0,44 0,56 0,57 0,55
Almaty city 0,57 0,57 0,46 0,58 0,52 0,54
Shymkent city 0,56 0,59 0,34 0,39 0,36 0,45
Mean 0,50 0,51 0,39 0,48 0,50 0,48

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Table 4

Grouping of regions by average values of the National Social Well-Being Index for 2018-2022

Group of Regions

Regions (Indices)

Regions with high NSWI

Astana City (0.55); Almaty City (0.54); Atyrau (0.54); East Kazakhstan (0.52);
West Kazakhstan (0.50)

Regions with medium NSWI

Almaty (0.49); North Kazakhstan (0.47); Turkestan (0.47); Kyzylorda (0.47)

Regions with low NSWI

Aktobe (0.46); Zhambyl (0.46); Shymkent City (0.45); Kostanay (0.45); Akmo-
la (0.44), Pavlodar (0.43); Mangystau (0.43); Karaganda (0.42)

Source: Compiled by the authors

Excluding the decline in the index during the
2020-2021 COVID-19 pandemic, regions such as
Atyrau, Mangystau, North Kazakhstan, Kostanay,
Almaty, and East Kazakhstan have shown stable
growth in the NSWI. In contrast, regions like Shy-
mkent, Almaty city, Aktobe, Pavlodar, and Akmo-
la have experienced negative trends in their indi-
cators, highlighting the need for additional mea-
sures to improve social and economic stability. It
was observed that all regions saw a drop in the
NSWTI in 2020, primarily due to the global impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic, which halted eco-
nomic activity. However, by 2021, most regions
had recovered quickly, with the only exception of
Turkestan region, which showed a slow recovery
compared to the others, possibly due to its larger
population and higher population density.

This study categorizes regions into three
groups based on their average NSWI scores: high
(0.50-0.55), average (0.46-0.49), and low (0.42-
0.46). The scaling of the National Social Well-Be-
ing Index (Table 3) shows that, apart from Asta-
na and Almaty, only three regions—Atyrau, East
Kazakhstan, and West Kazakhstan—achieve high
NSWI values. Table 4 presents the grouping of re-
gions by the average NSWI for 2018-2022. High
social well-being regions, such as Astana, Al-
maty, Atyrau, East Kazakhstan, and West Kazakh-
stan, demonstrate strong economic activity and
investment potential. Regions with average so-
cial well-being, including Almaty, North Kazakh-
stan, Turkestan, and Kyzylorda, have shown sta-
ble growth and investment in social sectors. Con-
versely, regions with low social well-being, such

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Akmola
Shymkent 0,7 Aktobe
0,6
Almaty city Almaty
Astana Atyrau
East Kazakhstan West Kazakhstan
Turkestan Zhambyl
North Kazakhstan Karaganda
Pavlodar Kostanayskaya
Mangystau Kyzylorda

Figure 2. Regions of Kazakhstan by the Social Well-Being Index in 2018-2022.

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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as Aktobe, Kostanay, Akmola, Zhambyl, Pavlodar,
Mangistau, Karaganda, and Shymkent, require
targeted interventions to improve their socio-eco-
nomic conditions.

The situation remained largely unchanged in
several regions throughout the whole given peri-
od (2018-2022) (Figure 2). It is important to note
that the NSWI reached its lowest point in 2020
across nearly all regions due to the COVID-19
pandemic.

Values of the NSWI subindicators for 2022
are essential for analyses of the current situation
in the regions of Kazakhstan (Annex 2). They re-
flect key socio-economic dimensions through the
following subindicators:

Economic Indicators: The highest econom-
ic score is in Atyrau (0.74), reflecting its strong
economic base due to oil production. Mangistau
(0.49) and Pavlodar (0.44) also rank high, likely
due to their industrial bases. The lowest economic
score is in Almaty region (0.22), suggesting chal-
lenges despite its importance as a financial hub.

