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Abstract

The article focuses on improving the provision of public services in selected countries of the European Union
(Estonia, Germany, ltaly, and the Netherlands) in the context of the agenda of international organizations and
the key objectives of the Sustainable Development Goals. Special attention is given to the digitalization of
public services and the application of this experience in Kazakhstan. The analysis methodology is based on four
parameters, including legal, administrative, digital, and user experience aspects. This allows for a comprehensive
assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of country-specific experiences in the digitalization of public
services, as well as the development of general recommendations. It is noted that in the last three to five years,
the focus has been on the use of advanced Industry 5.0 technologies. At the same time, the most widespread
tools have been Artificial Intelligence, Big Data, the Internet of Things, as well as the formation of digital
ecosystems and interconnected services based on the principle of «once only» and «life events».

As a result, the analysis has identified common patterns and unique features for each country, as well as
suggestions for the balanced application of these countries’ experiences in Kazakhstan. Taken together, these
recommendations will contribute to the development of customer-oriented public services and, in turn, to the
further improvement of the public administration system.

Keywords: public services delivery, digitization, citizen-centricity, serviceability, state apparatus.

INTRODUCTION

The rapid development of digital technologies has significantly transformed public administration systems
in many countries. The new opportunities for improving the quality, accessibility, and inclusivity of public services
were identified. In the context of achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), digital transformation
is seen as an important strategic resource that contributes to equitable and citizen-centered development.
International initiatives include the Digital Acceleration Programme (International Telecommunication Union,
2022) and the United Nations Development Programme (2022). These documents highlight the importance of
developing digital governance and infrastructure, as well as implementing citizen-centered digital services.

However, the level of digitalization remains uneven both between and within countries. The main challenges
are significant differences between urban and rural areas and the level of digital skills. These aspects limit equal
access to public services. At the same time, the importance of artificial intelligence, big data, and cloud-based
solutions poses new challenges for governance. As building blocks the transparency, trust, and data protection
could be identified. Besides this, the shift towards more citizen-centric approaches is increasing (United Nations,
2023; United Nations Development Programme, 2023).
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The approach of citizen-centricity involves moving away from procedure-oriented models and towards
systems that consider the needs and experiences of citizens. However, citizen- centricity is often viewed as an
element of service design or technology rather than as a comprehensive management system. This highlights the
need for a more holistic and multidimensional approach to studying this aspect.

The European Union (EU) is an important example for studying citizen-centric public service provision. EU
countries are developing different models of digital governance. The main principles are transparency, equality, and
data protection. The citizen-centric approach includes integration of services and the use of digital technologies.

The key aim of this research is to analyze citizen-centricity aspect in public service delivery systems in selected
EU countries and to propose relevant suggestions for Kazakhstan. To achieve this goal, the following research
objectives are proposed:

1) to analyze citizen-centricity paradigm in modern public governance;

2) to identify strengths and weaknesses of EU countries’ public services delivery experience through proposed
main methodological parameters;

3) to provide well-structured and concrete recommendations for Kazakhstan public sector.

The following research questions are conceptualized: How is the citizen-centric public services system
operating in selected EU countries? What aspects of this experience could be useful for Kazakhstan? By addressing
these questions, the article contributes to digital governance theory and public policy development in Kazakhstan.

The scientific significance of the study lies in expanding the understanding of citizen-centric public service
delivery asacomplex management phenomenon that goes beyond technological solutions. Based on a comparative
analysis it is shown that citizen-centricity is formed through the interaction of public values, institutional changes,
data management mechanisms, and users’ experience in receiving services. The proposed analytical model allows
for the consideration of elements such as trust, fairness, service integration, and reduced administrative burden.
The results obtained can also be useful for the development of digital reforms in Kazakhstan with the national
context in mind.

