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Comprehensive assessment of the effectiveness of regional governance
should be multilateral and present a system of indicators characterizing the
regional administration in various aspects. The method of evaluating the
effectiveness of strategic management was used in this article, which is for
evaluation of socio-economic development of regions by the methodology
of Piven I.G. The method allows evaluating the effectiveness of the strate-
gic regional management through the indicating of separate groups of the
balanced scorecard based on the calculation of integrated indicators using
the correction coefficients for each group.

Key words: region, efficiency, management, indicator approach, stra-
tegic management, socio-economicdevelopment, methodology, efficien-
cy evaluation.

AMMaKTbIK, 6acKapyAblH TMIMAIAITIH KeweHAi 6araray >KaH->kKakTbl
GOAbIM, aiMaKTbIK, 6aCKaPYAbIH TYPAI aCNeKTIAepPiH CUMaTTanTbiH KOPCEeT-
KilTep >KyreciHeH Typybl kaxeT. Makarasa M.I. T1BeHb o3ipAereH ain-
MaKTapAblH SAEYMETTIK-9KOHOMMKAABIK, AAMYbIH CTpaTerusabik, 6ackapy
>KyieciH 6aranay aaicteMeci KoAAaHbIAFaH. bya saicTeme TeHaecTipiAreH
KOepCeTKiluTep >XyheciHeH Ty3eTywi Ko3(ppUUMEHTTEPAI KOAAAQHA OTbI-
pbIn ecenTeAreH MHTerpasAblK, KepCceTKiluTep Heri3iHAe >Xeke TonTapAbl
6GOAY apKbIAbl aiMaK Tbl CTPATErMSIAbIK, 6acKapy XXyMeciHiH TMIMAIAITiH 6a-
FaAayFa MyMKIHAIK Gepeai.

Tyvin cesaep: amak, 6ackapy, MHAMKATMBTIK TOCIAAEMe, CTpaTe-
TUSIAbIK, GaCKapy, 9AEYMETTiK-DKOHOMMKAABIK, AAMY, dAICTEME, TUIMAIAIK,
Garanay.

KomnaekcHag oueHka 3¢pekTMBHOCTM PEerMoHaAbHOIO YrpaBAeHUS
AOAXKHA 6bITb MHOrOCTOPOHHEN M MPEACTaBASTb COOOM CUCTEMY MOKa-
3aTeAeit, XapakTepu3ylolWmMX pPermoHaAbHOe YrpaBAeHWe B Pa3AMYHbIX
acnekTax. B cratbe ncrnoAb3oBaHa MeToAMKa OUeHKM 3(PdEeKTUBHOCTU
CUCTEeMbI CTpaTermyeckoro yrnpaBA€HMS COLMAAbHO-3KOHOMMYECKUM pas-
BUTHEM pernoHoB no Mmetoamke M.I. INrBeHb. MeToAMKa NO3BOASET Mpo-
BEeCTU oueHKY 3(pEeKTUBHOCTU CUCTEMbI CTPATErMUYECKOro permMoHaAbHOIO
YMPaBAEHMS MYyTEM BbIAEAEHMSI OTAEAbHbIX TPy COaAaHCMPOBAHHOM CUC-
TeMbl MoKa3aTeAelr Ha OCHOBE pacyeTa MHTEerpaAbHbIX MokasaTeAenl C 1c-
NMOAb30BaHMEM KOPPEKTUPYIOLLMX KOI(DMULMEHTOB AAS KAXKAOM rpynmbl.

