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CRITERIA AND METHODS FOR ASSESSING EFFICIENCY
OF PUBLIC LIFE QUALITY MANAGEMENT
(WORLD EXPERIENCE)

Abstract: Quality of life is a socio-economic systems management category. Management's efficiency is associated with allocation of
all required performance evaluation criteria and further measurement procedure. The achieved result directly depends on optimality of criteria
selection and further measurement. Accordingly, this paper exploves main approaches to measuring quality of life, identifies their advantages
and disadvantages. The study also highlights criteria for assessing wellbeing based on an objective, subjective, and integral perception of
quality of life in countries with a higher level of wellbeing. Based on systematization of theoretical approaches to determining the structure of
quality of life, its aspects (structural blocks) most common in international practice, recognized as the minimum required are identified. In
accordance with the proposed structure, conclusion recommends using indicators correctly determining changes in the wellbeing and
strengthening of the impact of society on a decision-making process to improve the quality of life. Recommendation takes into account the fact
that in today's Kazakhstan the degree of satisfaction with the quality of life remains low as there is a multitude of systemic problems associated
with uneven income distribution; housing security and credit burden; state of strategic life support facilities, including heat supply (thermal
power plants) and public highways (of republican, regional, and district significance); environmental situation in regions and cities of
republican significance, and other aspects of quality of life negatively affecting the level of confidence in socio-economic institutions.

Keywords: quality of life, management efficiency, data dashboard, composite wellbeing index, subjective wellbeing index, state
institutions, level of public confidence.

Hintroduction

Today, measurement of quality of life is increasingly attracting the attention of govemments represented by high+anking
govemment officials, policy and public administration researchers, intemational and non-govemmental organizations, statistical agencies,
scientists, and other interested parties. The result is publication of an increasing number of research reports and academic studies
exploring various aspects of defining and measuring quality of life.

HLiterature review

As things stand, a large number of countries and intemational organizations collect and publish national dashboards of QoL
indicators on a regular basis [1]. We would like to note that provision of data on wellbeing, its dissemination, and change over time can
contribute to the change in socio-economic policy by introducing factual data on wellbeing into the process of making managerial
decisions. In this regard, most developed countries today run their own wellbeing (quality of life) framework programs, which are gradually
changing the approach to the management of public services through national initiatives to measure wellbeing and the use of various
mechanisms designed to more systematically integrate quality of life indicators into the political decisionimaking process. Of particular
interest is one notable difference in national initiatives that concems the leading organizations coordinating main activities in wellbeing
framework programs. Some countries have developed their frameworks or initially commissioned either via the central govemment (e.g,
Prime Minister's Office in France or Federal Chancellery in Germany), or via the Treasury and other ministries, such as the Ministry of
Finance (e.g, New Zealand, italy, Canada, Sweden), with the clear intention of applying the resulting quality of life indicators in the policy
settings. In other cases, the initiative would be led by the National Statistical Office or a similar agency (e.g, Austria, the Netherlands,
Kazakhstan) thereby absolving the ministries that make political decisions from the measurement work. Certainly, national statistical
offices deal with welldefined statistical data, often with intemationally agreed methodologies that allow for comparison and thorough
analysis. However, ministries, parliaments, and accountable institutions may not refer to indicators, but rather to strategic policy
documents and conceptual frameworks, while at the same time achieving the goal of expanding the set of considerations to important
aspects of quality of life in policy development [2].

It is also important to note that despite the differences in national experience, common features coexist, e.g, all the approaches
discussed below consider a multtidimensional view of wellbeing. Concurrently, large-scale public consultations were usually used to
substantiate concepts and measures, which contribute to wider acceptance of a measurement system, recognition of its potential
usefulness, and raising awareness. However, the real challenge for wellbeing initiatives is whether they will be able to move from Just
Another Report to a tangible impact on govemment decisionmaking and, utimately, on quality of life [3]. In this regard, determining
suitable criteria for the quality of life and further systematic integration of relevant indicators of national framework programs into various
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state processes and management procedures requires taking into account the degree of country's development, the state of its
institutional environment and existing structural barriers in public administration, which may hinder the transition from
measuring and monitoring wellbeing indicators towards their introduction into the policy and the state's management decision-
making processes.

