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INTRODUCTION
Regional development in single-industry towns (“monotowns”) has become a pressing socioeconomic challenge across many post-industrial and resource-dependent economies. International research shows that these towns face structural vulnerabilities, including industrial decline, limited economic diversification, weak local labor markets, and demographic out-migration [1-3].
Kazakhstan’s monotowns exemplify these global patterns. Although they account for a significant share of national industrial output, they continue to exhibit low levels of economic resilience and social well-being [1;4]. Persistent dependence on mining and metallurgical industries, along with aging infrastructure and limited alternative employment opportunities, has fueled regional disparities and social dissatisfaction. 
In response, the Government of Kazakhstan implemented several national programs, including the Monotown Development Program (2012–2020) [5] and subsequent initiatives that extended through 2030. These programs aimed at economic diversification, infrastructure development, and SME support. However, evidence from policy reports and empirical studies indicates limited effectiveness, with many monotowns continuing to experience structural economic and social challenges.
Existing research, statistical data, and policy reports consistently show that these programs are often ineffective, with some evidence even suggesting they fail [8–9]. Nevertheless, most studies tend to concentrate on economic indicators, infrastructure, and policy formulation, while giving limited consideration to how regional projects foster social value, community welfare, and institutional trust. This gap is especially crucial for Kazakhstan’s monotowns, where social factors such as life satisfaction, inclusion, and local engagement significantly influence migration decisions and the sustainable development of regions. The lack of systematic research linking project management practices to social value creation hampers the development of effective regional interventions. Consequently, this study emphasizes the importance of evolving regional development models to blend economic outcomes with social value and community well-being.
In this context, the traditional top-down project management paradigm, which mainly focuses on delivering physical infrastructure and meeting budget goals, often fails to produce meaningful and sustainable social outcomes [10-11]. As a result, regional projects risk achieving official success without societal impact, with measurable outputs (buildings, infrastructure) failing to improve quality of life, trust in institutions, or citizen empowerment.
Global trends in public management increasingly emphasize value co-creation as a collaborative process involving government, business, and community stakeholders. Theories of stakeholder engagement [12], service-dominant logic [13,14], and public value creation [15,16] highlight that development outcomes depend on participation, interaction, and feedback mechanisms. However, these approaches are primarily developed in advanced economies [17], while their application in centralized and resource-dependent contexts such as Kazakhstan remains limited.
In the context of the CIS, relevant contributions in this field include Stuvøy [18], Zamyatina, Pilyasov [19], and Crowley [20] – all of whom analyzed post-industrial transformation and governance in Russian monotowns; Pike, Rodríguez-Pose, and Pike [21] - exploring the territorial dimension of regional resilience and local agency; Junussova, Beimisheva [10] - highlighting the gap in regional development programs; OECD [1, 22] - recommending participatory governance and adaptive project management for sustainable regional development.
Nevertheless, current studies lack an integrated theoretical or methodological model that connects project management, stakeholder involvement, and institutional learning within the specific socio-economic context of Kazakhstan’s monotowns.
Research in international project management accentuates that regional development outcomes increasingly depend on stakeholder involvement, value alignment, and collaborative governance. Scholars such as Vuorinen [23], Martinsuo [24], and Aarseth [25] emphasize that projects embedded in complex social environments create value only when the interests and experiences of diverse stakeholders are incorporated into planning and delivery. The shift from output-based to value-oriented project management, reflected in the PMBOK 7th edition [26] and the value delivery principles in the PMBOK 8th edition [27], extends project success beyond the “iron triangle” to include benefit realization and strategic impact. Another standard, P2M 1st edition [28], based on a value-based management framework focusing on enterprise innovation, links multiple projects to organizational goals and shifts from manufacturing-centered to service-centered business models. Value Management in the P2M 3rd Edition (Program and Project Management for Enterprise Innovation) [29] is a core component that emphasizes maximizing value through strategic alignment, specifically under Value Assessment Management. It aims to balance function, performance, and cost to optimize project outcomes and deliver stakeholder value.  
For Kazakhstan, especially for monotowns in Central Kazakhstan, this shift is both necessary and timely. Despite global progress toward people-focused regional development and value-driven project management, Kazakhstan’s regional development approach remains mainly top-down. International evidence shows that project success in complex social settings depends not only on technical execution but also on stakeholder value alignment, ongoing engagement, and feedback-based adaptation [30].
However, existing regional programs in Kazakhstan reveal limited stakeholder involvement in project selection, weak institutional capacities at the local level, a focus on physical outputs rather than social outcomes, a lack of feedback mechanisms, and limited adaptive learning mechanisms. 
