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Abstract

Relevance: To a great extent, poverty describes socio-economic situation of a part of the country’s population in a
market economy and is the subject of research for global development organizations. Kazakhstan implements interna-
tional statistical standards, however does not officially use a multitude of indicators that could be useful for the state
policy of poverty reduction.

Object: household whose income is below the poverty line. Purpose of the paper is to assess the range of poverty
measurement indicators in Kazakhstan and the results obtained with their help from the standpoint of international sta-
tistical methodology to develop recommendations for their improvement in the context of state regulation needs.

Methods: based on economic and statistical methods of analyzing the dynamics and structure of the Kazakh phe-
nomenon recognized in world statistics as absolute monetary poverty.

Findings: Over the past five years, the Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index has been showing a tendency of increase in all
its constituent indicators: level, depth and sharpness. For the first time since 2013, its value for 2022 exceeds one. A
twofold growth in the depth of poverty and an increase of its intensity by 2.5 times over this period indicates an increase
in heterogeneity of the group with incomes below the subsistence minimum. In the regional context, poverty depth and
intensity indicators show a unidirectional vector of changes. Regional analysis of assets ratio and Gini coefficients by
decile groups of the population allows us to see values of these indicators in both northern and central regions of Ka-
zakhstan, as well as the city of Almaty, higher than the average value of inequality across the country. The number of
household members is a risk factor for falling into the social group of the poor while a significant proportion of five-
person households are represented by families with children.

Conclusions: There is a clear disproportion between groups with different numbers of children in terms of the
share of the population with incomes below 40 thousand tenge. In the group of large families, the share of households
with such income is three times greater than in the total population: 28.8% and 9.09%, respectively. To deepen the
analysis of official statistics, indicators of chronic and child poverty are recommended, since they are of fundamental
importance for assessing the results of social policy. We are planning an empirical sociological study to evaluate these
indicators among the participants of a targeted social assistance program.

Keywords: monetary poverty, measurement, index, dynamics analysis, regions, the household.

Introduction

The state social policy in relation to the group of citizens identified in the international methodology as
“poor” is guided by the provisions developed by the world statistical community and their national imple-
mentation. The list of used indicators serves as the basis for the development and managerial decision-
making, government programs and projects included in them, for monitoring and evaluation of management
effort results.

After the adoption of the Millennium Declaration and the Millennium Development Goals by the UN
General Assembly in 2000, within the framework of the goal To Eradicate Extreme Poverty and Hunger,
comprehensive indicators that take into account economic and non-economic parameters were designed and
proposed for use at the national level in world practice (United Nations Millennium Declaration, 2016).

In 2015, the world community adopted the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) covering a wide
range of issues of the wellbeing of modern societies. Poverty issues, although included in this document, are
only a part of a comprehensive list of indicators and are in conjunction with the objectives of different goals
(United Nations Millennium Declaration, 2015). Of 229 SDG indicators, only 119 have been recognized as
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indicators with a well-established methodology and technically regularly observed, while the rest have been
declared ambiguous and not officially tracked. This also applies to a number of indicators of poverty, among
which there are aggregated and quite difficult ones to observe (United Nations Statistical Commis-
sion, 2016).

Because the issue of poverty is inherent to all countries worldwide to varying degrees and efforts to mit-
igate it are an integral part of the state policies of welfare states, the world community and statistical bodies
of international organizations make regular efforts both to deepen the understanding of “poverty” in modern
societies and to uniform approaches to its measurement. National statistical agencies do try to adhere to the
international methodology; however, many indicators and indices are still not calculated at the national level
either due to insufficient data or non-compliance of the rules for their collection with international standards
(Gibson, J, 2016).

Kazakhstan’s statistics on poverty measurement adheres to international standards, but a number of im-
portant indicators of poverty measurement are not calculated precluding an adequate assessment of selected
social phenomena, as will be outlined below.

Literature review

Measurement of poverty is of interest from the point of the welfare state’s commitment to its citizens,
which determines the requirements on the part of society to do it correctly from the standpoint of reflecting
the interests of the social group of the poor and taking into account the usefulness of these indicators for the
measures taken by the state to reduce the group (F. Je. Burdzhalov (Eds.), 2005; Sen, A., 2016; Klinov, V. G.
& Sidorov, A. A., 2018)

Due to the constant attention to this issue, poverty indicators are subject to constant evolution based on
statistician efforts initiated by international organizations.

The abundance of methodological approaches to assessing the social consequences of poverty in scien-
tific research is still poorly combined with practices in which poverty is usually measured by the level of in-
come or income used for consumption. The measurement can be based on both absolute and relative ap-
proaches to income (Duclos, J. and Grégoire, P., 2002; UNECE, 2010).