Life Quality Indicators: Atyrau (0.89) and
Zhambyl (0.72) rank highest in life quality, indi-
cating better access to services, social stability, and
living conditions. Karaganda (0.53) and Turkes-
tan (0.53) are in the middle, while Akmola (0.40)
and Astana (0.42) show lower scores.

Education Indicators: North-Kazakhstan
(0.96) stands out with a remarkably high score in
education, which may indicate a focus on educa-
tional resources and infrastructure. Regions like
Karaganda (0.20) and Turkestan (0.10) score quite
low, highlighting challenges in educational access
and quality.

Healthcare Indicators: Almaty city (0.87)
and East-Kazakhstan (0.75) demonstrate strong
healthcare systems, while North-Kazakhstan
(0.12) and Astana (0.27) lag significantly behind,
suggesting healthcare access and quality concerns.

Migration: Shymkent city (0.72) and
West-Kazakhstan (0.58) have high migration
scores, which may be tied to economic opportu-
nities and living conditions attracting more resi-
dents. Kostanai (0.25) and Pavlodar (0.23) show
lower migration rates, indicating less population
movement or attractiveness.

Environmental Indicators: Kyzylorda (0.99)
and Atyrau (0.83) have the highest scores for en-
vironmental indicators, possibly due to effective
environmental policies or lower industrial pollu-
tion. Pavlodar (0.31) and Karaganda (0.38) have

R-ECONOMY J

some of the lowest scores, likely reflecting envi-
ronmental challenges related to heavy industries.

Infrastructure Indicators: Astana city (0.72)
and Karaganda (0.68) lead in infrastructure,
demonstrating strong transportation, energy, and
urban infrastructure. Turkestan (0.33) and Pav-
lodar (0.29) score lower, indicating weaker infra-
structure development.

This analysis highlights regional disparities in
Kazakhstan, with some regions excelling in spe-
cific areas but facing significant challenges in oth-
ers. Atyrau leads in economic strength and quali-
ty of life but struggles with infrastructure; Pavlodar
performs well in education but faces environmen-
tal and infrastructure issues; North Kazakhstan ex-
cels in education but underperforms in healthcare
and migration; and the cities of Astana, Almaty,
and Shymkent show mixed results, excelling in in-
frastructure and healthcare but needing improve-
ments in economic and environmental areas.

The specialization of regions and their contri-
butions to the national economy are closely linked
to the socio-economic development of these areas,
influencing the social well-being of their residents.
While the mining sector plays a crucial role in re-
gional economic indicators, its impact on social
well-being remains unclear. To test this hypothesis,
we compare the regions’ NSWI with the share of
the mining industry in their GRP (Table 5).

This table provides an overview of various re-
gions in Kazakhstan, comparing their econom-
ic indicators and NSWI across different sectors.
Atyrau (0.55) is dominated by mining (38.4%),
with small contributions from agriculture (1%)
and moderate manufacturing (5.3%). The region’s
high NSWTI is driven by wealth from the oil and
gas industry, despite limited diversification. East
Kazakhstan (0.52) has a more balanced economy,
with mining (15.1%), agriculture (8.9%), and sig-
nificant manufacturing (23%), supporting a sta-
ble and high NSWI. West Kazakhstan (0.50), an-
other resource-rich area, relies heavily on mining
(38.9%) but has smaller agricultural and manu-
facturing sectors, contributing to relatively high
social well-being.