These gaps hinder development projects from creating meaningful community outcomes, especially in monotowns where community needs are urgent and constantly changing. The current phase of industrial transformation and decentralization requires new project management models that support co-creation, enabling local governments to act as facilitators of social innovation rather than merely as fund administrators. Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic and subsequent economic shocks have highlighted the need for resilient, participatory, and adaptable regional governance practices that foster institutional trust and social cohesion.
Even so, in Kazakhstan’s academic and professional practice, the concept of social value co-creation remains underdeveloped. Existing project management frameworks are mainly technical, emphasizing efficiency indicators such as time, cost, and scope, while neglecting social legitimacy, stakeholder inclusion, and perceived value. There is also a lack of both theoretical and empirical studies exploring how these principles can be adapted to the socio-economic and institutional realities of post-industrial monotowns.
This study defines institutionalization as the process by which the co-creation of societal outcomes is integrated into both the formal and informal elements of regional development project governance. It functions through two related aspects. The first, formal mechanisms, comprises regulatory frameworks, project management procedures, KPIs, and organizational structures that systematically embed social value in planning, execution, and assessment. The second, informal mechanisms, involves norms, trust, stakeholder relationships, and participatory practices that influence how actors interact, interpret, and maintain collaborative value formation in practice. Collectively, these aspects ensure that broader public benefits is viewed not as a one-off project outcome but as a consistent and reproducible component of governance.
Therefore, the scientific and practical significance of this study lies in developing and empirically grounding a project management model for co-creating social value in Kazakhstan’s regional development projects. This model addresses the dual challenge of ensuring project effectiveness and fostering social legitimacy through collaborative governance. It fills a critical gap between international theory and local practice, providing both an analytical framework and actionable mechanisms for policy implementation.
The importance of this research is strengthened by Kazakhstan’s current regional development priorities, especially the aims of decentralization, participatory governance, and long-term regional sustainability as outlined in the ‘Kazakhstan-2050’ Strategy and the ‘Concept for Regional Development 2025-2030’ [31]. Additionally, academically, the study adds to the ongoing shift in project management theory from efficiency-centered approaches to models that emphasize social orientation and value-based governance.
Therefore, the current state of research calls for reconceptualizing project management in Kazakhstan’s regional development as a social co-creation process capable of producing sustainable and inclusive outcomes for communities in industrially dependent regions. The scientific challenge of creating through regional development projects has attracted increasing attention in international scholarship, yet it remains underdeveloped within project management and public administration in Kazakhstan. Hence, the emerging issue and focus of this dissertation is the lack of a conceptual framework that explains how broader public benefits can be co-created in regional development projects within Kazakhstan’s monotowns, given their institutional constraints and socioeconomic conditions.
Therefore, a conceptual framework model is necessary to explain how community outcomes arises, which mechanisms enable its co-creation, and how these mechanisms interact with institutional conditions. These gaps underscore the need for a localized and empirically based Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) that can explain how regional projects influence institutional trust, social outcomes, and long-term regional sustainability. This purpose encompasses integrating stakeholder, co-creation, and institutional perspectives into a cohesive project management framework.
This dissertation aims to elaborate a theoretically grounded Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) for regional development projects and to explore its key mechanisms through empirical analysis of socio-economic and behavioral relationships. The model intends to ensure that these projects promote sustainable community growth, foster institutional trust, and support participatory governance in Kazakhstan’s monotowns.  Theoretically, it involves developing a theory-driven conceptual model of Social Value Co-Creation by analyzing the theoretical foundations, international case studies, local programs, surveys, and interviews with local communities. Moreover, the study will elaborate practical recommendations for implementing co-creation mechanisms within Kazakhstan’s regional governance and project management systems.
More specifically, the following objectives will determine the scope of the research work in the following chapters:
1. To conduct a comprehensive analysis of theoretical approaches towards collective benefits co-creation, stakeholder theory, and value-oriented project management practices. 
2. To analyze existing regional development programs and policy documents to identify systemic barriers to value creation. 
3. To examine the socio-economic and institutional features of selected monotowns in Central Kazakhstan, and gather and analyze empirical data on residents' perceptions, needs, and priorities. Identify gaps between community needs and the development projects implemented.
4. To empirically test the relationships between socio-economic conditions, migration intentions, and life satisfaction using econometric models (OLS and logistic regression).