LITERATURE REVIEW

In recent years, the concept of citizen-centricity has become increasingly prominent in public administration
research. It reflects a gradual shift from models that focus on institutions and administrative procedures to
approaches that prioritize the needs and experiences of citizens. In this framework, citizens are viewed not just
as recipients of services, but as active participants. As Smirnova (2022) notes, citizen-centricity can be considered
an important intangible management resource that affects the legitimacy of public institutions, their reputation,
and overall effectiveness. Public organizations that consistently implement citizen-oriented approaches are more
likely to build higher levels of public trust and cooperation. This understanding is particularly characteristic of
the European tradition of public administration. In the European Union, citizen-centricity is closely linked to the
principles of democratic accountability, transparency, and social cohesion. European strategies emphasize that
public services should be built around the needs of citizens, rather than the internal structures of administrative
bodies. As a result, the focus has shifted from the efficiency of individual organizations to the outcomes that
matter to society.

The scientific literature also discusses the relationship between citizen-centricity, user-centricity, and
public values in the context of the digital state. The citizen-centricity approach emerged within the framework of
public administration theory. Besides this, user-centricity primarily originated in the fields of human-technology
interaction. A study by Weigl et al. (2022) shows that user-centered digital solutions can both support and challenge
public values. The authors highlight several aspects of user orientation. They include attention to users' needs,
citizen participation in the development of systems, and personalization of services. However, they also draw
attention to “design-reality gap”, where systems may be less accessible to vulnerable groups. In the context of the
European Union, government agencies are required to ensure equal access to services and non-discrimination.

One practical way to implement a citizen-oriented approach is to integrate public services. The fragmentation
of functions makes it difficult for citizens to interact with the government. In response to this challenge, many
countries are implementing one-stop shop models or services based on citizens' life events. These solutions
aim to simplify the delivery of services and organize them around the needs of the population. Smirnova (2022)
also highlights the importance of institutional changes in implementing citizen-centered governance (business
processes reengineering, KPIs, etc.). In the EU experience reflects the “once-only” principle. This incorporated
interoperability and coordination between different government agencies.

In recent years, the topic of citizen-centricity has increasingly been addressed in the context of data
management. Vandercruysse et al. (2023) emphasize that the ways in which personal information is stored,
used, and shared play a crucial role in shaping modern public services. Shared data storage systems allow public
organizations to use data more effectively. However, the authors note practical difficulties (limited resources,
different digital literacy, non-equal access). To address these challenges, it is proposed to use flexible data
management mechanisms.
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The spread of artificial intelligence (Al) opens new opportunities for the development of public services, but
it also raises new questions. Johnson's (2025) research shows that citizens' attitudes towards the use of Al in the
public sector are largely influenced by the benefits they perceive from its implementation.

Citizens are more likely to support the implementation of such technologies if they help to reduce administrative
procedures, increase the personalization of services, and reduce the likelihood of abuse. However, the level of
support may vary depending on the scope of application and the perception of algorithm transparency. This
approach aligns with European discussions on the development of “trustworthy” and citizen-centered artificial
intelligence.

Xu's (2023) research highlights the role of technologies such as big data and cloud computing in the
development of public services. The use of analytical tools enables public organizations to better understand
the needs of the population, improve coordination between institutions, and enhance the efficiency of service
delivery.

Despite the increasing number of studies on customer-centricity, there are still several limitations in this area.
Firstly, many studies tend to equate customer-centricity with digitalization, neglecting institutional and value-
based components. Additionally, the empirical evidence on the actual impact of customer-centric approaches on
citizens’ satisfaction and trust remains limited. Finally, there is a shortage of comparable cross-country studies
that go beyond descriptive case studies. These limitations necessitate a more comprehensive and comparative
approach, which is the focus of this study.

Summarizing the studies reviewed, citizen-centricity in public service delivery systems can be viewed as
a complex phenomenon that encompasses several interrelated aspects: legal, administrative, digital, and user
(Smirnova, V. V., 2025; Weigl L. et al, 2022; Vandercruysse, L. et al,, 2023; Johnson D., 2025; Xu J., 2023). The
legal dimension includes societal values, trust, and fairness (Smirnova, V. V., 2025; Weigl L. et al,, 2022). The
administrative aspect involves the integration of services and reform of business processes (Weigl L. et al., 2022).
The digital aspect includes data management, artificial intelligence, and digital infrastructure (Vandercruysse, L.
et al., 2023; Johnson D., 2025; Xu J., 2023). And the user experience parameter includes reducing administrative
burdens, personalization, and the perceived usefulness of services (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Dimensions of citizen-centricity in digital public services system

Administrative

Public User
services experience

Citizen-
centricity

Taking together, elements shown in Figure 1 suggest that citizen-centric public services system incorporates
broader transformation of the public administration sphere.