Almaty region is largely dependent on agri-
culture (15.8%) and manufacturing (24.3%), with
little mining activity, resulting in moderate so-
cial well-being. Kyzylorda (0.47) also depends on
mining (21.3%), agriculture (6%), and manufac-
turing (6.1%), but its focus on primary sectors
limits higher NSWI scores. In North Kazakhstan
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Table 5
Economic profile of regions of Kazakhstan in 2022
Primary sector, 2022 Secondary sector, 2022
Regions Mining industry, | Agricultural in- | Manufacturing industry, Ave;e:)glesl\lzso\!zl for
% in GRP dustry, % in GRP % in GRP ]
NSWI - 0,5-0.55 (high)
1. Astana City - - 16,8 0,55
2. Atyrau 38,4 1 5,3 0,54
3. Almaty City - - 7,9 0,54
4. East Kazakhstan 15,1 8,9 23 0,52
5. West Kazakhstan 38,9 4,2 4,9 0,5
NSWI - 0.47-0.49 (medium)
6. Almaty 0,3 15,8 24,3 0,49
7. Kyzylorda 21,3 6 6,1 0,47
8. North Kazakhstan 7,5 18,7 8 0,47
9. Turkestan 8,8 6 29 0,47
NSWI - 0.42-0.46 (low)
11. Aktobe 19,9 6,2 11,8 0,46
10. Zhambyl 2,9 11,2 15,1 0,46
12. Kostanay 12,5 12,5 19,5 0,45
13. Shymkent City 0,04 - 25,7% 0,45
14. Akmola 3,9 16,5 24,3 0,44
15. Pavlodar 0,2 27,9 10,6 0,43
16. Mangystau 44,5 0,8 4,4 0,43
17. Karaganda 13,1 3,8 31,4 0,42

Source: Compiled by the authors

(0.47), agriculture (18.7%) dominates, while min-
ing (7.5%) and manufacturing (8%) contribute
less, leading to moderate social well-being. Turke-
stan (0.48) benefits from strong manufacturing
(29%) but faces challenges in other areas, giving it
a medium NSWI.

Aktobe (0.46) relies on mining (19.9%), ag-
riculture (6.2%), and manufacturing (11.8%), but
its lower NSWI reflects challenges in econom-
ic or social infrastructure. Zhambyl (0.46) has a
balanced industrial base with agriculture (11.2%)
and manufacturing (15.1%) as key sectors, while
mining plays a minor role (2.9%), contributing
to moderate social well-being. Kostanay (0.45)
is fairly diversified with agriculture (12.5%) and
manufacturing (19.5%) but faces socio-economic
challenges, resulting in a lower NSWI.

Akmola (0.45) benefits from developed agri-
culture (16.5%) and manufacturing (24.3%), but
struggles with low social well-being, possibly due
to infrastructure or public service issues. Pavlodar
(0.43) is heavily focused on agriculture (27.9%)

R-ECONOMY J

with limited manufacturing (10.6%) and mini-
mal mining, which affects its NSWI. Mangystau
(0.43), dominated by mining (44.5%), has low di-
versification into agriculture (0.8%) and manu-
facturing (4.4%), keeping its NSWI low despite
mining’s economic output. Karaganda (0.42),
reliant on manufacturing (31.4%) and mining
(13.1%), faces socio-economic challenges linked
to an over-reliance on these industries, leading to
alower NSWIL

Thus, our analysis has refuted the initial hy-
pothesis, which suggested that regions with a
large share of mining in their GRP would have
a higher NSWI. While resource-rich regions like
Atyrau and West Kazakhstan score higher due to
the economic strength derived from mining, de-
spite limited diversification, regions with a more
balanced industrial structure, such as East Ka-
zakhstan and Almaty, tend to have higher NSWI.
This highlights the benefits of industrial diversi-
fication. In conclusion, regions with strong in-
dustrial bases and economic diversification sup-
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port higher social well-being, while areas over-
ly reliant on a single sector, such as mining or
agriculture, tend to have lower NSWI scores.
For instance, agriculture-dependent regions like
Pavlodar and North Kazakhstan exhibit lower
NSWI, reflecting the limitations of economies
dominated by agriculture with less industrial or
mining activity.