I Materials and methods

The information base for the study was made up of data taken from reports of various national authorities, cross-
country comparative studies conducted on the initiative of international organizations and research groups that have developed
approaches to measuring wellbeing on a regular basis. It must be admitted that the diversity of fields of knowledge operating
with the concept of quality of life and the differences in scientific research goals have originated a whole multitude of
approaches and methods for determining criteria and modeling the assessment of quality of life. Accordingly, we would like to
highlight two main approaches to measuring the wellbeing: 1) construction of a dashboard of objective, subjective, and integral
data; and 2) development and application of indices correcting and replacing GDP (subjective wellbeing index, composite
wellbeing index) [4].

B Results

The first approach is to present a “dashboard” or a set of indicators of various aspects of wellbeing for monitoring
without trying to combine them into one. An example of such an approach based on objective data is the system of indicators
for achieving 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) or Global Goals developed by the United Nations General Assembly
(hereinafter referred to as the UN) in 2015 and implementing 169 targets of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.
These contain such criteria for the quality of life as: good health and wellbeing, quality education, decent jobs and economic
growth, infrastructure, clean water and sanitation, reduced inequality, justice and effective institutions [5]. Kazakhstan has
nationalized the global SDG indicators and today, according to the results of the first National Review, the system of indicators
for monitoring includes 280 indicators, of which 205 are global and another 75 are national ones [6].

Norway, Denmark, Sweden, and Kazakhstan are among countries who developed projects to use the dashboard to
study national wellbeing based on subjective indicators. Since over the past decade, the Scandinavian countries have occupied
leading positions both in the World Happiness Report and in the most of other annual rankings of countries, we believe the
reasons for the exclusivity of Nordic countries of Europe need to be determined first. Having analyzed the existing research,
theories, and data underlying the World Happiness Report, it is worth noting that the most important explanations include
factors related to the quality of institutions, such as reliable, extensive, and relatively generous social benefits, low corruption
levels, and well-functioning democratic and State institutions [7]. In addition, Nordics have invested heavily in universal and free
education for all citizens, and one of the key goals was to provide educate citizens with a strong national identity and a sense of
social cohesion, promoting feelings of autonomy and freedom, social and institutional trust, which play an important role in
determining life satisfaction. Next, let us take a closer look at the quality-of-ife systems in the Scandinavian countries. Denmark,
for instance, pays special attention to measuring quality of life at the local level of municipalities, whose public functions include
health, social services, employment, integration, and environmental planning. In 2015, Statistics Denmark assessed the quality
of life based on 18 objective indicators, which include income, education, health, labor market, housing conditions, security,
social relations, and social participation; as well as 39 subjective indicators covering such aspects as level of satisfaction with
various spheres of life, a sense of importance, emotional states, social support, self-assessment of health, perceived economic
situation, trust in state institutions, and a sense of security [8]. Quality of life was studied on the basis of data from administrative
registers used to compile regular statistics and the results of a head count conducted during a large survey measuring
subjective life satisfaction. Statistics Denmark has appointed a national advisory board to this study to involve various
stakeholders with extensive knowledge of quality-of-ife research and understanding of the interests of various users:
sociologists from Danish universities and research centers, non-governmental organization reps, the mayor, the TrygFonden
(foundation for improving safety, health, and wellbeing of Denmark citizens) Research Director, and the chief regional analyst
from the Southern Denmark [9].

Since 2012, the Bureau of National Statistics of Agency for Strategic Planning and Reforms of the Republic of
Kazakhstan, the (hereinafter referred to as the BNS ASPR RK), courtesy of national statistical observation, has been assessing
quality of life by means of a sociological survey “Standard of Living of Population.”

