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RESEARCH ON PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION OF FOOD
IN THE REGIONS OF THE REPUBLIC OF KAZAKHSTAN

The article studies the issues of production and consumption of food in the regions of the
Republic of Kazakhstan which combine the natural conditions needed for certain types of agricul-
tural production and the necessary areas of agricultural lands per capita. A mechanism is offered
Jor the determination of advantages for each region concerning the production of certain types of
agricultural products. This is of vital importance for further development of recommendations on
increasing the level of food security of the country, strengthening its export potential by certain types
of agricultural products and balancing the levels of economic and social development of rural
areas.

Keywords: agricultural economy; food provision; food security; regions; territorial division of
labour.

Auna Tiz3aroBa, Jlioovuiaa Tapmmiosa, Aiiryns Kazambaepa
JOCJIIJIZKEHHA BUPOBHUMIITBA I CITO2KUBAHHA

IMPOAOBOJIBCTBA Y PEI'NOHAX PECITYBJIIKH KABAXCTAH

Y cmammi po3easinymo numanns 6upoGHUYMEa i CnOXMCUGAHHS NPOOOBOABCMIBA 8 00AACMAX
Pecnybaixu Kazaxcman, sxi noeduyromo y co6i npupooni ymosu 0as mux abo inwux eaaysei
CLAbCbK020 20CN00apcmea i nAouy CiabCbK020CN00apPCLKUX 3eMeab HA OYULY HACEAeHHS! Pe2iony.
3anpononoeano mexaniim us6.1eHHs nepeéaz KoxicHoi obaacmi y eupoOHuuymei neenux 6udie
CiAbCbK020Cn00apcbkoi npooykuii, wo € 0co0au8o eaxcaueum npu po3pobui pexomenoauii 3
nideuuienns pieHs npo006oabH020 3abe3nenenHs Kpainu, Hapouyeants eKCnOPMHO20 NOMeHUiaLy
OKpemux 6uoié CiabCbk020Cno0apcbkoi npooykuii, GUPIGHIOGAHHS PIGHA EKOHOMIYH020 ma
COUiaAbHO20 PO3BUMKY CiAbCbKOT Micyeeocmi.

Karouosi caosa: cinbcvke eocnodapcmeo; npodosonvue 3abe3nevenHs; npooogovya Oezneka;
peeionu; mepumopianvHuil nodin npaui.
Taba. 4. Jlim. 30.

Amna Tuszsarosa, Jlioovmuna Tapumiosa, Aiiryas Kazam6aeBa
HNCCIIEAOBAHUE ITPON3BOJACTBA U ITIOTPEBJIEHU S

IMPOAOBOJIbLCTBUSA B PETUOHAX PECITYBJIMKU KA3AXCTAH

B cmamve paccmompenst éonpocbl npouzeodcmea u nompebaeHus npoooeoabCMeUs 6
obaacmax Pecnybauxu Kazaxcman, Komopvie omauvaromcs cotemanuem 6 HUX NPUpoOHblX
YCA08UTE 0451 MeX UAU UHBLX OMPACAEH CEAbCKO20 X03AUCMEA U NA0UAOBIO CEALCKOXO03AUCHEEHHBIX
yeoouii ¢ pacuéme na Oyuwy Haceaenus pezuona. Ilpedaoscen mexanusm 6viseaeHUs
npeumyuiecme kaxcooi 06.aacmu ¢ npouzs00cmee mex Ul UHbIX 6U008 CeAbCKOXO03AUCMEEHHOU
npooyxkuuu, 4mo 0COGeHHO 6ANCHO NpU pa3paéomiKe pPeKoMeHOAuUil No MOBbIULEHUID YPOGHS
npo006oALCMBEHH020 O06ecne4enuss CMmpanvl, HAPAWUGAHUI0 IKCHOPMHO20 NOMEHUUALd
0MOEAbHBIX BUO08 CEALCKOXO3AUCMEEHHOU NPOOYKUUN, BbIPAGHUGAHUIO YPOGHS IKOHOMUHECKO20 U
COUUAAbHO20 PAZGUMUS CEALCKOU MECHIHOCHIU.