KAtoueBble caoBa: perroH, 3dppeKTUBHOCTb, yrNpaBAeHWe, MHAMKa-
TUBHbIN MOAXOA, CTpaTernyeckoe yrnpaBAeHWe, COLIMAAbHO-3KOHOMMYEC-
KW pervoH, pa3Butue, MeTtoarka, 3pekTUBHOCTb, OLlEeHKa.
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The effectiveness of regional governance can be viewed in
different ways. Currently, at the regional level are most commonly
used and the indicative criteria approach to the assessment of the
effectiveness of the regional government, based mainly on an
assessment of the managed subsystem management. Comprehensive
assessment of the effectiveness of regional governance should be
multilateral and consist of a system of indicators characterizing
regional management in different aspects. Over the last decade
we have developed various systems and methods for assessing
management effectiveness. Evaluation question management at the
regional level is still relevant. For example, Volkov AM [1] offers
the efficiency of regional management present as a generalized
category in the following series of concepts:

1. Productivity, as the ratio of the results achieved and used by
regional authorities of resources (financial, property, personnel,
information);

2. Cost-effective, the ratio between the input of resources and
the minimum possible taking into account that the quality of public
services to the accepted standards (administrative regulations) and,
ultimately, the needs of the business community of the region;

3. efficiency, as the ratio achieved over a certain period of
changes in the socio-economic situation in the region with planned
or predicted.

According to Volkova MA, all of these components are
interconnected and interchangeable. The effectiveness of regional
governance can be viewed in different ways: from a position of
control and manageable sub-systems from the perspective of
subsystems management subsystem, from the perspective of the
individual functions of the regional administration. Comprehensive
assessment of the effectiveness of regional governance should be
multilateral and to provide a system of indicators characterizing the
regional administration in various aspects.

The most currently used is an indicative approach to assessing
the effectiveness of the regional government, which is based on
a comparison of actual indicators of development of the region
with target indicators that are set initially at the time of planning
in accordance with the main purpose of development of the
territories.
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Another currently used approach to assessing
the effectiveness of the system of regional
government is the criteria approach. The main
indicators for assessing the effectiveness of
the mechanism of state administration regions

AM Volkov’s group recommends the following
criteria: the outcome measures, intermediate
indicators of effect parameters of the intermediate
results, performance workflows, wasted resources
indicators (see. Table. 1).

Table 1 — Criteria of efficiency of public administration regions (regional economies) by the method A.M.Volkovoy [1]

Name of criteria

The content of the criterion

Outcome measures

1. The level of socio-economic development of the regional economy: the number of small
businesses; the share of employment in small business in the total number of people employed
in the region’s economy; the average salary of employees in small enterprises; the proportion
of products / services of small businesses in gross regional product; the share of small high-
tech enterprises in the total number of small businesses.

2. Status of the revenue base of the regional budget: the percentage of growth in tax revenues
due to the growth of small businesses and increase the salary of employees in a small business.
3. Evaluation of the regional authorities, representatives of the business community of the re-
gion: the percentage of respondents who gave a positive assessment of the activities of regional
authorities.

The interim result

1. The degree of implementation of measures to support small businesses: the percentage of
implementation in relation to the plan.

2. Funding for the support of small businesses at the expense of the regional budget: the amount
and proportion of the regional budget.

3. The degree of participation of small businesses in support programs implemented by re-
gional authorities: the share of small businesses benefiting from state support.

Performance workflows

Compliance with the terms and procedures for activities carried out in the framework of the
regional programs.

Indicators of resources

The time spent on regional budget execution of public functions and procedures (the complex-

expended ity and efficiency)

According to other authors, in particular, Zueva
SE, Vasetskaya AA, when assessing the effective-
ness of regional management [2] should provide the
position and role of each individual ministry (de-
partment) in the context of the implementation of all
areas of regional responsibility and further specific
indicators that capture these activities. This criterion
is the level of implementation of all areas of regional

Table 2 — Basic parameters of key policies.

responsibility (to be understood as - the politician),
and the most common integrated indicators are qual-
ity of life index («internal» regional environment)
and the index capitalization of the territory (the
«external» integration into the national and global
development processes) each key policies character-
ized by its own parameters, and accordingly may be
detailed in the following figures (see. Table. 2):

The level of strategic and political deci-
sions

Quality of life

The capitalization of the territory

The level of the establishment of joint
programs and inter-agency commission
at ministries and departments

Integral indices of the effectiveness of the executive authorities on the key regional
policy (budget, space, innovation, human capital, security, cultural)

The level of administrative control and
monitoring

Quantitative and qualitative indicators of
the effectiveness of simplified

Quantitative and qualitative indicators of
the effectiveness of simplified
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In assessing the level of implementation of the
regional areas of responsibility, the authors propose
the new conditions the transition to new indicators
to measure and argued that the new performance
indicators like «absorb» the traditional sectoral
indicators — without denying them, but, at the same
time, introducing a framework of strategic expediency.