The purpose of this survey is to obtain data on subjective assessment of respondents aged 15+ reflecting
characteristics of households' living standards. These questionnaires are divided into three parts: Part 1. Questions regarding
satisfaction (subjective feelings and sensations) with various aspects of life; Part 2. Questions regarding objective factors
affecting quality of life; and Part 3. Questions regarding deprivations households may be experiencing. Results include such
quality-of-life aspects as: health, education, income, employment, security, housing conditions, environment, quality of public
services, leisure (availability of free time), social support, overall life satisfaction and the level of perception of happiness [10].
The Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi report recommends the use of a “dashboard” approach based on integral (both objective and
subjective) indicators in measuring quality of life. This approach is characterized as the most intelligent and safe, avoiding
subjective decisions concerning relative importance of various wellbeing aspects [11].
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In this vein, taking into account the report's recommendations, the European Statistical Office (hereinafter referred to as
Eurostat) has applied a multidimensional approach to determine and attempt to measure quality of life and combining objective
indicators with subjective assessments of the situation of people in European Union (hereinafter referred to as EU) member
states for the first time ever, offers indicators for measuring quality of life based on scientific research and various initiatives. The
8+1 dimensions have been identified as a comprehensive framework for measuring wellbeing. The first eight dimensions
covering both objective factors and subjective perception are as follows: material living conditions, productive or other main
activity, health, education, leisure and social interactions, economic and physical safety, governance and basic rights, and natural
and residential environment. These are supplemented by one dimension measuring the perception of overall experience of life
(Figure 1) [12].
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Figure 1. Eurostat Quality of Life Measurements
Source: Compiled by the author based on source data [9]

Along with the aforementioned international organization, there are also national initiatives (New Zealand, Great Britain,

Germany, Italy, etc.) with a similar approach to research and measurement of quality of life.
In 2003, in response to growing pressure on urban communities, concemn about the urbanization consequences and its impact on
the wellbeing of population, New Zealand initiated a joint local government research Quality of Life Project. A quality of life of New
Zealanders is being monitored on the basis of a survey every two years on a multitude of indicators combined into eleven aspects:
1) overall quality of life, 2) built and natural environment, 3) housing, 4) transport, 5) health and wellbeing, 6) crime, safety and local
issues, 7) community, cutture and social networks, 8) climate change, 9) economic wellbeing, 10) Council processes, and 11)
impact of COVID-19. It is worth noting that the 2020 report included five issues specifically related to the COVID-19 pandemic in
such aspects as public transport, employment and economic wellbeing. Local authorities use survey results to keep people
informed of their policies and to plan responses to population growth, to monitor progress in achieving strategic social, cultural,
environmental, and economic goals [13].

In 2010, David Cameron, the then Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, in his speech for new ways of measuring social
progress, noting that “progress must be measured not just by how our economy is growing, but by how our lives are improving, not
just by our standard of living, but by our quality of life,” instructed the Office for National Statistics (hereinafter to as ONS) to develop
a Program for Measuring National Wellbeing as a basis for a new policy [14]. In 2011, ONS has started to include issues related to
subjective wellbeing in integrated household survey. Later, a report was presented according to which measurement of wellbeing in
the UK covers ten aspects, including both objective and subjective indicators of quality of life: personal wellbeing, our relationships,
health, what we do, where we live, personal finance, economy, education and skills, governance, and environment. Along with this,
ONS has developed an interactive web application Wheel of Measures, where users can navigate between various indicators of the
subject area and see their development in figures and diagrams [15].

In December 2013, the ruling political parties of Germany (the Christian Democratic Union, the Christian Social Union and
the Social Democratic Party of Germany) stated the following in their Coalition Agreement: “We want to align our policy more
closely with the values and hopes of German citizens, and therefore we shall conduct a dialogue to understand their views on
quality of life issues. [..] We shall use this dialogue as a basis for developing a system of indicators for reporting on the quality of
life in Germany. This system will regularly provide clear and understandable data on wellbeing in Germany and the progress made
in efforts to improve it [16] Accordingly, the government's strategy for ensuring wellbeing in Germany began with a six-month
consultation process with interested citizens in the period between April and October 2015. The active commitment of all public
groups (charities, various trade unions, churches and religious groups, educational centers, etc.), has allowed organization of 203
events on the national dialogue of wellbeing in Germany with about 15,750 people attending through online dialogue or by filling in
postcards and coupons. Taking into account major national and international studies on quality of life, based on the results
obtained during the consultative national dialogue with citizens, the Federal Government has selected 46 indicators that could be
used to represent the state and development of wellbeing in twelve dimensions. These dimensions are arranged according to
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aspects that either directly affect people's lives, describe the environment in which they live, or form a national or global structure.: Our
Life, Our Environment, Our Country. [17] When observed over time, these indicators demonstrate the way relevant economic, social,
environmental and political goals, conditions and structures have been developing, which allows to determine whether specific aspects
of wellbeing in Germany have improved, whether they have remained the same or worsened. This approach allows us to describe
wellbeing as a comprehensive and multifaceted concept that covers everything from individual experience to global conditions.