The first one is of a physiological nature as it is measured by the amount of food and the minimum of
non-food goods and services necessary for human survival.

Poverty based on an absolute monetary dimension ignores the fact that its result is social exclusion,
which is a way more serious social issue, since missed opportunities, e.g., educational ones, are very hard to
correct afterwards (UNDP, 2009).

The simplicity of calculation using this method does not eliminate its disadvantages, which include the
following: the need for periodic revision of the food basket, the lack of a real calculation of the cost of non-
food needs (when applying the Engel law, as Kazakhstan does), an automatic change in the scale of poverty
with an increase in the poverty line, the need to develop and apply equivalence scales in complex households
(World Bank, 2000; Jolliffe, D., Prydz, E. B., 2016).

In this regard, some countries apply additional indicators using the absolute one as a base (Dalaker Jo-
seph, 2022).

Most developed countries use the relative monetary poverty line that is tied to a legally established per-
centage of disposable median income (most often it is 60%). Developed European countries today use this
trait in conjunction with two non-monetary criteria (the AROPE rate): a family cannot afford 4 out of 19
items of essential goods/services and there are able-bodied family members who were employed for less than
20% in the previous year (World Bank, 2023; UN Economic Commission for Europe, 2015).

A generally recognized area of research is the analysis of the social phenomenon of poverty in dynam-
ics, since the period of stay in this state forms a distance between a person and society, reduces the possibil-
ity of a person’s inclusion in economic and social processes. This is especially important for children and
teenagers. Chronic poverty and child poverty indicators are the most important ones of social wellbeing, and
therefore are valuable for effective public policy.

A priority approach for the countries worldwide is the development of national indices of multidimen-
sional poverty. Alkire-Foster have founded the methodological basis for this and it is receiving improve-
ments to this day (Alkire, S., Robles, G., 2017; Azpitarte, F., Gallegos J., G. Yalonetzky, 2020; Vollmer F.,
Alkire S., 2022).

Cepusi «9koHomumkay. Ne 2(110)/2023 91



T.P. Pritvorova, N.N. Gelashvili et al

The flexibility of forming a set of indicators and their specific weights for each country has ensured the
attractiveness of developing and applying this method of poverty assessment combining both monetary and
non-monetary indices for many countries across the globe (Bartels, C., Stockhausen, M., 2017).

The multidimensional poverty indicator is currently a priority in the studies by international organiza-
tions and in cross-country studies when assessing the possibilities of restructuring public policy (World
Bank, 2017; Jindra C., Vaz A., 2019).

Kazakhstan actually uses two variants of “poverty line”:

- For social benefits, the subsistence minimum is applied (Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated July
17, 2001 No. 246-I1 “On state targeted social assistance” (with amendments and additions as of
01.01.2023)), and

- The “poverty line” interpreted as the minimum amount of monetary income per person, for targeted
social assistance. It is currently determined at the rate of 70% of the subsistence minimum (Law of the Re-
public of Kazakhstan dated May 19, 2015 No. 314-V ZRK. “On minimum social standards and their guaran-
tees” (as amended and supplemented as of 21.08.2022)).

Statistical agencies monitor monetary poverty indicators based on the income value in the amount of the
subsistence minimum. However, some indicators that could be advisable for evaluating and adjusting social
policy measures are not currently in use. For this reason, we have undertaken this study to expand the range
of main poverty indicators that can be taken into account for social policy measures development.

Methods

Methods are based on economic and statistical methods of analyzing the dynamics and structure of the
Kazakh phenomenon identified in world statistics as absolute monetary poverty and is measured on the basis
of indicators of the level, depth and severity of poverty (Foster, J. et al., 1984).

Concurrently, national studies are urged to use other indicators of a more complex nature, such as the
Watts’ index, the Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index that allow an increase in reaction sensitivity of the analytical
result to the real processes of changes in the incomes of the poor (Xu, K., 2014).

The novelty of our research lies in testing the calculation of the Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index for Kazakh-
stan, in identifying the nature of the dynamics of depth and intensity of poverty in the regional context, as-
sessment of child poverty by indirect indicators.

Results

We have implemented the possibilities of processing official statistical indicators of monetary poverty
on the following points:

-The Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index,

-Regional poverty profile features, and

- Number of persons, number of children in the household and poverty, disparity between the city and
the countryside.

The Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index.

One of the complex methods of measuring the scale of poverty and its qualitative and quantitative char-
acteristics is the index proposed by Amartya Sen and subsequently amended by other researchers. The Sen-
Shorrocks-Thon index is calculated as a product of the values of poverty level, depth and intensity
(UNECE, 2018). These three features give a comprehensive picture of what is happening to the social group
of the poor, both in comparison with other social groups and within the group itself. Using the index form
allows to quantify the big picture of the dynamics of three basic features characterizing poverty according to
recognition of international statistical norms.