Karoueevte caosa: ceabckoe  x033icmeo;  NpodogoNbCMEeHHOe — obecneueHue;
npo0060AbCMEEHHAS 0e30NACHOCHb, DE2UOHbL; MePPUMOpUdLbHOe pasdeleHue mpyod.
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1. Problem statement

45.1% of population in the Republic of Kazakhstan reside in rural areas, in some
regions of the country the share of rural population is even higher (Kazakhstan
Regions, 2011). The general level of land provision per capita is rather high, accom-
panied with excellent natural land resources for various types of agricultural produc-
tion. However, at the food market of the Republic there is a distinct disproportion
between domestic production and its export. For example, according to the data by
the Republic of Kazakhstan Agency on Statistics, in 1995 the share of agricultural
products and raw materials in the total exports of the country was around 10%, while
the same category of import was around 11% (Kazakhstan's Regions, 2010), and in
2011 the export of the same category was already 2%, while import was 10,8%
(Kazakhstan..., 2011). The presented dynamics of exports and imports predetermines
the necessity to seek for the advantages of various regions of the country in the pro-
duction of various types of agricultural products and food. Such advantages would
enable the increase of rural population welfare, rise of the country's food security level
as well as building up the export potential of various kinds of agricultural products,
thus promoting the economic and social development of rural areas.

2. Literature Review

The issue of agricultural production and food security of the country and its sep-
arate regions has already been studied from various angles. In particular, this issue has
been explored by Agayev (2000), Altukhov et al. (2005), Borovskih (2003), Borisenko
(2001), Borshchevskiy and Deineko (2007), Kaigorodtsev (2008), Kaliev (2013),
Kosinskiy (2012), Ulyanchenko et al. (2013) and some other authors.

Agricultural production and food industry development as the basis for the
regions' food resources formation has been studied in the works by Granberg (2003),
Espolov et al. (2004), Kistanov (1998), Tracy (1995), Ushachev (2006) etc.

Regional food markers and the territorial organization have been considered in
the works by Armstrong & Taylor (2000), Boev (1995), Bergman (1969), Hanson
(2001), Klark (1999), P. Krugman (2011), Krylatyh (2006), Shukeev (2002),
Tekenova (2003), Trukhachov (2005), Vermel (2002) etc.

3. Key objectives of this research concern the development of methodological
grounds and practical recommendations on increasing the level of country's food
security, thus increasing the level of rural population income and balancing the levels
of economic and social development of rural areas, enhancing at the same time their
export potential by various types of agricultural products.

4. Key results of the research

For determining the levels of production and consumption of food in the
Republic of Kazakhstan the most important factor would be the natural resources and
the territorial differences between the regions of agricultural production. These two
factors predetermine the grouping of regions into: importing, self-sustaining and
exporting ones.

One more important factor is the ratio between the population to be fed in the
country and the areas of agricultural lands which serve to satisfy the need of local con-
sumers in food as well as the export needs. The most obvious way to present this infor-
mation is to calculate the per capita of agricultural areas, including all arable lands,
hay fields and pastures.
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Our research was based on the materials of the Statistics Agency of the Republic
of Kazakhstan and the current territorial distribution of labour in the country as
described by contemporary Kazakhstani economists, geographers and agrarian spe-
cialists.

Regional differences in agricultural production, food including, have their spe-
cific impact on market environment and agrifood industry in general through the ter-
ritorial and sector distribution of labour and certain connections in the field of raw
material supply.

For the Republic of Kazakhstan, just as like for any other country with vast ter-
ritory and significant natural and economic differences between regions inside the
country, one of the most important factor of efficient agrarian production and food
supply is the smart combination of diverse natural and climatic conditions (including
temperature, humidity and types of soils) with sufficient land supply per capita. The
specific peculiarity of these factors' combination in Kazakhstan is that the most
favourable natural conditions for agriculture belong to Almaty, Zhambyl and
Southern Kazakhstan regions, however, the same regions at the same time have very
limited agricultural areas while the vast land territories of Pavlodar, Aktyubinsk and
Western Kazakhstan regions have the least favourable quality of lands.

To estimate the level of population food supply a system of indices can be applied
describing no only production or consumption of major types of products but also the
potential of agriculture from the viewpoint of food products and raw materials suffi-
ciency.

Under the current conditions the vital factor in regional food supply is their
(regions') self-sufficiency by grain which is needed for bread production and is also
used in production of feedstuff for livestock breeding. In Kazakhstan since the 1950-
ies Soviet campaign of virgin lands breakthrough grain production has become one of
the leading activities, the basis for food supply and the key position in exports.