5. On this basis, develop the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) and formulate conceptual propositions to explain the mechanisms and conditions of social value co-creation. 
Research object: the social outcomes of regional development projects in monotown environments and local communities' perceptions of them. 
In this study, regional projects are regarded as tools for socio-economic change and as platforms for interaction among the state, business, and society within industrially dependent (monotown) economies.
Research subject: the theoretical and methodological foundations and mechanisms of collaborative social value formation, focusing especially on how these mechanisms are understood and manifested in community-level outcomes. 
         This study examines regional development projects both as managerial systems and as social processes, with their outcomes visible in community perceptions, behaviors, and well-being indicators.
The research is guided by the primary question: How can social value be institutionalized within regional development projects in the monotowns of Central Kazakhstan under existing institutional and socio-economic conditions?
The research's theoretical and methodological foundations are grounded in the scientific work of scholars in project management, regional management, regional economics, and development. Methodologically, the dissertation uses a mixed-methods research design that combines theoretical synthesis, qualitative interviews, and quantitative econometric analysis. This study uses a two-stage research approach. Initially, the SVCM is developed through a theory-building method (Eisenhardt, 1989), in which constructs and relationships are derived from combining theoretical insights, qualitative data, and empirical patterns. Next, specific relationships in the model are tested using econometric techniques to provide quantitative evidence for important mechanisms, such as the mediating effect of migration intentions. Generally, the research does not aim to fully validate a predefined theory but instead seeks to develop a theory supported by empirical findings and preliminary testing of key relationships. In addition to descriptive and statistical analyses, the study uses Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression and binary logistic regression to examine the determinants of life satisfaction and migration intentions. The methodology enables analysis of how structural conditions and behavioral reactions together shape social value creation in monotowns.  Therefore, the empirical analysis focuses on specific mechanisms rather than evaluating the SVCM as a fully specified causal model. The model development adheres to the principles of theory-building research as outlined by Eisenhardt [32], in which empirical patterns guide the refinement of constructs and the integration of theory. Its structure complies with Whetten’s [33] criteria for a theoretical contribution by clearly defining constructs, relationships, and contextual boundary conditions.
The empirical analysis specifically examines the mediating role of migration intentions, which link socio-economic conditions with life satisfaction and serve as a key mechanism in the formation of broader public benefits.
The primary data were sourced from the addresses of the President of Republic of Kazakhstan, legislative and regulatory documents, normative legal acts, statistical material from the Bureau of National Statistics of the Agency for Strategic Planning and Reform of the Republic of Kazakhstan, analytical reports from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, United Nations, Institute for Management Development, World Bank, and international professional standards for project management.
Econometric calculations were carried out using the R software package.
Scientific contribution of the research lies in: 
1) The contextualization of stakeholder and joint value generation theories to the specific institutional and socio-economic conditions of monotowns in Kazakhstan; 
2) The integration of stakeholder, co-creation, institutional, and project governance approaches into a unified analytical framework for regional development projects; 
3) The development of operational mechanisms for embedding community outcomes creation into project management processes, including structured collaborative practices through which local actors participate in implementation and influence institutional adjustment. 
The scientific novelty of the dissertation lies in the development of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), which is both theoretically grounded and empirically supported by quantitative analysis of key relationships. Unlike traditional conceptual frameworks, the model includes econometric evidence by recognizing migration intentions as a key mediating factor linking institutional conditions and social value outcomes. This allows the study to examine the mechanisms by which social value may emerge in regional development contexts. Unlike traditional project management methods that primarily emphasize technical efficiency and output delivery, the proposed model integrates stakeholder theory, value co-creation theory, and institutional theory into a single framework for post-socialist, mono-industrial regional contexts. The study applies value-based project management principles within Kazakhstan’s centralized governance framework. It views regional projects both as infrastructure efforts and as means to create wider public benefits. The dissertation examines institutional and participatory gaps in monotown development based on community perceptions. It then suggests mechanisms in which participation, coordination, and institutional adjustments help achieve sustainable social outcomes. The SVCM therefore contributes to theory-building by linking conceptual analysis to econometric modeling. This enables the identification of statistically significant relationships among socioeconomic conditions, migration intentions, and life satisfaction.