The index is not calculated in Kazakhstan statistical reporting; however, such a procedure is possible us-
ing official statistical data. In this case, the value of the index approach lies in the possibility to compare the
dynamics of each component separately and evaluate the factors that influenced the final value of the index.

While poverty level is the simplest measure of the scale of poverty in society, its depth shows average
deviation of the income of the poor from the poverty line, and intensity shows inequality among the poor in
terms of income. When index value changes in dynamics, the nature of dynamics of all three of its parts can
be traced simultaneously and conclusions can be drawn about the changes taking place (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1.The Sen-Shorrocks-Thon Index and Its Components
Note — compiled by the authors with https://stat.gov.kz/ data 2023

Breaking of the main trends becomes obvious in 2018. The Engel formula was applied to calculate the
subsistence minimum and the share of the non-food part of the consumer basket was determined at 45%
(joint order of the Minister of Labor and Social Protection of the Population of the Republic of Kazakhstan
No. 296 of September 7, 2017 and the Minister of National Economy of the Republic of Kazakhstan of Oc-
tober 9 2017 No. 354).

Nevertheless, if we analyze the two time periods of 2013-2017 and 2018-2022 by the nature of trends,
we can see significant differences between them.

The first period is characterized by the stability of all poverty indicators and, accordingly, the Sen-
Shorrocks-Thon index. The average poverty rate for the period is 2.7%, its range of fluctuations is 0.5%.
Poverty depth indicator barely changes with the average deviation from the poverty line of 0.4%. Similarly,
poverty intensity level is stable and has a level of 0.1 for all years, thus saying that the difference between
the groups of the poor in terms of under consumption is insignificant, i.e., deviation from the average income
among the poor is 10%. The Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index for the period has an average value of 0.1 and varies
within 0.04.The second period can be characterized as unstable with a tendency to worsening of all poverty
indicators and index growth. The average poverty rate for the period was 4.9%.

The jump-like growth of 1.6% seen in 2018 is associated with the above-mentioned increase in the sub-
sistence minimum (“On Determining the Size of the Poverty Line”. Order of the Minister of Labor and So-
cial Protection of the Population of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated August 31, 2017 No. 290. Registered
with the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan on September 27, 2017 No. 15766).

Simultaneously with the increase in the subsistence minimum value, the depth and intensity of poverty
have formed unidirectional vectors of movement. The average value of poverty depth has increased to 0.8%.
At the beginning of the period, the poor lacked an average of 0.7% of income to the subsistence minimum,
and 0.9% at the end. As for the poverty intensity, differentiation in the period between 2018 and 2022 dou-
bled from 0.1% to 0.2%, and further reached 0.3% in 2022.

The Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index for the period of 2018-2022 has an average value of 0.98 and varies
within 0.83. In 2022, the index exceeded 1 for the first time in 10 years.

Such a significant increase is due not only to regulatory norms, but also to the characteristics of the ex-
panded contingent, which, under the influence of these changes, fell into the poor group.

While an increase in the poverty level by 1.81 times is associated with a regulatory change in the sub-
sistence minimum, a twofold growth in poverty depth and a 2.5 times growth in poverty intensity indicate an
increase in heterogeneity of the group, i.e., a change in qualitative parameters of the population. Within the
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group of poor, differentiation by average deviation of income from the subsistence minimum (depth) in-
creased twofold, and by the average deviation from the average income within the group (intensity) in-
creased by 2.5 times (Table 1).

Table 1. Poverty Indicators and the Sen-Shorrocks-Thon Index for the Period Between 2013 and 2022.

Period Poverty Level, % Poverty Depth, % Poverty Intensity, % The Sen-SIrr:c(;;r)?cks—Thon
Max [Min Avg Max  [Min Avg [Max |Min Avg Max Min Avg
2013-2017 |2.90 |2.50 2.70 0.12 0.08 0.40 ]0.10 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.08 0.10
2018-2022 |5.30 |4.30 4,90 0.90 0.70 0.80 ]0.20 0.30 0.25 1.43 0.60 0.98
(Tgirr‘r’]‘é"sth Rate,1 g3 172 |1.81 [750 [875 [2.00 [200 [300 [250 [11.92 |750 [9.80
Note — compiled by the authors with https://stat.gov.kz/ data 2023

That means, simultaneously with the increase in subsistence minimum, heterogeneity of the income
group is growing as well, subjects with different poverty profiles fall into it; factors of their entry into the
group may be of a different nature, which will require completely different state policy measures to over-
come poverty.

Regional poverty profile.