In maintaining food provision the role of various regions is not equal due to their
differences in natural, economic and social conditions as well as their different levels
of internal consumption and some other factors.

Table 1 presents the grouping of Kazakhstan regions according to their levels of
land availability and lands under grain in particular. Please, note that the presented
grouping does not correspond to the standard geographical classification of the coun-
try's regions.

Table 1. Kazakhstan regions’ grouping by arable lands availability per capita,

2011
. Groups of regions by arable lands per capita, ha On average in
Indices 1 11 I the Renpublic
till 04 from 041 to 3,0 above 3,0 P
Arable lands per capita, ha 04 1,0 6,1 14
Other agricultural lands 5.2 48 34 41
Grain production per capita, kg 150,0 5139 10174,5 1628
gelatlve wglght of the group, %: 2.4 56,0 176 100,0
y population
In total grain production of the 24 147 829 100,0
country

Source: Authors’ development, based on Statistics Agency of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2011.
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The first group of the regions consists of Atyrau and Mangistau regions in Western
Kazakhstan and Kyzyl'orda and Southern Kazakhstan regions on the south of the coun-
try. The second group unites the representatives of all geographicsl parts of the country:
Pavlodar region on the north, Eastern Kazakhstan region on the east, Aktyubinsk and
Western Kazakhstan region on the west; Almaty and Zhambyl regions on the south, and
finally — Karaganda region in the central part of the country. However, we must note
here that even though they are grouped together statistically, the temperature, humidi-
ty, soils and other natural parameters of these regions are drastically different.

Homogenous by their natural features are the regions making the third group, all
on the north of the country. These are the major producers of summer wheat —
Akmola, Kostanay and Northern Kazakhstan regions.

The first group of regions is the importing one. It accounts for 26% of the country's
population and only 3% of grain production. The third group of regions is the exporting
one, accounting for less than 1/5 of the Republic's population and more than 2/3 of grain
at the same time. And finally, the second group can be treated as self-sustaining.

Table 2 reveals a certain correlation between per capita consumption of grain,
potatoes, meat and dairy products for all the regions of the country (Kazakhstan's
Regions, 2011).

Table 2. Per capita production of major agricultural products by groups
of Kazakhstan's regions, 2011, kg

Grain | Sugar-beet | Potatoes |Vegetables| Meat | Milk | Eggs, pcs.
Group 1
Atyrau 1 - 22,7 87,6 45 105 4
Kyzylorda 426 - 1708 1409 23 112 17
Mangistau - - 0,2 18,3 9 14 1
Southern
Kazakhstan 138 0,3 81,7 2826 35 255 103
Group average 150,5 0,07 788 2034 314 | 18441 64,2
Group 11
Aktyubinsk 548 - 1221 99,2 78 416 227
Almaty 592 46,7 31741 3744 90 354 465
Eastern Kazakhstan 387 - 268,3 1451 88 518 126
Zhambyl 374 1059 1453 4282 48 266 113
Western Kazakhstan 569 - 899 82,0 62 371 225
Karaganda 524 - 187 1 61,3 48 260 275
Pavlodar 516 - 380,5 1429 55 467 244
Group average 5138 25,5 2318 2143 70 373,6 2608
Group 111
Akmola 9010 - 303,7 770 56 495 598
Kostanai 8971 - 218 78,1 173 659 628
Northern Kazakhstan| 13436 - 837,6 301,0 103 947 682
Group average 101746 - 4114 138,1 1153 | 6812 632,5
Republic’s average 1628 121 186 174 57 316 226

Source: Authors’ development, based on Statistics Agency of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2011.

As compared to the first group, the second one produced meat per capita 2,7
times more, and the third one — 3,7 times more; milk production is 2,0 and 3,7 times
more, respectively; and eggs production — 4,0 and 9,9 times more, accordingly.
Especially high indices belong to the third group of region, with Northern Kazakhstan
and Akmola regions having a significant overstock of potatoes, in particular.
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The presented differences cause further differentiation of production by the
groups of regions, each having a unique combination of natural and economic condi-
tions for the development of certain product groups. A part of southern regions,
importing grain, barley and beef, are at the same time exporting rice, corn and lamb
meat. Certain regions within the second group, in particular, Western Kazakhstan
region, are shifting gradually from grain consuming regions to become grain importers.