The author of the following techniques
Dubrovin NA [3] offers as the criterion of assessing
the effectiveness of the control region of the level
of effective utilization of the resource potential of
the region when a certain condition of social and
economic development of the region, which can
be calculated using an index of socio-economic
development and resource potential region.

We believe that it is necessary for the further
development of the sweep of the new model of
regional management performance criteria, ie, in the
context of an innovative economy is necessary to
make innovation in the evaluation of the effectiveness
of regional management. For this purpose, the most
appropriate method of assessing the effectiveness
of the strategic management of socio-economic
development of the region, authored by IG Piven

[4]. According to the proposed method assessment
is carried out in three stages:

1. The calculation of the integral index of pre
- made selection and ranking of indicators, their
weights are determined and calculated integral
preliminary index of evaluation. Indicators should
be formulated so as to ensure the simultaneous
evaluation of social, economic, financial and
budgetary. For this analysis are four blocks: the
social and environmental performance, investment
performance, economic performance indicators of
the financial sector and budget. (see Table 3);

2. Determination of correction factors - due to the
influence of internal and external factors should be
applied special adjustment coefficients to assess the
impact of significant factors in the context of each of the
analytical group of indicators. It is expedient to use the
tempo indicators that correlate with each other parameters
that can not be compared to the absolute values;

3. The calculation of the total integral index -
is determined on the basis of the calculation of the
total consolidated integral index, as the product of a
preliminary summary of the integral index, and total
correction factor for each group of indicators.

Table 3 — Blocks of indicators to measure the effectiveness of the method Piven [4].

Social indicators

Economic indicators

1.1 average per capita income per month;
population,%;

minimum,% of the total population;

1.4 The rate of natural population increase, per 1000 population;
1.5 food consumption per year per capita, kg;

1.6 unemployment rate in%;

1.7 The number of hospital beds per 10,000 people of the population;
Incidence of 1.8 per 1000 people;

The number of registered 1.9 per 100,000 population crimes;
1.10 Emissions zagryazn.veschestv in atm.vozduha tons;

capita cubic meters;

1.12 The use of fresh water per capita cubic meters;
1.13 housing, total area per person., M;

working age population,%.

1.2 proportion of the economically active population in the total

1.3 The number of people with den. incomes below the subsistence

1.11 zagryaznen.stochnyh water discharge into surface water per

1.14 share issue experts universities in the total working-age population,%o;
1.15 share issuance post-graduate students, the total number of the

2.1 GDP per capita;

2.2 The actual final consumption of households per capita;

2.3 Retail trade turnover per capita;

2.4 The volume of paid services per capita .;

2.5 net financial result of organizations in the DN .;

2.6 The number of companies registered in the state agencies DN ;
2.7 proportion of companies with foreign capital;

2.8 The share of unprofitable organizations,%

2.9 The ratio of the trade deficit,%;

2.10 The share of CIS countries in foreign trade,%;

2.11 The share of CIS countries in foreign trade,%;

2.12 The density of the railway tracks public km of track on the
territory of 10,000 km;

2.13 The density of public roads paved kilometers of roads in
the territory of 10,000 km.

Investment and Innovation

Finance region

3.1 Investments in fixed capital per capita actually deystv.tsenah;
3.2 degree of depreciation of fixed assets,%;

ary funds invested in fixed assets,%;

technologies chel.naseleniya 10000;

3.5 costs of technological innovation per capita;

3.6 The volume of innovative goods, works and services per capita;
3.7 foreign investment in the country’s economy, per capita.