The general rule is that indicators characterizing poverty vary regionally, because each region has its
own economic and social living conditions with different features, especially in countries with vast territo-
ries. Currently, Kazakhstan has twenty administrative-territorial units, calculating indicators of poverty depth
and intensity, assets ratio and Gini coefficient for each and one of them.

Poverty depth and intensity indicators with a high degree of approximation accuracy of 0.93 show a
trend of linear functional dependence with a positive coefficient, i.e., the higher the regional poverty depth
and intensity indicator, the higher the poverty intensity indicator. This confirms the hypothesis that the high-
er the regional consumer poverty deficit, the greater the inequality between the poor within the population. In
2022, Mangystau region shows the highest poverty depth value (2.4%) and the highest intensity val-
ue (0.8%) (Fig. 2).
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Figure 2. Regional Poverty Depth and Intensity in Kazakhstan
Note — compiled by the authors with https://stat.gov.kz/ data 2023

In terms of poverty depth, regions are extremely heterogeneous, since variation factor is 34.4% and,
consequently, the average value for such a population cannot be recognized as adequate (Table 2).
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Table 2. Main Poverty Indicators in the Regional Context, 2022

Regions Poverty Depth, | Poverty Intensity, | Assets Rgtio by 10 % |Gini Coeffigient by 10 % Pop-

% % Population Groups ulation Groups
RK 0.9 0.3 5.61 0.282
Mangystau 2.4 0.8 2.77 0.176
Akmola 1.6 0.5 5.78 0.287
Abay 15 0.4 3.73 0.248
Turkestan 14 0.3 3.59 0.213
Almaty City 14 0.5 6.5 0.308
East Kazakhstan 1.3 0.4 5.92 0.308
Shymkent 1.1 0.3 3.11 0.183
West Kazakhstan 0.9 0.2 3.38 0.219
North Kazakhstan 0.9 0.2 5.58 0.283
Aktobe 0.8 0.2 5.55 0.300
Kostanay 0.8 0.2 4.78 0.259
Zhetysu* 0.6 0.1 4.31 0.279
Karaganda 0.6 0.2 6.07 0.310
Pavlodar 0.5 0.1 5.82 0.311
Almaty 0.4 0.1 4.25 0.271
Zhambyl 0.4 0.1 3.41 0.216
Kyzylorda 0.4 0.1 3.64 0.225
Atyrau 0.3 0.1 3.25 0.203
Astana City 0.3 0.0 3.59 0.245
Ulytau* 0.2 0.0 3.56 0.268
Variation Factor 34.4 15.70 30.49 14.23
Note — compiled by the authors with https://stat.gov.kz/ data 2023

According to other indicators, the aggregate of regions can be recognized as more homogeneous.

As far as poverty intensity, i.e., the spread of incomes of the poor around the average value for such
households goes, they are more homogeneous, since variation factor for this indicator is 15.7%. In fact, this
suggests that the degree of dispersion of income data is average while the aggregate can be recognized as
homogeneous; income values are relatively close within the group.

According to the Gini coefficient, the aggregate of 14.23% is homogeneous, which indicates similarity
of an overall picture of regional inequality in Kazakhstan.

By assets ratio, variation value also fits within the recognized boundaries (up to 33%), but is almost at
the uniformity threshold.

Analysis of assets ratio and Gini coefficient allows us to see that the northern and central regions of Ka-
zakhstan, as well as the city of Almaty show values of these indicators higher than the average value of ine-
guality countrywide. The southern and western regions have a smaller range of variations.

Poverty and household size
The share of poor households consisting of one person in 2022 was 0.19% (Fig. 3).

Figure 3. Households with incomes below the subsistence minimum, depending on their size, 2022

Note — compiled by the authors with https://stat.gov.kz/ data 2023
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Two-person households with a similar income are found in eight regions and they make 0.5% of com-
bined share in the population of Kazakhstan among households of this type.

Poor four and five-person households are found in 19 and 20 regions, respectively, and they make
3.09% and 9.29% of poor households of this type, respectively.

The trend line for this statistical series with a high degree of accuracy of 0.99 approximation is repre-
sented by an exponential function. According to this trend, it is five-person or more households that consti-
tute a social group with a high risk of becoming poor.

Having added the factor of household size, we performed a comparative analysis of distribution of
households with different numbers of children having average per capita consumption incomes below 40,000
tenge, i.e., almost the subsistence minimum (Fig. 4). There is no official statistical data on consumption in-
come in relation to the subsistence minimum and the number of children in the household, forcing us to use a
close amount of income of 40,000 tenge for the analysis. The official subsistence minimum for 2022 is
36,016 tenge.

210 °

1,54
0 = - U0 R

Househobkd 1th Clhlds en under 16 ousehold ith Three Children Household ith Four Children

Figure 4. Distribution of Households with Children by Size of the Average Per Capita Consumption Income of
Less than 40,000 tenge, 2022.