Natural conditions and land resources availability predetermine the volumes of
potential production in agriculture in all the regions; however, the actual volumes of
production are predetermined, first of all, by the consumers' money flows (both
domestic and from abroad). The production is also influenced by certain traditions in
internal consumption. For example, the regions rich in vegetables (Almaty and
Southern Kazakhstan) tend to consume more vegetables.

The data by the Agency on Statistics on Kazakhstan's household economy
demonstrate the evident correlation between the level of regional production and the
level of following consumption per capita (which is, however, also predetermined by
some other factors, such as the level of income, demographic structure in a region,
lifestyle etc.). Table 3 demonstrates the food consumption patterns in Kazakhstan's
regions (Vermel, 2002).

Table 3. Food products consumption in the groups of Kazakhstan's regions,
per head in a household, 2011, kg

g 9 ja} ) >
fi t »n fi o "5: c‘:f .
S5 o < - ° Eg | =8| T8 8
Groups, regions, =B = ] 5 Z2g| 23| 2= g E =
cities Sl = g = SE| 3P| fE| 87 )
== A 5 2 5 w & o = »n = <%
32 > = Sl A e ~
& 8 2 = - S
Group 1
Atyrau 99 38 6,2 36 1,5 6,5 14 21,6 10,7
Kyzylorda 123 34 8,2 3,1 1,6 5,0 14 216 12,5
Mangistay 10,5 42 7.2 27 14 58 0,6 184 97
Southern Kazakhstan| 11,5 3,3 79 27 1,7 34 0,7 13,0 8,9
Group average 11,0 3,7 74 3,0 16 40 1.0 18,7 10,5
Group II
Aktyubinsk 11,2 42 6,0 3,5 1,6 54 08 189 129
Almaty 119 3,9 93 42 20 6,3 08 214 11,2
Eastern Kazakhstan 9,7 4,6 6,2 28 1,3 59 08 20,6 134
Zhambyl 10,5 38 71 33 18 5,5 08 13,7 8,6
Western Kazakhstan 9,5 338 6,7 31 1,2 51 11 17,7 97
Karaganda 9,3 49 72 34 1,5 58 08 19,2 15,9
Pavlodar 98 3,6 58 29 1,2 5,5 09 211 133
Group average 10,3 4,1 6,9 39 1,5 5,6 08 18,9 121
Group 111
Akmola 10,7 4,0 64 34 1,6 56 09 20,8 14,1
Kostanai 10,2 39 6,3 3.2 1,3 5,7 1,0 17,2 15,8
Northern Kazakhstan| 9,0 38 5,7 3,2 13 49 11 219 16,2
Group average 10,0 39 6,1 33 14 54 1,0 20,0 15,0
Astana city 83 40 64 25 14 5,7 0,7 20,6 12,6
Almaty city 8,5 4,2 88 30 1,5 69 1,0 23,5 16,8
Republic’s average | 0| 40 | 73 | 32 | 16 | 55 | 09 | 190 | 125
value

Source: Vermel, 2002.
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Various product groups demonstrate different levels of correlation between the
production volumes and the consumption volumes per capita. Bread and cereal prod-
ucts, being the most affordable product, form a large share of crossregional product
exchange and quite often substitute the lack of consumption of other products. For
example, the Kyzylorda region, having very modest own grain resources, consume by
half more than the country's average, thus somehow compensating for the lack of
other products in the region (e.g., the potato consumption in this region is 1,2 less
than Kazakhstan's average).

The consumption of vegetables, sugar and vegetable oil can be considered more
or less heterogeneous and balanced in the country, still these are the regions produc-
ing much more of these products. In particular, Almaty region has the leading posi-
tions by vegetables and sugar. Between the livestock products a significant difference
should be noted concerning the consumption of milk and eggs. The differences are
quite significant: from 13,0 kg (milk) in Southern Kazakhstan to 21,9 kg in Northern
Kazakhstan; and from 8,9 pcs. (eggs) in, again, Southern Kazakhsthan to 15,9 in
Karaganda region. Fish and fish products' consumption is naturally more in those
regions, on the territory of which there are large water basins; the basis of fish pro-
duction in the country are in Atyrau region and in Western Kazakhstan.