Discussion

The findings of this study, along with pre-
vious research, contribute to the understanding
of regional social well-being by emphasizing the
role of various factors in improving community
welfare. Assessing social well-being is complex,
highlighting the need for a systematic approach
to understand its dynamic nature and impact on
quality of life (Greblikaité et al., 2018). Our study
revealed significant regional variations in Ka-
zakhstan’s social well-being, with NSWI ranging
from 0.42 in Karaganda (lowest) to 0.55 in As-
tana city (highest). These disparities are linked
to differing economic activities, investment pol-
icies, and socioeconomic conditions. The results
support the need for targeted economic and so-
cial programs to address regional inequalities in
well-being. Additionally, the relevance of mon-
etary policy strategy for human resource devel-
opment is affirmed by earlier research (Kurni-
asih, 2023). The research by Pérez et al. (2024)
provides valuable insights into the interplay be-
tween social programs, socioeconomic variables,
and poverty. While social programs offer tem-
porary relief, their long-term impact on pover-
ty reduction is limited. Investments in educa-
tion, infrastructure, and economic stability are
essential for creating sustainable solutions to
poverty. Access to education and healthcare ser-
vices emerged as critical factors in improving so-
cial well-being and reducing poverty. Higher ed-
ucation correlates with better job opportunities
and income levels, reducing poverty risk. Com-
prehensive policies focused on improving edu-
cational outcomes and healthcare access can sig-
nificantly reduce poverty in the regions (Pérez et
al., 2024).

Economic growth does not necessarily lead to
high social welfare, as exemplified by regions with
high GRP but low social well-being indices, such
as Pavlodar and Karaganda regions. This under-
scores the necessity for more equitable resource
distribution and improved social services.

R-ECONOMY J

Conclusions

The adapted National Social Well-Being In-
dex (NSWI) for Kazakhstan serves as a compre-
hensive tool for evaluating regional disparities
in social and economic conditions. This index is
constructed using 28 indicators across seven pa-
rameters, including economic performance, liv-
ing standards, education, healthcare, migration,
environmental quality, and infrastructure. The
findings from 2018 to 2022 highlight significant
regional differences: Atyrau and Astana consis-
tently rank highest in NSWI values due to robust
economic activity and investment appeal, whereas
regions like Karaganda and Pavlodar exhibit low-
er scores, indicative of persistent economic and
social challenges.

Our analysis brings to light a clear trend: re-
gions with diversified economies, like East Ka-
zakhstan and Almaty, tend to have higher so-
cial well-being, while those dependent on a sin-
gle sector, particularly mining or agriculture,
show lower scores. Resource-rich regions, such
as Atyrau and West Kazakhstan, achieve high
NSWI scores due to strong oil and gas industries,
but their lack of diversification limits broader
social progress. In contrast, regions like Akto-
be and Pavlodar, with lower NSWT scores, face
challenges from reliance on a narrow econom-
ic base, impacting infrastructure, social services,
and environmental quality.

Economic diversification, especially in the in-
dustrial sector, is key to improving social well-be-
ing. Regions in Kazakhstan affected by the
COVID-19 pandemic saw significant drops in
their NSWI scores in 2020, but most recovered
quickly by 2021. The NSWI framework serves as a
valuable policy tool to identify areas needing tar-
geted interventions for greater social and econom-
ic stability. The study highlights the importance of
equitable resource distribution and investment
in social infrastructure, healthcare, and environ-
mental protection, particularly in industrial or re-
mote areas. Addressing social well-being dispari-
ties requires tailored policies to promote balanced
and inclusive growth across Kazakhstan.

Nonetheless, the study has certain limitations,
including data availability and quality, reporting
inconsistencies, and subjective expert weighting,
all of which could influence the accuracy of the
index. A static index may also fall short of captur-
ing the dynamic aspects of social well-being, and
there might be a delay between policy implemen-
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tation and observable outcomes. Future research
should strive to refine indicators, integrate more
comprehensive data, and investigate the complex
interactions shaping social well-being.

In summary, while some regions have made
progress in social well-being, significant dispar-
ities remain. Policymakers must address these
challenges with targeted interventions to pro-

mote equitable development, ensuring all regions
contribute to Kazakhstans prosperity and resil-
ience. To reduce regional disparities, focused pro-
grams and investments are needed to improve liv-
ing standards in less developed areas. High-per-
forming regions can serve as models for balanced
socioeconomic growth, guiding improvements in
lower-performing regions.