Note — compiled by the authors with https://stat.gov.kz/ data 2023

There is a clear disproportion between groups with different numbers of children in terms of the share
of the population with incomes below 40 thousand tenge. In the totality, it is 9.09%, in the group with three
children 14.29%, and in the group of large families 28.8%.

An assessment of disproportions in economic situation of families in urban and rural areas has shown
significant differences between these types of households (Table 3).

Table 3. The Share of Families with Children with Per Capita Incomes Below 40,000 Tenge in a Corresponding Income
Group, in %, 2022

All Households with Households Households with Households with Households with Four
Children under 16 with One Child Two Children Three Children Children or More
All 9.09 3.33 7.11 14.29 28.78
Urban | 6.79 2.34 6.35 9.93 25.4
Rural | 13.17 5.33 8.74 19.90 32.24
The Ratio with the Entire Group of Households With Children, Ratio
All 1.0 0.4 0.8 15 3.2
Urban | 1.0 0.3 0.9 15 3.7
Rural | 1.0 0.4 0.7 15 2.4

Note — compiled by the authors with https://stat.gov.kz/ data 2023

Out of the entire group of households with children, 9.09% have average per capita incomes below
40,000 tenge; 6.79% of urban households and 13.17% of rural ones, which is almost twice as much.
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For all four subgroups, the share of households with one or two children in their social groups is less
than the average value for the aggregate of all households with children in Kazakhstan. In social groups of
households with three or four children, the share of households with a per capita income lower than the aver-
age household with children countrywide is higher.

Comparison with the entire group of households with children through the ratio of shares shows the fol-
lowing:

- Families with one child show lesser presence in the considered population with an income of less than
40,000 tenge, their coefficients in all groups are 0.3 and 0.4;

- Families with two children correspond to the general population more than other groups. Differences
between urban and rural areas are noticeable: 0.7 and 0.9, respectively;

- Families with three children have a share 1.5 times larger than the national average. Urban and rural
households in this group have no differences;

- There are 3 times more families with four or more children in their subgroup for all households than
the national average. It is worth noting that rural areas have more poor households, but their coefficient of
2.4 is less.

Discussions

We support (Alkire, S., Kanagaratnam, U., Suppa, N., 2018; World Bank, 2019; Alkire, S., Kana-
garatnam, U., Nogales, R., Suppa, N., 2022) who in their research prioritize multidimensional poverty index,
which combines both monetary and non-monetary factors and is a comprehensive indicator capable of cover-
ing all facets specific to a particular country. The flexibility of this approach in reducing the estimates of all
individual’s capabilities to a single aggregated indicator creates the basis for international comparisons.

And yet, such an indicator is only a comparative tool, it responds well to modeling, but it only helps an-
swer macro-questions (Jindra C., Vaz A., 2019)’s main conclusion concerns 71 countries and is that only just
restructuring poverty management will not have a statistically significant impact on the index value in devel-
oping countries, rather it has some impact in developed countries.

We note that with all the variety of concepts and approaches to measuring poverty, the simplest indica-
tors (poverty level, depth and intensity, poverty line) and the indices compiled with them remain in the scope
of politicians and managers since they serve as indicators for monitoring and evaluating measures to combat
poverty in operational management. Therefore, we support (Desmond, M., Bruce, W., 2018; Li Mengyao,
Zemin Wu, 2021; Brady, D., Linda M. Burton, 2016) who rely in their conclusions on these factors as the
first level indicators.

The authors of argue that such indicators allow assessing the scale of monetary poverty if taking into
account depth and intensity, characterizing regional differences within the country, identifying features of
different social groups. Therefore, with due respect towards multidimensional poverty indicators, constant
monitoring and evaluation of basic indicators is required, and only after that we can move on to more com-
plex aggregated indicators.

Conclusions

The analysis and evaluation of statistical indicators of monetary poverty in Kazakhstan allow us to draw
the following conclusions.

The Sen-Shorrocks-Thon index calculated as the product of the values of poverty level, depth and in-
tensity over the past five years, shows an upward trend. All its constituent indicators are growing, which for
the first time in 10 years in 2022 determined a value of 1.43, i.e., exceeding 1. This is due both to the change
in methodology for calculating the subsistence minimum in 2018 and with empirical factors formed in the
real economic and social space in the last three years. While the increase in poverty level for the period from
2013 to 2022 by 1.81 times is due to regulatory changes and economy factors, the twofold growth of poverty
depth and the 2.5 times growth of poverty intensity indicate an increase in the group’s heterogeneity. It in-
cludes subjects with different poverty profiles, entry factors of which may be of different nature. This will
require completely different state policy measures to overcome poverty.