In 2010, the National Council for Economics and Labor (Il Consiglio Nazionale dellEconomia e del Lavoro, hereinafter referred
1o as CNEL) and the National Institute of Statistics (Istituto Nazionale di Statistica, hereinafter referred to as Istat) of taly committed to
developing indicators that characterize the wellbeing of Italians. To achieve this, along with experts from various aspects contributing to
wellbeing, trade unions, representatives of business circles and civil society were involved. In 2013, the first report, Equitable and
Sustainable Wellbeing (Benessere equo e sostenibile, hereinafter referred to as BES), was presented [18], which identified 12 domains
of measuring wellbeing based on 153 indicators aimed at making the country more aware of its strengths and determining the goals
in both short and long terms of development and becoming a kind of “statistical Constitution” capable of indicating direction of
progress shared by Italian society [19]. Also of note is that since 2016, ltaly's Budget Law requires that the annual economic and
financial document (Documento di Economia e Finanza, the document on a threeyear planning horizon that sets the budget
framework, hereinafter referred to as DEF) contain an analysis of a dozen indicators from the BES report and that the Minister of
Economy and Finance report to Parliament with updated forecasts for the following years on each of the indicators considering new
measures contained in the budget for this year [20].

The second approach is to build an index of quality of life (wellbeing). The use of indexes is applicable where cause-and-
effect relationships are well traced. There are several variants: the adjusted GDP index, the subjective wellbeing index and the
composite wellbeing index. When constructing the adjusted GDP index, relevant factors affecting wellbeing are added to or subtracted
from national income. Case in point, the Australian HALE Wellbeing Index (Herald/Age Lateral Economics Index of Wellbeing) created
by Lateral Economics, the community of economics and social policy professionals. This index expands national accounts by
including and excluding natural and human capital. Because calculating it, along with economic aspects (net national income,
education, environment, inequality in income distribution) measured in monetary terms, considers noneconomic aspects (health,
environmental suitability, job-related satisfaction, political capital, social capital), it was necessary to somehow express them in
monetary terms to use as a summand or deductible from national income. The monetary equivalent of non-economic aspects, as a
rule, would be obtained on the basis of subjective surveys of wellbeing. For instance, for obesity, which is one of the health indicators, a
person's income's reduction limits were investigated to get a decrease in wellbeing similar to what happens when diagnosed with
obesity. As a result, poor health (mental illness and obesity), employment problems (excessive employment first, followed by
unemployment and underemployment), depletion of natural capital, and inequality were found to reduce national income most of all in
monetary terms [21]. The advantage of adjusted GDP indices is that they allow tracking longterm trends and making intemational
comparisons. However, an arbitrary judgment of the relative importance of various factors to be included and affecting wellbeing can
lead to biased results [11].

Notable examples of subjective wellbeing indices are the Gallup-Healthways Global Wellbeing Index, the general assessment

of perception of quality of life (the World Health Organization Quality of Life-100), the World Happiness Report Ranking of Happiness,
etc. The World Happiness Report (hereinafter referred to as the Report) is a landmark survey on the state of global happiness, in which
world countries are assessed by how happy people consider themselves.
The measurement of subjective wellbeing is based on three main indicators: life assessments, positive and negative emotions. To
assess happiness or subjective wellbeing, the Report mainly uses data from the Gallup World Survey collected from people of more
than 150 world countries where they are asked to rate their current life on the Cantril Life Ladder scale from 0 to 10 with the worst
possible life being 0 and the best being 10. To explain the differences in the level of happiness in different countries, six main variables
are used: GDP per capita, social support, healthy life expectancy, freedom of choice in life, generosity, and perception of corruption.
These life factor variables used in the reports reflect determinants that explain differences at the national level in quality of life
assessments. In addition to ranking countries by happiness and wellbeing, each Report focuses on a specific topic. For instance, one
of the chapters of the World Happiness 2020 Report explores empirical relationship between Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
and subjective wellbeing indicators [22]. A conceptual model, which explores the pathways between sustainable development and
subjective wellbeing (hereinafter referred to as SW) shows that as countries become developed, higher SDG indicators correlate more
strongly with higher SW indicators. This means that economic growth is an important driver of wellbeing in the early stages, but
becomes less significant in the later stages of the economic development cycle. In other words, as countries become richer, the
subjective wellbeing of their citizens stagnates, unless further economic growth is more sustainable, e.g., by eliminating inequality and
improving environment.