Despite the significant amount of research on citizen-centricity in public administration, existing approaches
remain fragmented, with some focusing on technological solutions, others on administrative mechanisms,
and still others on value-based considerations. As a result, there is a lack of a comprehensive understanding
of this phenomenon. This study aims to bridge this gap by integrating these aspects into a unified analytical
framework. Unlike previous studies that have examined individual elements separately, this study focuses on the
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interconnectedness of institutional, digital, and user factors. This approach allows us to better understand how
customer focus is formed and implemented in public administration.

METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

The study uses a qualitative comparative approach. Its goal is to analyze how the principles of citizen-
oriented public service delivery are implemented in individual countries of the European Union. Additionally, it
examines the possibility of applying certain elements of this experience in Kazakhstan. The comparison is used to
identify institutional features and management practices. It does not aim to establish causal relationships.

Estonia, Germany, the Netherlands and Italy were selected as cases. These countries represent different
administrative traditions. They also differ in the level of centralization and the development of digital infrastructure.
At the same time, all of them are implementing reforms aimed at increasing the orientation of public services to
the needs of citizens.

The analysis is based on an analytical framework of four dimensions: legal, administrative, digital, and user
experience. The empirical base includes government strategies, legislative documents, and materials on digital
platforms. It also uses reports from international organizations, including the United Nations, the International
Telecommunication Union, and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Additionally,
academic publications are analyzed. Using multiple sources enhances the reliability of the results.

To enhance analytical rigor, the study incorporates internationally recognized indicators from the United
Nations and the OECD. Their use provides a comparable and standardized basis for assessing the level of
development of citizen-oriented public services across countries. In particular, the qualitative analysis is
complemented by indicators such as the Electronic Government Development Index (EGDI), Online Services Index
(OSI), OECD Digital Government Index, and indicators of trust in public institutions.

RESULTS

A comparative analysis of selected EU countries shows that citizen-oriented public services do not emerge from
a single policy or technology. Instead, they are the result of a complex interplay of factors. Legal, administrative,
digital, and citizen-oriented aspects all play a crucial role. The differences between countries are not solely due to
the level of digital development. They also depend on how these elements are combined and prioritized within
the public administration system.

Legal Aspect of Citizen-Centricity

A comparative analysis of EU countries shows that citizen-centricity is considered an important normative
principle. It is associated with public values such as trust, legitimacy, fairness, and accountability of the government.
In countries with a more developed digital state, citizen-centricity is understood not only as the convenience of
services. It is seen as a duty of the public administration. This is reflected in legislation and policies. Special
attention is given to transparency, data protection, and equal access to services. These measures enhance citizens'’
trust in digital government systems.

Estonia and the Netherlands demonstrate the closest link between digital reforms and societal values.
In these countries, reforms aim to reduce inequality between the state and citizens and to ensure fair service
delivery. Italy also places more emphasis on accessibility and inclusivity. However, the level of implementation
varies between regions. In Germany, legal certainty and institutional stability play an important role. Moreover,
the federal structure sometimes leads to fragmentation of practices.

For Kazakhstan, this analysis shows that digitalization is developing quite actively. Besides this, citizen-
centricity is often associated with efficiency and innovation rather than with values such as trust and justice. The
EU's experience suggests that incorporating these values into governance can strengthen the state's legitimacy
and increase citizens' trust.

Administrative Aspect of Citizen-Centricity

The administrative dimension is a key factor in the development of citizen-centered systems. In EU countries
with more mature digital services, attention is not only focused on the digitalization of processes. Integration of
services, reform of administrative procedures, and evaluation of efficiency based on results for citizens also play
an important role.

In Estonia, the “once only” principle allows for the exchange of data between government agencies. This
reduces administrative fragmentation and simplifies the provision of services. The Netherlands uses a modular
architecture and a citizen-centered approach. This helps to coordinate services and maintain flexibility at the local
level. Italy employs a platform model based on pagoPA and the 10 app. This combines centralized coordination
with convenient access to services. Germany has strong sectoral initiatives, but its federal structure sometimes
leads to fragmentation and differences between states.