Poverty depth and intensity indicators in the regional context with a high degree of approximation accu-
racy of 0.93 show a trend of linear functional dependence with a positive coefficient, i.e., the higher the re-
gional poverty depth indicator, the higher the intensity one.

Regional analysis of assets ratio and Gini coefficients by decile groups of the population allows us to
see values of these indicators in both northern and central regions of Kazakhstan, as well as the city of Al-
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maty, higher than the average value of inequality across the country. The southern and western regions (ex-
cept the Aktobe region) show smaller indicators of the income gap between poor and rich groups.

Composition of a household is one of its significant features. Poor five or five-person households are
found in 19 and 20 regions of Kazakhstan, respectively, while share of poor households of this type is 3.09%
and 9.29%, respectively. The trend line for a statistical series of household types by the number of persons
with a high degree of approximation confidence (0.99) is represented by an exponential function. According
to it, growth in the number of persons in a household is a factor of social risk of under consumption. Since
households with children are undoubtedly a significant part of the social group of five-person households, we
have obtained a number of results on this type.

There is a clear disproportion between groups with different numbers of children in terms of the share
of the population with incomes below 40 thousand tenge. In the totality, it is 9.09%, in the group with three
children 14.29%, and in the group of large families 28.8%. In the group of large families, the share of house-
holds with such an income is three times greater than in the total population.

In rural Areas of Kazakhstan, the proportion of poor households is larger, but the scope of variation in
income between different groups of families with children is smaller.

The following areas are advisable for further research:

- A sociological survey of recipients of targeted social assistance for the period from 2017 to 2021 will
be undertaken to assess the social effect of the targeted social assistance, estimated as the proportion of those
who completed their stay in the program and did not return to it during the year.

- The study will provide an approximate value of the chronic poverty indicator, which is not officially
calculated by the statistical authorities of Kazakhstan. Evaluation of the effectiveness of targeted social assis-
tance program and related measures to expand human development opportunities through the prism of chron-
ic poverty will allow us to see the real prolonged effect of the program.

- The field study we are planning for this year will allow us to give an empirical assessment of the child
poverty indicator, which is still not calculated by official statistics of Kazakhstan.
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Kazakcranaarbl a0COTI0TTi MOHETAPJBIK KeJeHJIiKTi esey:
HHIMKATOPJIap Kyiieci ;koHe OHbI 63eKTeHAIpY MYMKIHIIKTepi

AHnoamna

Osexminici: Keneimik — OyJ1 HapbIKTBIK SKOHOMHKA IKaFJalbIHAAFbl €J1 XaJIKbIHBIH Oip O6JIiriHiH oJeyMeTTiK-
HKOHOMUKAJIBIK JKaFJalbIHBIH CHUIIATTaMAaChl JKoHe jkahaHJbIK 1aMy yHbIMIapsl YUIIH 3epTTey HbicaHbl. KazakcTaH xa-
JIBIKAPAJIBIK CTaTHCTHKAJIBIK HOpMaJap/ibl UMIUIEMEHTALMSIIANbI, OipaK pecMH TYple KEeIACHITIKTI TOMEHIETYIiH MeM-
JIEKETTIK casicaThl YIIiH Maiansl 00JIybl MYMKIH OlpKaTap MHANKATOpJIap bl MaiianaH0oai sl

Maxkananoiy makcamor. Kazakcranmarbl KeJICHIIKTI ©JIIICY KOPCETKIIITEPIHIH CIICKTPIH JKOHE 0JIAP/IbIH KOMETIMECH
MEMJIEKETTIK PeTTey KaKeTTUTIKTEpi KOHTEKCIHJE OJapibl JKETINIpY JKOHIHAET! YCBIHBIMAApPIBI 93ipiey YLIH Xa-
JIBIKAPAJIBIK CTATHCTHKAJIBIK 9J{ICHAMA TYPFBICHIHAH aJIbIHFaH HOTIDKENepAi Oaranay.

3epmmey a0dicmemeci: ONEMIIK CTaTUCTHKaga aOCONIOTTI MOHETApibIK KEACWIIK pEeTIHAC aHBIKTAIATHIH
Ka3aKCTaH/BIK KYOBUIBICTBIH JUHAMHMKAChl MEH KYPBUIBIMBIH TaJlIay/IblH SKOHOMHUKAIBIK-CTATHCTHKAJIBIK 9/iCTEepiHe
HeTi3/eNreH.