The 2021 report focuses on the impact of COVID-19 on structure and quality of life, as well as an assessment of how
govemments around the world are coping with the pandemic. Research results show that confidence is a key factor linking happiness
and control over COVID-19. Societies with higher confidence in public institutions and greater income equality have been more
successful in the fight against COVID-19 in terms of mortality rates in 2020. Countries with lower income inequality had significantly
lower COVID-19 mortality rates as well. This is partly due to the fact that high social confidence is usually combined with lower income
inequality. Accordingly, to show that the index of confidence in goverment represents more than just the absence of coruption,
adding a specific measure of institutional confidence to the main six variables explaining wellbeing, the influence of institutions is now
divided between the new variable and the usual perception of corruption in business and govemment [23].
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Composite indexes are one of the tools for aggregating large arrays of both objective and subjective data in
certain areas of quality of life. It is worth noting that there is no consensus among researchers on what a composite index
should look like in terms of main aspects and indicators measuring them, or methodology of construction, that is, what
concerns normalization, weighing, aggregation of aspects and indicators, etc. A common approach is to assign equal
weights to all sub-indices or to assign them in accordance with an expert assessment of the importance/significance of
individual indicators and components. Various combinations of dedicated meters are used in life quality management.
Their analysis allows highlighting limitations and advantages of each quality of life index. In this regard, in 1990, a group of
economists led by Pakistani scientist Mahbub ul Hag attempted a comprehensive assessment of socio-economic
development of countries and for the first time ever published a study that defines conceptual provisions of the Human
Development Index (HDI) as an integral international indicator of the quality of life. Since the same year, HDI has been
included in the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) system of indicators. The HDI was designed to
emphasize that people and their abilities should be the main criteria for assessing development of a country, not just
economic growth. It is a standard tool for the general comparison of level and quality of life of different countries and
regions, and can be used to assess the choice of national policies, asking how two countries with the same level of GNI per
capita can ultimately get different human development results. The Human Development Index is a composite indicator of
average achievements in three key aspects of human development: a long and healthy life, knowledge, and a decent
standard of living (Figure 2).

Dimensions Long and healthy life Knowledge A decent

standard of living
Life Expected Mean GNI
Indicators expectancy years of years of per capita
at birth schooling schooling (PPP §)
Dimension Life Education GINI
Index expectancy index index

index

L Human Development Index (HDI) J

Figure 1. Calculation of Human Development Indices
Source. Compiled by the author based on source data [24]

The Legatum Group, the largest independent British private investment company, of which the Legatum Institute
is a part, has been calculating The Legatum Prosperity Index since 2007 that measures national prosperity based on
institutional, economic, and social wellbeing and is designed to help governments determine growth and development
priorities. The index is calculated for 167 countries according to a dozen main criteria (Table 1) supported by 67 elements
and grouped into three areas required for prosperity: inclusive societies, open economies, and empowered people. The
Index uses 300 different indicators (both objective and subjective) from more than 70 different data sources [25].

Table 1. Top-5 Countries and Kazakhstan's Position
in the Ranking on Prosperity Index and Its Main Criteria for 2021
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Denmark 7 2 2 1 4 5 9 8 3 18 3 8 3 1 1
Norway 1 1 3 2 5 9 19 11 7 4 10 10 2 2 2
Sweden 10 3 6 5 8 16 6 7 5 10 14 1 5 3
Finland 18 4 1 3 3 11 10 19 9 14 4 2 4 4 4
Switzerland 2 10 7 9 13 2 13 1 6 13 8 7 5 3 5
Kazakhstan 87 | 135 | 103 | 46 59 74 79 44 54 71 35 | 119 77 64 64
Source. Compiled by the author based on source data [26]

98 | N21(58)2023



MEMNEKETTIK AYAUT | FOCYOAPCTBEHHbIA AYAUT | STATE AUDIT

The index rating divides all countries into four groups: (1) high level of prosperity, (2) level of prosperity above average, (3)
level of prosperity below average, and (4) low level of prosperity. The most prosperous countries are those with open economies,
inclusive societies, strong institutions, and empowered people who are healthy, educated, and safe. As of 2021, 167 countries and
territories were ranked and Scandinavian countries occupy the top five positions with Denmark topping the list both in general and
in Europe; Singapore in Asia (14th overall), and Canada in the Americas (15th overall). Kazakhstan occupies 64th position in 2021
rising by 13 places compared to a decade ago, and thereby is included in the group of countries with an above-average level of
prosperity. Kazakhstan's “weak points” are personal freedom, governance, and natural environment (135th, 103rd and 119th
places). Above all, our country has succeeded in education (35th place). Remaining indicators show average level.