Theoretical contribution: The dissertation extends project management theory by introducing social value co-creation as an explicit dimension of project success and by conceptualizing projects as adaptive social systems embedded within institutional and community networks. 
Practical contribution: The practical contribution of this dissertation is the development of the SVCM as a governance-focused framework for regional development projects in mono-industrial settings. The model combines local participation, adaptable implementation, and institutional feedback throughout the project lifecycle. It offers policymakers and project managers practical tools to evaluate and manage projects that enhance institutional trust, citizen involvement, and long-term social engagement.
Hence, the dissertation presents a new theoretical and methodological perspective on project management in Kazakhstan’s regional development, redefining projects not only as administrative tools for economic growth but also as social co-creation platforms that generate long-term community value.
Basic propositions for thesis defense:
- A conceptual model of Social Value Co-Creation (SVCM) has been created, combining principles from stakeholder theory, value co-creation theory, institutional theory, and project value management into a single, unified framework. 
- A practical mechanism for social value co-creation is conceptualized through structured participatory governance, joint implementation practices, and adaptive institutional learning.
The combination of theoretical modeling and econometric analysis helps link the SVCM's conceptual structure to observed behavioral patterns in monotowns. By combining stakeholder theory and value co-creation principles with empirical evidence, the study provides a robust framework for understanding and improving regional development outcomes in Kazakhstan’s monotowns.
Theoretical significance of research findings. The importance of this research lies in the development and empirical support of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) as an innovative approach to project management within the context of regional studies development.
The study advances project management theory by exploring how institutional arrangements, stakeholder interactions, and community outcomes are intertwined within regional development processes.
The practical significance of the dissertation lies in developing tools and managerial recommendations to integrate social value co-creation principles into the design, implementation, and evaluation of regional development projects in Kazakhstan. The findings may inform the design of national development programs, regional policy initiatives, and regulatory frameworks for project governance. Target audiences and stakeholders include the Ministry of National Economy, the Ministry of Labor, the Ministry of Science and Higher Education, central government agencies, local executive bodies, other government departments, and research institutes. For government authorities who are redesigning regional development programs to focus on people, improving KPI systems to better reflect social value, and strengthening participatory planning, project teams applying value-oriented project management principles, integrating stakeholders systematically, and establishing learning and feedback loops, industrial enterprises aligning corporate social investment with community-defined needs, improving trust and legitimacy, and regional development agencies facilitating cross-sector collaboration, applying the SVCM framework in program design and evaluation.
Key elements of practical value include:
1. Applied Model for Regional Project Governance. The SVCM offers a ready-to-use framework for local authorities, state agencies, and development institutions to embed community engagement and the generation of public benefits principles into project management practices. It enables practitioners to examine how governance, participation, and feedback interact to influence project impact.
2. Policy Relevance and Institutional Application. The findings directly support Kazakhstan’s national policy goals under the Concept for Regional Development until 2030 [31]. The model can be institutionalized through regional coordination councils and participatory planning mechanisms in monotowns.
Implementation Tools for Practitioners. Practical mechanisms include structured involvement of local actors, collaborative implementation, and feedback-driven institutional learning. 
Capacity Building for Project Teams. The research provides a foundation for creating training modules and guidelines for regional project managers and local administrators to implement co-creation principles. It enhances the professionalization of project management within Kazakhstan’s public administration system.
Replicability and Scalability. The model is designed to be easily replicated across different regions and project types, providing a scalable framework adaptable to various socio-economic environments (e.g., monotowns, rural areas, or innovation hubs).
Contribution to Public Trust and Governance Innovation. By institutionalizing stakeholder interaction and feedback systems, the model boosts public trust, transparency, and legitimacy of regional development efforts. This aligns with the government’s broader goal of creating a responsive, participatory governance system that meets OECD standards.
General Significance. This study advances project management theory by exploring how institutional arrangements, stakeholder engagement, and community outcomes are interconnected in regional development processes. It adds to academic understanding, informs policy reform, and promotes managerial innovation, fulfilling the dual goals of a PhD dissertation: scientific originality and practical applicability.
         This thesis comprises 4 chapters (introduction, chapters 1-4, and conclusion), a list of references, and appendices. The study comprises 132 pages of typewritten text, including 25 tables and 6 figures. The reference list contains 229 sources. 