The results show that service integration is not just a technological issue. It is primarily an organizational
and managerial challenge. It requires coordination between agencies, clear responsibilities, and performance
indicators that focus on citizen experience (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. EU countries comparative study
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Note: based on open sources (Agency for Digital Italy, 2023, e-Estonia, 2023; Kalvet T, 2012; Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom
Relations, 2022; Sovereign Tech Fund, 2024; Ford C. et al., 2025)

For Kazakhstan, this means that the further development of citizen-centric services depends not so much on
the creation of new digital services. It is more important to combine state registers, coordinate the work of various
agencies, and develop comprehensive services related to citizens' life events.

Digital Aspect of Citizen-Centricity

The analysis shows that data and technology are more tools than the main drivers of citizen-centricity. In EU
countries, advanced digital systems are combined with clear data management rules. Special attention is paid to
citizen control, security, and compatibility of information systems.

In Estonia, the X-Road platform facilitates data exchange between government agencies. In Italy, national data
exchange and payment platforms help integrate services. In the Netherlands, there is a strong focus on system
interoperability and open standards. Germany emphasizes digital sovereignty and the development of open
technology solutions. At the same time, there is a growing interest in using artificial intelligence to improve public
services in all countries. Transparency, accountability, and ethical use of technology are also being discussed.

The results show that not only digital infrastructure, but also effective data management is important
for citizens' trust. This allows for the development of proactive public services. For Kazakhstan, this means
strengthening the compatibility of information systems, clarifying data exchange rules, and implementing ethical
standards for the use of artificial intelligence.

User Experience Aspect of Citizen-Centricity

The user experience dimension shows how citizens perceive and interact with public services. This is one
of the main indicators of citizen-centricity. In EU countries, successful reforms are associated with reduced
administrative burdens, more personalized services, and clearer communication between the government and
citizens.

Digital platforms, such as Estonia’s X-Road and Italy’s IO app, make it easier to access services. They reduce
the need for repeated data submissions and provide notifications. Research shows that citizens are more likely to
support the use of new technologies if they see tangible benefits. These benefits include faster service, simpler
procedures, and fraud protection.

However, these benefits are not distributed equally. Even in digitally advanced EU countries, digital inequality
persists. It is related to age, skill levels, and location. Therefore, citizen-centeredness should consider not only the
usability of services, but also their accessibility for vulnerable groups.

For Kazakhstan, this means that the development of digital services must be accompanied by measures to
ensure accessibility. Testing services with users and continuous feedback are important.
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The integration of international indicators allows for a more systematic interpretation of the results. The
analysis shows that countries with a higher level of interoperability and integration of public services tend to
achieve better scores on indicators such as the EGDI and the OECD Digital Government Index. At the same time,
a higher level of public trust is generally associated with a well-developed legal framework and a focus on user
needs. The additional inclusion of World Bank indicators provides a deeper understanding of the institutional
dimension of citizen-centricity (Table 1).

Table 1. International indicators for measuring citizen-centric public services (UN, OECD, World Bank)

Dimension Indicator Source What it Measures Relevance to Study
Legal Trust in Government OECD Public trust in institutions Reflects legitimacy and
citizen-centric governance
Rule of Law World Bank Perception of fairness, Institutional foundation of
(WGI) contract enforcement, citizen-centricity
accountability
Control of World Bank Extent to which public Critical for trust and service
Corruption (WGI) power is used for private integrity
gain
Administrative Government World Bank Quality of public services Core measure of
Effectiveness (WGI) and policy implementation administrative capacity
Regulatory Quality World Bank Ability of government to Reflects policy environment
(WGI) formulate and implement for reforms
sound policies
Service Integration OECD Coordination across Shows maturity of service
agencies delivery model
Digital E-Government UN Overall digital government Core digitalization indicator
Development Index readiness
(EGDI)
Online Service Index UN Availability and Measures digital service
(OSl) sophistication of e-services delivery
Digital Government OECD Data governance, Reflects quality of digital
Index interoperability, digital transformation
strategy
User Experience E-Participation Index UN Citizen engagement in Reflects participation and
governance inclusiveness
User Satisfaction OECD Perceived service quality Direct measure of citizen
experience
Digital Inclusion OECD, UN Access across social groups Measures of services equity
Outcomes SDG 16 Indicators UN Effective, accountable Links services to development
institutions outcomes
Administrative OECD Time/cost savings for Measures real impact of
Burden Reduction citizens reforms
Voice and World Bank Citizen participation and Reflects citizen engagement
Accountability (WGI) freedom of expression and responsiveness