It is worth noting that composite indexes are subject to significant researcher criticism. In addition to subjectivity of
selection of wellbeing aspects and indicators measuring them (just as in dashboard construction), the problem is selection of
weight values for various index components. Despite the criticism, the composite index value lies in the possibility of combining a
large array of data differing in quantitative measures (units of measurement) into a single indicator that allows getting a holistic
view of quality of life in a certain territory and providing technical convenience for intercountry, interregional, or intercity comparison
of obtained integral values. [27].

To sum up, we believe a reasonable solution that could reconcile followers of two approaches to measuring quality of life
is to simultaneously build a “dashboard” based on integral indicators on key aspects of wellbeing that society considers important,
and a composite wellbeing index. The exact composite index is based on transparent trends characterizing quality of life indicators,
which provide an opportunity to determine the reasons for its change and to identify the required actions. Due to this, the value of
the index, by drawing attention to main existing society issues and increasing the level of stakeholder awareness, will indicate the
efficiency of decision-makers in effective life quality management. Concurrently, the “dashboard” will act as an analytical interactive
tool able to analyze data in accordance with the tasks set and integrate the resulting indicators into the program documents of the
relevant areas. However, in today's Kazakhstan, the “dashboard” contains only subjective data, and measured quality of life index
may still not correspond to the actual state of wellbeing due to the limited set of indicators of the methodology used. In view of this,
Table 2 provides an overview of options for structuring quality of life in foreign and domestic studies.

As Table 2 shows, despite the fact that quality of life indicators in above-mentioned countries are being developed and
systematized according to the required key aspects, to ensure and show a broad and fair coverage considering current level of
wellbeing and in accordance with own socio-economic and environmental development, the overwhelming part of citizens
recognizes the following structural blocks as main ones: healthcare, education, material living conditions, employment,
environment, safety, leisure, culture and sports, institutions, participation and rights, and social support.
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EDiscussion

Among highlighted aspects of quality of life, we would like to note some indicators, the use of which will more correctly
determine changes in wellbeing of citizens and identify potential gaps for addressing both existing and emerging socio-economic and
environmental issues in the future. For instance, instead of average salary, we suggest such indicators as median income and real net
national disposable income per capita, which demonstrate the actual level of income and determine the trend of increasing stratification
of society between industries, positions, regions, urban, and rural areas. It is also important to note volatility of inflation mainly associated
with an increase in food prices and a decrease in purchasing power of monetary incomes against the background of exposure to
fluctuations in the exchange rate of the national cumency, as well as logistical problems in the new conditions of sanctions and
restrictions on the movement of capital. Along with this, there is a continuing trend towards an increase in the cost of square meters of
real estate, which leads to an excessive burden of housing costs from household disposable income. Today, for the majority of
Kazakhstan citizens, the purchase of housing is a difficult task, since housing costs take the great weight of eamings.

Also, it is important to highlight such indicators as quality of public roads in urban agglomerations and rural access to roads,
satisfaction with roads and highways, which demonstrate one of significant social issues. Not to mention low quality annual, partial repair
of highways in regional centers and cities. Rural areas still lack paved roads, which should receive closer attention of relevant state
authorities. Another indicator with similar problems of poor quality and lack of full coverage in rural settlements is broadband Intemet,
relevance of which has increased dramatically during the pandemic. Problems with the coverage of temitories and connection stability
causes a situation of “digital inequality which to a certain extent leads to income inequality. In this regard, affordable mobile connection
and availability of high-speed Intemet, being strategically important tasks in the digital development of the country, are one of the main
criteria and living standards. Of particular note are such environmental indicators as greenhouse gas emissions, level of air pollution by
solid particles and the share of renewable energy sources (RES) in total consumption. Along with high dependence on coal in the
process of electricity and heat production, Kazakhstan faces high greenhouse gas emissions (top 30 in terms of emissions), increased
air pollution, insufficient funds to invest in renewable energy sources, accordingly, not a high share of RES in the total energy balance, and
other difficulties on the way to transitioning to carbon neutrality.