3.3 The share of the budget of the region in the amount of budget-

3.4 The number of created and used advanced manufacturing

4.1 consolidated revenues on d.nas .;

4.2 The costs of subjects of the country’s social support of citizens, d.nas .;
4.3 The share of expenditures of consolidated byudzh.sredstv
on social sphere in the total budget expenditures,%o;

4.4 The share of tax revenues in total revenues of the consoli-
dated budget,%;

4.5 share of consolidated budget expenditures on housing and
communal services in the total expenditures,%;

4.6 The share of consolidated budget expenditures on educa-
tion and health in the total budget expenditures,%;

4.7 The number of credit institutions with branches per 100,000 people.
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After that, within each group according to the
priority indicators are assigned weighting coef-
ficients, in descending order, that is, the indicator
having the highest priority is assigned to the maxi-
mum value of the coefficient [4]:

! 2uVn
X Gedadoacd)n Sy
where Xi - weighting factor of a single indicator,

n - serial number of the coefficient of weight,

u - t - t-test (stored in the table, depending on the
likelihood ratio y and the degree of freedom (n-1)

n - the number of coefficients,

V - coefficient of variation is determined
depending on its level = 0.2.

The resulting numerical series of weighting
coefficients is distributed in descending order, the
maximum value assigned to the first member of the
series. The total sum of the weighting coefficients of
each row equals unity.

Further, the integral index is determined by the
effectiveness of strategic management (P Preview.) [4]:

P Preview = Z XiQi, 2)
i=l
where Qi= i 3)
O max

Assuming that the growth rate increases

efficiency control value [4]:

. Omin

Qi ol

“4)

Comparing the analyzed values ofintegral indices
produced with the value of the integral indicator of
the effectiveness of strategic management in the
region, taken as a benchmark, which is defined by
the formula [4]:

P standard = z XiQi max ®)

i=1

where Qi max - the maximum value of reference
calculated by the formula

QImax= % (6).
QO max

Thus, the standard P calculated by formula (5)
is equal to 1. The reference region is determined
by the index of the largest value among the regions
examined.

Table 4 shows the results of evaluation of
the effectiveness of the strategic management of
socio-economic development of the regions of
Kazakhstan, according to preliminary figures for
2003-2015, ranked by assessing the level of control
in Table 5.

Table 4 — Results of the effectiveness of the strategic management of socio-economic development of the regions of Kazakhstan,

according to preliminary figures for 2003-2015

Ne Regions 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2015 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
1 Akmola 1,02 1,22 1,31 1,35 1,49 1,44 1,59 1,68 1,53 1,46 1,70 1,75 1,80
2 Aktobe 1,3 1,5 1,6 1,6 1,7 1,8 1,7 1,7 1,8 1,7 1,86 1,90 1,94
3 Almaty 1,7 1,1 1,1 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,4 1,4 1,6 1,3 1,41 1,42 1,43
4 Atyrau 2,3 2,3 2,5 2,5 2,7 2,5 2,6 2,5 2,6 2,6 2,67 | 2,70 | 2,73
West
5 Kazakhstan 1,3 1,4 1,6 1,6 1,7 1,6 1,7 1,6 1,8 1,7 1,82 1,86 1,90
6 Zhambyl 1,1 1,1 1,1 1,1 1,3 1,2 1,3 1,4 1,4 1,4 1,47 1,51 1,55
7 | Karaganda 1,5 1,6 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,7 1,6 1,7 1,5 1,62 1,63 1,64
8 Kostanay 1 1,2 1,2 1,4 1,4 1,4 1,4 1,4 1,5 1,4 1,55 1,59 1,63
9 | Kyzylorda 1,2 1,2 1,2 1,2 1,4 1,4 1.4 1,4 1,5 1,5 1,55 1,59 1,63
10 | Mangistau 1,9 2 2 2 2,1 2,2 2 1,8 1,9 1,8 1,89 1,87 1,86
South
11 Kazakhstan 1 1,5 1,1 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,4 1,4 1,4 1,3 1,43 1,45 1,47
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12 | Pavlodar 1,3 1,4 1,3 1,3 1,6 1,6 1,7 1,6 1,7 1,6 1,76 | 1,81 1,85