Chapter 1. LITERATURE REVIEW ON THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF SOCIAL VALUE CO-CREATION IN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
1.1 Value and Social Value in Project Management: Concepts and Definitions
The idea of value has its roots in classical philosophy, where it was originally understood not in economic terms but as a normative and ethical concept. In Aristotle’s philosophy [34], value was tied to the idea of telos - the purpose or end toward which an activity is aimed. Over time, as classical political economy developed, the philosophical idea of value was gradually turned into an economic category. Adam Smith distinguished between use value and exchange value, noting that goods vital to survival can have high use value but low exchange value, and vice versa [35]. Value became more closely linked to labor and productivity than to ethical purpose. Later, Ricardo [36] and  Marx [37] further objectified value through labor-based theories. In Marx’s analysis, value was socially produced but abstracted into exchange relations, disconnecting it from lived human experience. This period marked a decisive shift: value became measurable and quantifiable, while ethical and social dimensions were increasingly marginalized and externalized from human perception. This conceptual shift had a profound impact on later management and organizational thinking. Early management theory inherited this view of value as primarily economic.
In the tradition of scientific management, value was mainly understood as operational efficiency and output optimization, aligning with the industrial logic of the early twentieth century. Taylor [38] saw value in optimized labor processes, which could be measured in terms of time, motion, and cost savings. The goal was to transform inputs into outputs as efficiently as possible. Likewise,  Fayol’s administrative theory [39] defined value in terms of organizational order, predictability, and control, reinforcing a mechanistic view of generation of public benefits. During this period, value was conceptualized as objective, located in outputs, with human and social aspects considered merely instrumental. 
From the 1960s to the 1980s, management theory redefined the concept of value at both the organizational and strategic levels. Porter’s value chain [40] framework described value as the difference between what customers are willing to pay and the cost of activities. While value remained an economic concept, it was now connected to competitive positioning and strategic coordination. At the same time, financial economics promoted shareholder value maximization, where value was defined in terms of stock price, return on investment, and capital efficiency. This view reinforced a one-dimensional, financial-focused understanding of value that dominated corporate governance until the late 20th century. 
This efficiency-focused view of value was later contested by stakeholder-oriented perspectives that broadened the scope of actors deemed relevant to organizational results. Freeman [12] proposed that organizations generate value not only for shareholders but also for various stakeholder groups, including employees, communities, customers, and governments. Consequently, the concept of value became more diverse, relational, and negotiable. This partially reflects earlier normative understandings of the value associated with human and social outcomes. Later studies expanded on this idea by highlighting the importance of fairness, legitimacy, trust, and sustainability over the long term.
Although stakeholder theory expanded the range of actors involved in creating value, it largely retained the idea that organizations generate value first and then distribute it to stakeholders. This constraint led to further theoretical advances focusing on more interaction-driven and process-focused views of value.
Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) reexamined the concept of value by suggesting that value isn’t inherent in outputs but instead arises through interaction and use [13]. It clearly moves beyond the idea that value is solely embedded in outputs and instead views it as co-created through interaction, use, and experience. From this stance, value appears within relationships rather than being solely produced by firms. From this viewpoint, value arises from socially embedded interactions and depends on the context, experience, and continuous negotiation. As a result, value is no longer just something organizations "deliver,” but something generated through the involvement of local actors. This view is especially relevant when examining social value in regional development settings.
The development of value theory shows a gradual shift from strictly economic views to more relational and socially embedded perspectives on project outcomes. This intellectual journey provides the foundation for rethinking value in project management and regional development, where success cannot be measured solely by outputs or financial indicators. In the context of monotowns, where economic indicators may remain strong while social outcomes decline, this development underscores the need to explicitly redefine value as a socially constructed, co-created phenomenon. Table 1.1 outlines the historical development of the concept of value and its impact on project management. It shows how perceptions of value shifted from normative and economic viewpoints to stakeholder-centered and co-creation approaches. This evolution underscores the shortcomings of earlier efficiency-driven models and provides a theoretical foundation for viewing projects as systems that facilitate social value co-creation in regional development settings. These changes reflect a transition from purely efficiency-focused perspectives to more inclusive, socially connected notions of value. 
Table 1.1 - Evolution of the Concept of Value and Its Implications for Project Management