Note: compiled by the authors based on sources (ITU, 2023, ITU & UNDR, 2022)

Countries with higher values of public administration efficiency, the rule of law, and control over corruption
tend to have more holistic and user-centric public service delivery systems. Therefore, the results indicate that
digital transformation alone is not a sufficient condition (Table 2).
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Table 2. E-Government Development Index (EGDI) for selected EU countries (2024)

Country EGDI (2024) Rank (Global) Level
Estonia 0.9727 2 Very High
Netherlands 0.9538 10 Very High
Germany ~0.89 ~20-25 Very High
Italy 0.8356 ~30-35 Very High

Note: compiled by the authors based on sources (United Nations Government Knowledgebase, 2024)

In addition to the qualitative analysis, the study uses data from the United Nations e-Government Development
Index (EGDI), which reflects the level of maturity of digital public administration in various countries. As shown in
Table 2, Estonia ranks among the top countries in the world with an EGDI score of 0.9727, indicating a high level
of development in its digital ecosystem. The Netherlands also demonstrates a very high level of digital maturity
(0.9538), indicating a well-developed interoperability and integration of public services. Germany and ltaly are
included in the group of countries with a “very high” level of EGDI, but their indicators are somewhat lower, which
is largely due to administrative fragmentation and uneven implementation of digital solutions.

Thus, despite the high level of digitalization in all the countries under consideration, there are significant
differences in the degree of coherence, efficiency, and integration of the state provision systems. A comparison
of the EGDI values shows that a high level of digital maturity alone does not ensure full integration of citizen-
oriented services. For example, despite Germany's relatively high scores, administrative fragmentation hinders the
practical implementation of customer-centric principles. On the other hand, Estonia’s high performance is driven
not only by technological development but also by effective institutional coordination and a well-established data
management system.

In general, the EU experience shows that countries use different approaches to developing a digital state.
However, their practices complement each other. Estonia and the Netherlands demonstrate the benefits of
system compatibility and data exchange. Italy highlights the role of user-friendly platforms and payment services.
Germany emphasizes the importance of strategic investments and support for open technologies. The summary
of EU cross-country analysis through the four aspects of methodological framework provides insights for future
directions of public services delivery system development in Kazakhstan (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Promising implications for Kazakhstan

» value-based
Legal * governance
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Administrative - KPIs and quality evaluation
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Based on analytical results, the following directions are proposed:

1) Al further integration (Al ethics framework and regulatory sandboxes);

2) national digital architecture (APIs and unified registries);

3) development of GovTech laboratories, PPPs, and digital sandboxes;

4) enhancement of Al and digital inclusion education.

These priorities are based on the analysis conducted and could potentially broaden though more in-depth
study of each EU country particularly. The analysis shows that the differences between countries are not so
much due to the level of digitalization, but rather to the degree of coherence between institutional mechanisms,
data management practices, and user-centric service design. The most advanced systems exhibit a balanced
development across all four dimensions, while less integrated models show a gap between technological
capabilities and institutional readiness to effectively utilize them.

This study makes a three-level scientific contribution. First, it systematizes the concept of citizen-centricity
based on a multidimensional analytical model. Second, it identifies cross-country patterns that link the features
of public administration models to the results of service provision. Third, the findings are transformed into
applied recommendations for Kazakhstan, thereby bridging the gap between theoretical research and public
administration practice.

DISCUSSION

This study analyzes the development of citizen-centric public service provision based on a comparative study
of selected EU countries and assesses the applicability of their experience to Kazakhstan. The results show that
citizen-centricity is not achieved through individual digital solutions or political initiatives. Instead, it emerges
through the interplay of four interconnected elements: legal framework and public values, administrative
changes, data and technology management, and the experience of citizens in receiving services. The experience
of EU countries demonstrates that successful digital public management is based on values, service integration,
responsible use of technology, and reducing administrative burdens for citizens.