Appendix 1
Weighting coeflicients of the indicators of the National Index of Social Well-Being
Ne Indicators Weigh.ting
coefficients

1 | Gross regional product per capita 0,039
2 | Investments in fixed capital 0,037
3 | Growth rate of average per capita nominal monetary income of the population 0,037
4 | Self-employed workers, number of people (productively/unproductively employed) 0,036
5 | Employees, number of people 0,033
6 | Real monetary income index (in % of the corresponding period of the previous year) 0,037
7 | Share of population with incomes below the subsistence minimum 0,038
8 | Ratio of funds between the top 10% and bottom 10% of the population, times 0,032
9 | Poverty depth 0,036
10 | Gross enrollment rate of children in preschool education and training 0,037
11 | Gross enrollment rate of secondary education 0,037
12 | Gross enrollment rate of higher education 0,036
13 | Maternal mortality rate (per 100,000 births) 0,039
14 | Overall mortality rate (per 1,000 people) 0,037
15 | Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 births) 0,037
16 | Life expectancy at birth 0,036
17 | Crime rate*per 10,000 population 0,036
18 | Overall divorce rate in Kazakhstan 0,030
19 | Balance of internal/external migration of the population in Kazakhstan 0,033
20 | Emissions of air pollutants from stationary sources, per capita (without purification) 0,036
21 | Emissions of liquid and gaseous pollutants, per capita (without purification) 0,035
22 | Emissions of solid pollutants, per capita (without purification) 0,036
23 | Disposed of pollutants 0,034
24 gierstl))ondents’ opinions on satisfaction with air purity (absence of emissions, smoke, dust and 0,035
25 | Length of public paved roads, kilometers per 1000 square kilometers 0,036
26 | Respondents’ satisfaction with the quality of drinking water 0,037
27 | Proportion of housing with water supply, % 0,036
28 | Number of fixed-line Internet subscribers, thousand units 0,034

Total 1,000
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Appendix 2
Sub-indices of the National Index of Social Well-Being in the regions of Kazakhstan for 202p2p
Region 1.Economy 2.Lif;;1ual— 3.Education 4'11:‘:3}1_ 5.Migration 6.E11111\;i;‘:) n sz;ngtl;::e
Akmola 0,34 0,40 0,40 0,52 0,38 0,65 0,37
Aktobe 0,38 0,57 0,28 0,53 0,41 0,59 0,50
Almaty 0,22 0,65 0,41 0,39 0,42 0,74 0,56
Atyrau 0,74 0,89 0,37 0,56 0,48 0,83 0,35
West-Kazakhstan 0,40 0,68 0,39 0,48 0,58 0,70 0,48
Zhambyl 0,38 0,72 0,34 0,61 0,45 0,77 0,35
Karaganda 0,35 0,53 0,20 0,32 0,38 0,38 0,68
Kostanai 0,41 0,68 0,48 0,21 0,25 0,55 0,35
Kyzylorda 0,40 0,76 0,45 0,62 0,36 0,99 0,35
Mangistau 0,49 0,55 0,53 0,73 0,34 0,69 0,30
Pavlodar 0,44 0,69 0,63 0,44 0,23 0,31 0,29
North-Kazakhstan 0,43 0,52 0,96 0,12 0,48 0,62 0,38
East-Kazakhstan 0,41 0,44 0,62 0,75 0,42 0,75 0,34
Astana city 0,40 0,42 0,33 0,27 0,42 0,66 0,72
Almaty city 0,37 0,67 0,40 0,87 0,55 0,73 0,45
Shymkent city 0,40 0,44 0,34 0,74 0,72 0,59 0,60
Turkestan 0,38 0,53 0,10 0,59 0,27 0,74 0,33
Mean 0,41 0,59 0,43 0,51 0,42 0,66 0,44
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