	Historical Stage
	Core Understanding of Value
	Key Authors / Sources
	Implications for Management
	Explicit Link to Project Management

	Classical Philosophy (Antiquity)
	value as telos (purpose) and contribution to human well-being (eudaimonia); distinction between use value and exchange value
	Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethics, Politics) 
	value is normative, contextual, and related to social good
	establishes the idea that projects must be judged by purpose and societal outcomes, not outputs alone

	Historical Stage
	Core Understanding of Value
	Key Authors / Sources
	Implications for Management
	Explicit Link to Project Management

	Classical Political Economy (18th-19th c.)
	value as economic and exchange-based; labor and productivity as sources of value
	Smith; Ricardo; Marx 
	value becomes quantifiable and externalized
	projects evaluated through cost-benefit logic, efficiency, and economic return

	
	
	
	
	

	Strategic & Shareholder Value (1970s-1990s)
	value as competitive advantage and shareholder return
	Porter; Jensen 
	value linked to strategy and financial performance
	projects seen as strategic investments delivering measurable financial benefits

	Stakeholder Theory (1980s-2000s)
	value is multi-dimensional and created for multiple stakeholders
	Freeman; Harrison & Wicks
	social legitimacy and long-term relationships matter
	projects must balance diverse stakeholder expectations

	Service-Dominant Logic & Co-Creation (2000s- )
	value is co-created, experiential, contextual, and emergent
	Vargo & Lusch; Prahalad & Ramaswamy
	value arises through interaction and use
	projects become platforms for value co-creation, not just delivery mechanisms

	Contemporary Project & Regional Contexts
	value includes social, institutional, and long-term outcomes
	Martinsuo; Laursen & Svejvig; OECD
	value linked to resilience, trust, and well-being
	justifies social value co-creation models in public and regional projects