H Conclusions

To summarize, it is worth noting that the above-mentioned and other problems related to the quality of people's lives and the
proper response of those responsible for their timely solutions through feedback show the degree of beneficial influence on efficiency of
the state's policy of managing quality of life, which in tum gradually strengthens quality of institutional infrastructure of the state as a
whole, including on the basis of the growth of public confidence in political and judicial system, law enforcement agencies, financial
institutions, and other govemment institutions. In this regard, when adapting the best intemational experience of public management of
quality of life, Kazakhstan needs to apply a systematic approach that considers not only the prevailing global trends, but also the opinion
of citizens, the country's national interests, the best traditions of a formed model of public administration, as well as the level of current
political, socio-economic, and moral development of society as a whole.
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MaKanada mypmuiC canaceli emueyoiy Hezizei mocindemenepi Kapacmvlpblbin, onapoblly apmblKUbLILIKINAPbL MeH KeMuitikmepi
arnvikmanowl. Conoati-ax, 3epmmeyoe l-ayKam Oeneelli Dipuiama Heo2apbl endepoei mypmvic Canacbii 00beKmuemi, CyObeKmumi JHcaHe
UHMeSpaIObl Kabbuiody Heei3iHoe KYPbUIaH azamMammapobly an-ayKamvlh 0azandy Kpumepuiiepi KopcemiieeH. XablKmbly mypmbic
canacel KYpolibIMblH AHbIKIMAY2A KAMbICTbL OMKIZUI2eH MEOPUSUIbIK MacioeMenepoi Heyiieneyoil He2iziHOe XAbIKapalblK, madcipubee ey
orcUl Ke30ecemin dicoHe MUHUMANObL Kadcemmi 0en MAaHbLIambvlH MYPMbIC CanacbiHbly (KYpblibIMOblK, beniMoepi) achekminepi
AUKLIHOAObL. ¥CbIHBLIZAH KYPbUIbIMEA CILIKEC, KOPLIMbIHObLIAL Kelle KORAMHBIH 63 MYPMbIC CANACIH HCAKCApnIybl OOUbIHILA wewivoep
KabwLioay yoepicine acepin Kywielinyoi JcoHe azamammap ai-ayKamblHbly 632epyiH OYpbiC aHbIKMALMbIH KOpcemKiumepoi Konoauy
yevinwinaovl. Byn yewimvic Oyeinei mayoazbl Kazakcman Xaikpiibly 63 MypMuIC Candacbiia 0e2eH KaHaeammary OdPedcecitiy iHcoeapbl
emecmiein eckepedi, OHbIY ceOedl XanblK MabbICbIHbIE OIPKETKI OONIHOeYi; MYpPeblH YIUMEH KAMCbI30aHObIPY JCIHE HECUCTIK JCYKmeme;
MIPUITIKIME KAMMamacsi3 entyoiyy, Cmpameusiiblk, 00beKminepiHiy, Jcat-Kyil, OHblH IUiHOe JHCbUIYMEH JHCabObIKmAy CalacbHOA (HCbUTy
AEKMP  OPMATLIKINGDbL) HCIHE  HCATNBI2A OPMAK, NALIOWIAHLUIAMBIH  (DechyOTUKATbIK, OOTLICHIbIK HCIHE ayOaHObIK, MAanbisbl 6ap)
asmoMOOUTL HCONOAPLI,  PechyOTUKATbIK, MAKbI3bl Oap OHIpIep MeH Kanaiapoagsl SKONOSUATLIK axXyal, COHbIMEH Kamap, ieyMemmix-
IKOHOMUKATILIK UHCIMUMYIMIMAPEA Oe2eH CeHiM OeHeelliHe mepic acep ememin MYpmblc canacbiHbiy 6acka 0a acnekminepiven OaiiaHbICbl
bipxkamap srcyiienix Macenenepee Kamvichivl 6016l madbuiaobl.