North
B kagakhotan | B2 | B3 [ 12| 14 [ 13 [ 13 | 14 | 14 | 14 | 14 | 145 [ 147 | 149
14 | East 2 a2l s el el ia s | as e | e | er || 176
Kazakhstan 9 9 > b b 9 9 > 9 b 9 b 9

15| Astana 2.3 26 | 27 | 26 | 26 | 25 | 25 | 26 | 28 | 26 | 269 | 2,71 | 2,73

Almaty

16 city

2.3 25 | 25 | 26 | 29 | 27 | 28 | 24 | 27 | 24 | 2,65 | 2,67 | 2,68

Table 5 — Comparative results of the second stage of the methodology for assessing the effectiveness of the strategic management of
regions of the Republic of Kazakhstan for 2003-2015

Regions
Evaluating the effectiveness of management
The characteristics of innovation and socio-economic development of the region
Years Maximum average Low
Optimal stable stable unstable unstable critical
32-4 2,8-3,2 24-28 2-24 1,2-2 0-1,2
Preliminary figures integral Prev
R1, R6, RS,
2003 R4, A1, A2 R2,R3,RS5,R7,R9, R10, R11, R12, RI3, R14,
2004 AL A2 R4, R10 R1,R2, R3,R5,R7,RR§, R9, R11,R12, R13, R3, R6,
2005 R4, A1, A2 R10 R1,R2,R5,R7,R8, R9, R12, R13, R14, R3, R6, R11
2006 R4, AL A2 R10 R1,R2, R3,R5,R7,RRI§, R9, R11,R12, R13, R6
R1, R2, R3, R5, R6, R7, RS, R9, R11, R12,
2007 A2 R4, Al R10 RI3, R4,
R1, R2, R3, R5, R6, R7, RS, R9, R11, R12,
2008 R4,A1,A2 R10 RI3, R4,
R1,R2, R3, R5, R6, R7, RS, R9, R11, R12,
2009 A2 R4, Al R10 R13, R14,
R1, R2, R3, R5, R6, R7, RS, R9, R10, R11,
2010 R4,A1,A2 RI2,R13. R14
R1, R2, R3, R5, R6, R7, RS, R9, R10, R11,
2011 Al R4, A2 R12, R13. RL4
R1, R2, R3, R5, R6, R7, RS, R9, R10, R11,
2015 R4, A1, A2 R12, R13. RL4
Evaluate the effectiveness of regional gover- 1) The maximum level control (stability con-
nance for the period from 2003 to 2015 in the re-  trol), Almaty (2007, 2009), Astana in 2011.
gional context in Kazakhstan, we reached the fol- 2) The average level of control (stability con-
lowing conclusions: trol): Atyrau region (2005-2015), Astana (2004-
According to this technique the regions of Ka- 2010, 2015) and Almaty (2004-2006, 2008, 2010-
zakhstan should be subdivided as follows: 2015).
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3) The average level of control (not stable man-
agement): Atyrau (2003), Astana (2003), Almaty
(2003) and Makngistauskaya region (2004-2009).

4) The low level of control (not sustainable man-
agement): Akmola, Aktobe, Almaty, East Kazakh-
stan.

4) The low level of control (not sustainable man-
agement): Aktobe (2003-2015), Almaty (2003-2004,
2005-2015), Akmola (2004-2015), Karaganda (2003-
2015), Kostanay (2004-2015) Kyzylorda (2003-2015),
Mangistau (2003, 2010-2015), South Kazakhstan
(2004-2015), Pavlodar (2003-2015), North Kazakh-

stan (2004-2015), East Kazakhstan (2004-2015)
Zhambyl (2007-2015), West Kazakhstan (2003-2015).

5) The low level of management (critical con-
trol): Akmola (2003), Zhambyl (2003-2006), North
Kazakhstan (2003), East Kazakhstan (2003), South
Kazakhstan (2003), Kostanay (2003).

Thus, for 2003-2015, the regions have shown
consistent results. Leading regions with a high
evaluation of the effectiveness of management are
Astana, Almaty, Atyrau and Mangistau oblasts. 12
regions of Kazakhstan for the period illustrated the
low evaluation of the effectiveness of management.
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