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [12-13; 22; 34-46]



The concept of value has evolved over time, moving from normative, purpose-driven views to an emphasis on economic abstraction, efficiency, and financialization. Recently, there has been a shift back toward stakeholder-based, co-created value. Project management theory mirrors this trajectory: from output-oriented delivery models rooted in scientific management to value- and benefits-oriented frameworks emphasizing the involvement of local actors and long-term outcomes. Understanding this evolution is essential for conceptualizing projects not merely as technical interventions but as socio-institutional processes that generate value over time, particularly in complex regional development contexts such as monotowns.
In traditional project management, success has been defined by the “iron triangle” of time, cost, and scope [47]. Although this model provides a basis for technical efficiency, it does not account for broader social and institutional effects that projects have on communities, governance, and human well-being.
Over the past twenty years, scholars and practitioners have increasingly acknowledged that projects, especially in public and regional development sectors, should not only produce tangible outputs but also generate social value outcomes that improve the quality of life, build trust in institutions, and support sustainable societal progress [45, 48-49].
Consequently, modern public-sector project management places greater emphasis on assessing projects based on their wider societal impacts rather than solely focusing on technical delivery. The term “social value” originates in moral philosophy and public administration, where it denotes non-economic benefits derived from collective action [50].
In project management, the concept has evolved through three key paradigms, as shown in the table below. 
Table 1.2 - Evolution of Project Management Paradigms and the Concept of Value.
	Stage
	Paradigm
	Key Idea
	Representative Scholars

	1. Efficiency Paradigm (1950-1990s)
	project success as delivery within time, cost, and quality
	managerial control & optimization
	Kerzner; Pinto & Slevin 

	2. Value Paradigm (2000-2010s)
	success includes benefits & stakeholder satisfaction
	shift toward benefits realization
	Winter & Szczepanek; Morris

	3. Social Value Paradigm (2010-present)
	projects as mechanisms of societal transformation
	focus on co-created outcomes
	Benington & Moore; Laursen & Svejvig; Winch

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [16; 45; 51-55]



As shown in Table 1.2, the development of project management paradigms across three key stages illustrates a gradual broadening of how project success and value are understood. So, the efficiency paradigm (1950s-1990s) serves as the classical foundation of project management, in which success is defined as delivering projects within predefined constraints on time, cost, and quality. As highlighted by scholars such as Kerzner [51] and Pinto & Slevin [52], this approach is grounded in management control, planning, and optimization. Projects are viewed as technical systems, and value is implicitly linked to operational efficiency. While this paradigm remains relevant for well-defined engineering projects, it largely overlooks broader stakeholder expectations and long-term effects.
The value paradigm (2000s-2010s) marks a significant shift toward recognizing that project success goes beyond just delivering outputs to include achieving benefits and satisfying stakeholders. Researchers such as Winter [53] and Morris [54] emphasize that projects should be evaluated based on the results they produce rather than merely their outputs. Under this approach, projects are evaluated not only by delivery performance but also by their contribution to broader organizational objectives. Value becomes a clearer concept, including both tangible and intangible benefits, though it is still often viewed from the standpoint of the organization or project owner.
The social value paradigm (2010-present) further develops this understanding by viewing projects as tools of societal transformation. Building on public value theory (Benington & Moore) [16] and project research (Laursen & Svejvig; Winch) [45; 55], this approach highlights that projects create benefits not just for organizations, but also for communities and society as a whole. Here, value is co-created through collaboration among actors and encompasses aspects like social well-being, trust, inclusion, and sustainability. While modern project research increasingly acknowledges that projects are socially embedded, many frameworks still emphasize managerial coordination rather than focusing on social outcomes as perceived locally. These theoretical advances suggest that project success should not be judged only by efficiency or delivery metrics.  These conceptual changes reinforce the incorporation of collective benefits and stakeholder co-creation within the project management methods discussed in this dissertation.
Modern project management is increasingly focusing not just on technical delivery, but also on broader societal and governance impacts. In the literature on public management [15], public value is defined as the socially desirable outcomes generated by government institutions that enhance collective well-being. In business ethics, Porter and Kramer [56], among the most prominent authors, define shared value as policies and practices that enhance both social outcomes and corporate competitiveness. 
Recent studies have focused on the social value of large projects, as these initiatives aim at innovation and regional development. Their goals include enhancing human resources and addressing the social needs of the local area where they are carried out. Recent research increasingly highlights the social importance of large-scale regional and infrastructure projects, focusing on their role in local development, human capital growth, and community well-being. This view redirects attention from just financial and operational results to the wider societal effects produced through the involvement of local actors and long-term regional change.
The concept of social value, according to the 2012 UK Social Value Act [57], can be defined as: "to improve the economic, social, and environmental well-being of the area concerned." In infrastructure projects and urbanization, social value includes better mental and physical health, a healthier local environment, lower crime rates, less overcrowding, stronger social connections, increased skills and knowledge, sustainable jobs, enhanced workplace safety, and a fairer distribution of benefits. Social value pertains to the direct positive effects on individuals and the local community, achievable by moving beyond traditional project management and adopting a socially focused approach. 
This study defines social value as the multidimensional enhancement of community well-being, institutional trust, and socio-economic inclusion resulting from regional development projects. This definition combines public value theory [15-16], OECD well-being frameworks [46], and project value literature that emphasizes multidimensional, stakeholder-centered outcomes [44-45]. The table below lists the key studies in project value research.
Table 1.3 - Core Attributes of Social Value in the Project Management Context