Table 4. Ranking of the food products consumption levels per capita per region
(and major cities) in the Republic of Kazakhstan

2_ 2 g £ -8 2 g = 22T g 8 ] o0

82| | 2| A BT EFg ETElET g B E¢E

@ & ~ 2 S |s 4B a2 &g m SE
Group 1
Atyrau 6 12 | 14 | 6 8 4 3 7 6 14
Kyzylorda 2 14 | 13 | 11 2 12 5 15 1 16
Mangistau 10 2 1 7 5 3 S5 1 7 4
Southern Kazakhstan 1 13| 6 10 3 11 6 16 10 | 15
Group average 5 10 9 9 5 8 S5 10 9 12
Group 11
Aktyubinsk 6 8 9 3 2 4 b} 10 3 9
Almaty 1 7 3 1 1 8 5 8 1 5
Eastern Kazakhstan 6 3 4 5 3 4 4 3 5 2
Zhambyl 4 11 5 9 3 10 4 14 9 13
Western Kazakhstan 9 10 | 15 2 3 7 1 2 2 8
Karaganda 9 7 8 6 3 B) b} 13 6 11
Pavlodar 7 B) 11 7 4 7 4 6 7 10
Group average 6 7 8 S5 3 6 S5 8 5 8
Group 111
Akmola 5 4 10 | 4 3 7 5 9 4 7
Kostanay 8 6 12 6 4 9 4 12 6 12
Northern Kazakhstan 3 1 7 4 2 6 2 11 4 1
Group average 5 4 10 S5 3 7 4 11 5 7
Astana City 12 9 3 8 4 1 3 5 8 6
Almaty City 11 7 2 7 3 2 4 4 7 3

Source: Kaliev, 2013.

Both Kazakhstan's capitals, former — Almaty, and current — Astana, are having
equally high levels of food consumption for all the categories, excluding bread and
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cereal products. Their values on vegetables and meat are significantly higher than the
Republic's average.

Since the regions have quite different levels of consumption for several food cate-
gories, it might be of interest to calculate the composite consumption index for the total
of categories. Since some products can be treated as irreplaceable, we calculate their
composite consumption index, see Table 4 for that (Kaliev, 2013). The composite index
demonstrates the average ranking of each region by the consumtion volumes per capita
for certain types of products. The leaders of the ranking are Northern Kazakhstan (1),
Eastern Kazakhstan (2) and Almaty City. The lowiest positions in the ranking are occu-
pied by Atyrau region (13), Southern Kazakhstan (15) and Kyzylorda region (16).

In the calculations of the composite ranking the lowest rank was attributed the to
the region with the highest level of product consumption.

Among the regions' groups the highest rank belongs to Group III, which, as stat-
ed above, has the largest grain resources, same with potatoes and all livestock prod-
ucts. The lowest rank belongs to Group I which demonstrated the lowest level of pro-
duction per capita for the same food categories. Group II is, accordingly, in the mid-
dle of the ranking.

Conclusions

The demonstrated here significant differences between the regions of
Kazakhstan are the evidence of the necessity to study more thoroughly the country’'
food problems and their causes by regions in order to develop further a complex pro-
gram to overcome these difficulties. In particular, it is obvious that to achieve the level
of developed countries it is of vital importance to combine quantitative parameters
with qualitative ones in terms of rational nutrition. Special attention must be paid to
the products with the low level of cholesterol — vegetables and fruits, fish and fish
products, low fat dairy products. One of the efficient ways to increase the level of milk
products' consumption, for example, is to increase the productivity of the correspon-
ding livestock in some regions which currently show poor performance on that. E.g.,
in the first group of region in 2011 the average productivity of dairy cattle is only 1120
kg, while the same dairy cattle in the third group had the average productivity of 2510
kg. The cheapest source of animal protein is eggs, still, its consumption in the first
group is 2,2 times lower than in the third group. Therefore, it would be reasonable for
such regions as Kyzylorda (ranked 11th) and Southern Kazakhstan (ranked 10th) to
increase the production volumes of their poultry plants.

Taking into account the current condition of national production and consump-
tion, their further development should be a vital component of the national econom-
ic policy, both at the republican and regional levels.

Inside the regions special measures should be taken on the development of food
supply provision, dividing the food market into several geographical zones.

Urgent solution of the described regional problems is the necessary prerequisite
for increasing the level of the country's food security, increasing Kazakhstan's export
potential in agriculture and also for balancing the levels of economic and social devel-
opment of various rural areas.
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