A comparative analysis shows that EU countries differ in their institutional structures and technological
approaches. However, the most advanced systems demonstrate the coherence of all four elements. Estonia and
the Netherlands highlight the importance of system compatibility and data exchange. Italy demonstrates the role
of digital platforms and payment services. Germany emphasizes the significance of strategic investments and
sustainable digital infrastructure. For Kazakhstan, this means that further digitalization must be combined with
the strengthening of citizen-centric values, the integration of government agencies, the development of data
management, and the creation of accessible services for different population groups.

However, the study has several limitations. The analysis is qualitative in nature and is based on a limited
number of countries. This limits the possibility of generalizing the results. The use of secondary sources and
analytical reports does not allow us to directly assess the perception of services by citizens. In addition, differences
in institutional and socio-economic conditions complicate the direct borrowing of individual solutions.

Further research can expand the analysis by using empirical data, such as surveys or interviews with citizens
and public servants. A promising area of research is also the study of long-term changes in digital services and
their impact on trust, fairness, and administrative burden. Additional comparative studies, including analysis of
other countries or regions in Kazakhstan, can help to better understand how citizen-centric public services can
adapt to different institutional contexts.

CONCLUSION

The results of the study show that citizen-centric public service delivery cannot be viewed solely because of
digitalization. It is linked to broader changes in the public administration system. The experience of EU countries
demonstrates that successful reforms require a combination of factors (legal, administrative, digital, and user
experience).

For Kazakhstan, this means that the further development of digital public services should not be limited to
the expansion of digital platforms. It is also necessary to develop the interoperability of information systems,
strengthen coordination between government agencies, and pay more attention to the accessibility of services
for different population groups. The responsible use of data and artificial intelligence technologies plays an
important role. In addition, the principle of citizen-centricity should take a more prominent place in the system of
public administration and reforms.
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YCAYT: ONnbIT CTPAH EBPOMENCKOIO COKO3A U BbiBOA bl A1 KASAXCTAHA
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AHHOTauuA

CraTbs nocesALLeHa BONpocaM yayulleHns chepbl OKasaHUA rocyjapCTBEHHbIX YCAYT B OTAE/NbHbIX CTpaHax EB-
ponenckoro cotosa (IctoHus, Nepmanms, Utanns, HuaepnaHasl) B npnamMe NOBECTKN AHS MEXAYHAPOAHbIX Op-
raHM3auuii 1 K1YEBbIX OPUEHTUPOB Liesei ycTonumBoro passutns. Ocoboe BHYMaHWE yAenseTcs BOnpocam
unbpoBM3aL MM JaHHOW Chepbl U MPUMEHEHMS AaHHOrO onbiTa B KasaxcTaHe. MeTog0/10rvsa aHaan3a OCHOBbI-
BaEeTCA Ha YeTblpex napameTpax, BKIOUaOLMX NPaBOBOW, aAMUHUCTPATUBHbIN, LMGPOBON U KIMEHTOOPUEH-
TMPOBAHHbIN acnekTbl. 3TO NO3BO/AET BCECTOPOHHE OLEHUTb CUJIbHbIE N Clabble CTOPOHbI CTPaHOBOrO OMbITa
B undposm3aLmm chepbl rocyAapCcTBEHHbIX YCAYT, @ Takke BblpaboTaTe 06lwme pekomeHaaummn. OTmevaeTcs,
YTO B MOC/IEAHME TPU-NATb JIET B POKYCe BHUMAHUA NPUMEHEHWE NepesoBbIx TexHonormii MHgyctpun 5.0. Mpwn
3TOM, HanbonblLee pacnpPoCTPaHeHWE NONYUYNAN MHCTPYMEHTbI MCKYCCTBEHHOMO NHTENIEKTA, OONbLUNX AaHHBIX,
WHTepHeTa Belllew, a Takke GopMMpoBaHME LUPPOBBIX IKOCUCTEM W B3aMMOCBA3aHHbIX YCAYr MO NPUHLMMY
«OAHOTO KANKa» U «XKU3HEHHbIX CUTYaLUn».