Hamuowcenep: Comrsl 5 xpuimarsl CeHT-llloppokc-ToH wmHAEKCI OHBI KypaWThIH OapiblK KepCETKIIITepaiH
(meHreit, TepeHIiK, oTKipIiK) ocy ypaicine ue. OnbrH 2022 xbUtFbl MoHI 2013 xputnan Oepi anramr pet OipeyeH Korl.
Ochl Ke3eHje KenewsiK TepeHMIITiHIH 2 ece >KoHe KeAeimik meriHiH 2,5 ece ecyi TaOBIChI €H TOMEHI1 KYHKepic
JIeHreliHeH TOMEH TONTHIH OIPTEKTUTITIHIH apTKaHbIH KepceTemi. OHIpIiK OemiHICTeTi KeNeHTKTIH ayKbIMIBUIBIFEI MEH
OTKIPIIriHIH KOpCeTKIimTepi eHipaepAeri KeASHIIKTIH ayKbIMABUIBIFBI MEH OTKIPIITi YIIiH e3repicTepaiy Oip OarbITTHI
BEKTOPBIH KOpceTeli. XaJIbIKThIH ISIUIIIK TonTapsl OoiibIHINA Kopiaap MeH JKUHHN K03(DPUIHEHTTEPIH OHIPIIK Tajl-
nay KazakcTaHHBIH COJNTYCTIK JKOHE OpTaJIBIK OOJIBICTAPBIHBIH, COHIali-aK AJIMaThl KaJachIHBIH OyJI KOpCETKIITepaiH
MOHI eJIIeT] TeHCI3IKTIH opTallia MOHIHEH XOFaphl eKeHIH Kopyre MyMKIHJIK Oepesi. Yii mapyalibuIbiFbl MyIIeIepiHiH
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CaHbI a3 KaMTBhUIFAHIAPIBIH JICYMETTIK TOOBIHA TYCY Kaymi (pakTOphl OONBIT TaOBLIAABI JKOHE 5 aJaMHaH TYPAThIH YH
LIapyanlbUIBIKTapbIHBIH alTapIIbIKTai yieciH Oananapel Oap ordaceuiap Kypaiael. Erep Oananaps! 6ap Oapiblk Yi mma-
PYaIIBUIBIKTAphl YIIIH jKaH O0achlHa IIAKKaHJIAFbl OpTalia TaObICH €H TOMEHIT KYHKOpIC ICHIeHiHEH TOMEH XaJbIKThIH
yieci 9,09%-nb1 Kypaca, yur 6anacel 6ap yil mapyambuisiKTapsl Yris ot 14,29%-1p1, TOPT jKoHE OJlaH J1a Kol Oaaibl
Y# ImapyambuibIKTaps! yiriH 28,8%-1b1 Kypaiiabl. PecMu craTucTUKaHbl Tanaay sl TEPEHAETY YIIIH Y3aKKa CO3bUIFaH
KoHe Oayanap KeAeHIiriHiH KepCeTKILITepiH ecenTey YChIHbIUIFaH, OMTKEH] OJIapAbIH 9JICYMETTIK cascaT HOTHIKEJIepiH
Oarayay YIIiH IPUHLIUNTI MaHbI3bl 0ap. ATaynbl 9JI€YMETTIK KOMEK Oarnapiamachkl OOWBIHIIA OCBI KOpceTKimTepai Oa-
Fajay YIIiH SMIUPUKAIIBIK QJICYMETTaHYIIBIK 3€PTTEY KOCIapIaHFaH.

Kinm ce30ep: axmanaii KeIelniK, KeaeiIik JeHreii, KeASHIIUIK ayKpIMBI, OJIIIeM, HHACKC, THHAMHUKANIBIK Taj-
Jay, ailMakTap, Yy lapyambUIbIFbL.

T.I1. IlpuTrBopora, H.H. I'enamBuiau, /I.M. Temupoaena, b.K. /I:ka3pik06aeBa

HN3mepenue aGcosl0THOI MoHeTapHO# OenHocTH B KazaxcraHe: cucTteMa HHIUKATOPOB U
BO3MOKHOCTH €€ AaKTyaJIn3aunu

Annomauus

Axmyanvrocmsb. BeTHOCTh SBISIETCS XapaKTEPUCTHKON COLMAIBbHO-IKOHOMHUYECKOTO TOJI0XKEHHUS 4acTH Hacelle-
HUSI CTPaHbI B YCJIOBHSAX PHIHOYHOW IKOHOMHKH U MPEAMETOM HCCIIEIOBAHUS JUIA ITI00AIbHBIX OpraHnu3alui pa3BUTHSI.
KazaxcTan MMIUIEMEHTHPYET MEXIyHapOIHbIE CTaTHCTHYECKHE HOPMBI, OJIHAKO O(QHIMAIBHO HE MCHONB3YET Psiji UH-
JIMKaTOPOB, KOTOPBIE MOTJIM OBl CTaTh TOJIE3HBIMH JJIsl TOCYAaPCTBEHHOM MOJIMTUKU CHIDKEHUS O€THOCTH.