Tyiiin ce30ep: mypvwic cana, 6ackapyOvbiy muimMOinicl, aknapammolk, OgpeKmep MaKmacsl, KOMHROZUMMIK a7-aAyKam UHOeKcl,
CyOBeKmuemi a1-ayKam UHOEKCI, MeMIeKenmiK UHCHIUNYMMAap, XabIKIMblH CeHIM OeHeell.
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aHanmsa v oueHkn abPeKTUBHOCTU» r. Kaparanga, Pecnybnuka KasaxcTaH
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Annomauusn: Kauecmeo dicusHu S6s1emest Kame2opueil YnpagieHis CoYuaibHO-IKOHOMUYECKUMU cucmemamul. dggexmusrnocms
VApagneHus CeA3aHa C BblOeNeHUeM HeoOXOOUMbBIX Kpumepues OyeHKU OeamelbHOCmu U OanbHeliuell npoyedypoil usveperus. Om
ONMUMATILHOCIU 8b100PA KPUMEPUES U OIbHENIUE20 UIMEPEHUsL 3a6UCUm 00CHu2aeMblil pe3yismam. B cesisu ¢ smum, ¢ cmamoe
DACCMOMPEHbl OCHOBHbIE HOOX00bI K UIMEPEHUIO KaueCmea JHCU3HLU, OnpeOeieHbl tx 00CmouHcmea u nedocmamku. Takoice, 8 ucciedosanuu
BbI0CICHbI KpUMEPUY OYEHKU ONAaeonoIyyuUst 2padicOaH, NOCHPOEHHbIE HA OCHOBE ODBEKIMUGHO20, CYObEeKMUBHO2O U UHMESPATbHO2O
BOCHPUAMISL KAuecmea JICU3HU 6 CHpaHax ¢ bolee 8bICoKuM yposHem Onazococmosinusi. Ha ocnose npoeedennoti cucmemamusayu
Meopemu4eckux nooxo008 K ONpeoeieHulo CMpYKnypbl KA4ecmed JHCUSHU HACENEHUs! BbISIBNEHbL HAUOONee acmo 6CHpearouuecst 6
MENCOVHAPOOHOT NPAKMUKE ACNeKmbl (CpYKmypHble ONOKU) Kauecmed JICU3HU, NPUSHABAeMble KAK MUHUMATBHO HeoOxooumble. B
COOMBEMCMEUL NPeOTIOHCEHHON CIPYKIMYPOL, yuumeiéas mo, umo 6 Kazaxcmatre Ha ce200HAUIHUL OeHb crieneHb YO08NemsopeHHOCHU
HACENEHUST KAYeCmBOM CE0€ll JICUBHU OCIMAEMCsl He BbICOKOU, NOCKOIbKY NPUCYIMCHGVIOM PO CUCIEMHbIX NPOOIeM, CESI3AHHbIX C
HEPABHOMEPHBIM PACnpeoeneHueM 00X0008 HACENeHUs;, 0DeCNeueHHOCHbIO JICUTbeM U KPeOUMHOU HAZPY3KOL, COCMOSHUeM
cmpame2uieckux 00beKmos JcUsHeobecnedeHUs, 8 MoM Yucie 8 cgepe MenioOCHAOHCEHUsL (MENI0NNEKMPOYESHMPATU) U AsNMOMOOWILHBIX
0opoe 006uje2o Nob306aHsL (PECnyONUKAHCKO20, OONACINHO20 U PALIOHHOZ0 3HAYEHUSY), IKONOSUMECKOU OOCIAHOBKOU 8 PE2UOHAX U 20POO0aX
PECNYOIUKAHCKO20 3HAYEHUSL U OpYeUMU ACHEKMAaMU KA4ecmed JHCUSHU, OKA3bIBAIOWee He2anUBHOE GTIUSHUE HA YPOBEHb 00BEPUSL COYUATLHO-
IKOHOMUHECKUM  UHCHIUNTYIMAM, 6 3AKIIOUEHUU PEKOMEHOVemcsl NpUMeHeHUe NOKA3amenell, KOPPEKNHO Onpeoeiisiouux UIMEHEeHUe
ONa2ONONYHUA SPAXNCOaH U YCUIeHUe B030eliCmBls 00Uecmsa Ha NPoYecc NPUHAMIUS PEUUeHULl 1O YTV HUEHUIO Kavecmaa C80€ll HCUSHU.

Krouesnie cnosa: kauvecmso dicusHu, s¢hgpexmugHocmv yrpagners, UHOPMAYUOHHAA NAHETb OAHHBIX, KOMUO3UMHBIL UHOEKC
61aeononyys, UHOEKC CYObEKMUBHO20 OlIa2ONONY YU, 20CYOaPCIBEHHbLE UHCIUMYIbL, YDOBEHb O08EPUSA HACETEHLA.
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