Kak utor, B pe3ynbTaTte aHa/in3a BblpaboTaHbl 0bLiMe NaTTEPHbI U YHWKabHble OCOBEHHOCTU ANS KaXKAOM
CTPaHbI, a Takxke NpeANoXeHUs 414 B3BELLEHHOrO NPVYMeEHEeHNs OnbiTa AaHHbIX CcTpaH B KasaxctaHe. B coBo-
KYMHOCTW, faHHble peKOMeHAaL MM NO3BOAAT BHECTW BK/AaJ B Pa3BUTUE KINEHTOOPUEHTUPOBAHHOCTU cdepbl
OKa3aHus rocyAapCTBEHHbIX YCYT, 1, B CBOHO O4Yepesb, B JaJibHelillee COBEPLUEHCTBOBaHWE CUCTEMbI rOCyap-
CTBEHHOrO ynpaB/eHus.

KntoueBble cnoBa: okazaHWe rocyfapCTBEHHbIX YCayr, LndpoBM3aLms, KIMEHTOOPUEHTUPOBAHHOCTb, CEPBUC-
HOCTb, rOCY,@pPCTBEHHBIW annapat
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Anpatna

Makana Eyponanbik OpakTbiH >XekenereH engepiHge (3ctoHus, Fepmanua, Utanna, HugepnaHabl) xanbikapa-
NbIK YABIMAAPAbIH, KYH TOPTiBiHAEr XXaHe OpPHBIKTbI AaMy MakcaTTapblHbIH HEri3ri bafgapaapbliHAasbl MeMae-
KEeTTIK KbI3MeTTep KepCeTy canacblH XakcapTy MacenenepiHe apHanfaH. KasakcraHaa ocbl canaHbl LndpaaHabl-
py >X8He OCbl TaXipmbeHi KongaHy MacenenepiHe epeklue Hasap ayAapblnajbl. Tangay aficTemMeci KyKbIKTbIK,
SKIMLUINIK, LMDPABIK XIHE KANeHTKe BaFbiTTasfaH acnekTinepai KaMTUTbIH TOPT napameTpre HerisgenreH. byn
MEMNEKETTIK KbI3METTep CanacbliH LndpaaHAbIpyaafbl e TaXIPUOECiHiH, KYLUTi XXSHe dCi3 XaKTapblH >KaH-
XaKTbl Hafanayfa, CoOHAan-ak, Xannbl YCbiHbIMAAPAb! a3ipaeyre MyMKiHAIK 6epeai. CoHFbl ylw-6ec xbliga 5.0
WNHAYCTPUACBIHBIH, O3bIK TEXHOMIOTMANAPbIH KojaHyFa baca Ha3ap aygapblafaHbl atan eTingi. CoHbIMeH KaTtap,
XacaHAbl MHTENIEKT, YAKEH AepekTep, 3aTTap UHTEPHETI Kypanjapbl, COHAal-ak «bip peT Hacy» xaHe «eMipik
Xafpannap» Kafuaatbl 6oMbIHIWA LM PAbIK IKOXYMeNep MeH e3apa H6ainaHbICTbl KbI3METTEPAI KabINTacTblpy
KeHiHeH Tapanapl.

HaTuxeciHae, Tangay HaTUXeCiHAe apbip en yLiH Xannbl yarinep MeH bipereli epekLieniktep, coHgan-ak Ka-
3aKCTaHAa OCbl eNAePAiH TOXIPUOECIH TEHAECTIPINTEH KONAAHY YLUIH YCbIHbICTap 33ipAeHAi. XXUbIHTbIFbIHAA OChI
YCbIHBbIMAAP MEMJIEKETTIK KbI3METTEP KOPCETY CanacblHbIH KANEHTKe BaFaapaaHyblH AaMbITyFa XX9HE 63 Ke3eriH-
Ae MemekeTTik backapy XXyMeciH ofaH api XeTiagipyre yaec Kocyfa MyMKiHAIK 6epegi.

TyiliiH ce3gep: MeMNeKeTTIK KbiI3MeTTep KepceTy, uudpaaHAbIpy, TYTbiHYLblIapfa Hasap ayjapy, KbiameT
KepceTy KkabineTTiniri, MeMaekeTTiK annaparsbl
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