L]envio craTby SIBISICTCS OLIEHKA CIIEKTpa IoKaszaTesel u3MepeHus oeqHoctn B Kazaxcrane M mosydaeMbIX ¢ UX
TIOMOIIBIO PE3YIBTATOB C MO3HUIUHA MEKAYHAPOIHON CTATUCTUIECKONH METOIOJIOTHH AJIsI pa3paboTKH peKOMEHIALUH 11O
UX COBEPIICHCTBOBAHHIO B KOHTEKCTE MOTPEOHOCTEH roCyJapCTBEHHOTO PETYINPOBAHUSL.

Memooonozusa ccneoOBaHUS OCHOBaHA HA Y9KOHOMUKO-CTATUCTHYECKIX METOJAX aHaIN3a JUHAMUKH U CTPYKTYpPbI
Ka3aXCTaHCKOTO SIBJICHNUS, KOTOPOE HACHTU(GUIMPYETCS B MUPOBOI CTATUCTHKE KakK a0CONIOTHAsI MOHETapHast OEAHOCTS.

Pesynomamur: nnexke Cen-lloppokc-Tona 3a nocnenHue 5 €T UMEET TEHACHLUIO pOCTa BCEX COCTABISIOLINX
ero mokasateneil (ypoBeHb, TTyOnHa, ocTpoTa). Ero 3mauenne B 2022 r. Brepseie ¢ 2013 r. Oompire eguHUIBL. Poct
rIIyOMHBI OCHOCTH B 2 pa3a ¥ OCTPOTHI OeJHOCTH B 2,5 pa3a 3a 3TOT IEPUO/] TOBOPHUT 00 yBEIHYECHUN HEOJHOPOTHOCTH
IPYIIBI ¢ JOXOJJaMU HIYKE BEINYMHBI IIPOXKUTOYHOTO MUHUMYMa. [loka3arenu riryOuHbI 1 OCTPOTHI OEJHOCTH B PETHO-
HaJIbHOM pa3pe3e MOKa3bIBaIOT OJHOHANPABJICHHBII BEKTOP U3MEHEHHH JUIs TITyOUHBI U OCTPOTHI OETHOCTH B PErHOHAX.
PernonanbHblii ananu3 kodQpGUIUeHTOB GOHIOB U JIKHHHH MO JEIMIBHBIM IPYyIaM HacelIeHHs MO3BOJISET YBHICTS,
YTO CEBEpHBIC U LeHTpaibHble oOnacTn KazaxcraHa, a Takke ropoj; AiMaTsl UIMEIOT 3HAYCHUsI ITUX MOKa3aTeleil Bbl-
11e, 4eM cpeJlHee 3HaueHHe HepaBEHCTBA 10 cTpaHe. YHCIIo WIEHOB JOMOXO3AHCTBA SABJsAETCA (PaKTOPOM pUCKA IOTa-
JIaHUsI B COLMAIBHYIO TPYIITy O€IHBIX, U 3HAUNUTEIbHAS JOJIS JOMOXO3SIMCTB U3 5 JIUII MPEJICTABICHA CEMbSIMU C JIETh-
Mmu. Ecnm it Bcex TOMOXO3SHCTB € AE€THMH JOJIST HACENCHUSI CO CPEIHEIYIIEBBIMHU JIOXOAaMH HI)KE IPOXHUTOYHOTO
MUHIMYMa cocTtaBiset 9,09 %, To It TOMOXO3SHCTB ¢ TpeMs AeThbMU OHA paBHA 14,29 %, a mis yeTsIpex u Ooee ae-
Teit oHa coctaBut 28,8 %. lnst yriyOneHus aHanu3a opUIManbHON CTATHCTHKY PEKOMEHAYETCSl pacCUHUTHIBATH TIOKa3a-
TEJIN XPOHMYECKOH U JIeTCKOHM O€HOCTH, MOCKOJIbKY HUMEHHO OHM MMEOT NMPHUHIMITNAIBHOE 3HAUCHNE AJISI OLCHKH pe-
3yJIbTaTOB COLMAIBHOM MOJMTHKN. MBI IJIAHUPYEM SMIIUPHUYECKOE COLHOJIIOTHYECKOE HCCIIEI0BAHUE U OLIEHKH 3THX
MoKaszaTeJsel i1 MporpaMMbl aJJpeCHON COIMaIbHON MOMOIIH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: monetapHas 06eTHOCTh, YpOBEHb O€IHOCTH, TNTyOWHA O€IHOCTH, U3MEPEHUE, WHACKC, aHAJIN3
JMHAMUKH, PETUOHBI, JOMOXO03SIMCTBO.
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