	Attribute
	Description

	Collective
	created through collaboration among government, industry, and local groups

	Relational
	arises from trust, participation, and collaboration.

	Contextual
	depends on local needs, norms, and governance arrangements.

	Sustainable
	builds long-term capacities and benefits

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [12-13; 15; 45;49]


The attributes in Table 1.3 illustrate how social value differs from conventional economic understandings of value in project management. Unlike financial or efficiency-driven value, social value is fundamentally collective, relational, contextual, and focuses on the long term. The formation of socially perceived outcomes in regional projects relies on collaboration among various actors such as governments, firms, and local communities, rather than on individual organizational efforts. This aligns with stakeholder theory, which sees value as shared among a network of actors rather than held solely by project owners. The relational aspect highlights that value comes from trust, collaboration, and continuous interaction. Projects create collective benefits not just through outputs but also through the quality of relationships they build, which directly affects stakeholder acceptance and long-term sustainability. The contextual nature of social value shows that it is influenced by local conditions, cultural norms, and institutional settings. What is valuable in one region or community might differ in another, so a standardized evaluation isn't enough without local customization. Finally, the sustainable attribute reflects a long-term focus on community outcomes, emphasizing lasting benefits like capacity building, institutional trust, and community resilience rather than short-term results. These attributes collectively indicate that broader public benefits call for moving away from traditional, output-driven project models toward a more dynamic, interaction-based view of public benefit generation. Accordingly, co-creation strategies are essential for regional development projects.
Table 1.4 - The main works in the field of project value research
	Research and author
	Method and Context
	Key ideas

	The influence of local community stakeholders in megaprojects by Maddaloni & Davis
	systematic literature review
	early engagement of local communities and continuous monitoring of project impacts improve project performance and stakeholder acceptance

	Enhancing value co-creation in professional service projects: The roles of professionals, clients, and their effective interactions by Chih & Zwikael & Restubog
	service dominant logic (SDL); mixed methods questionnaires and interviews
	effective interaction between professionals and clients enhances value co-creation. Professional expertise, client knowledge, and client motivation are key resources enabling both monetary and non-monetary value generation

	Value-oriented stakeholder influence on infrastructure projects by Matinheikki, Artto, Peltokorpi, Rajala 
	qualitative process research 
	stakeholders influence project value through four main strategies: communication, complaints and discussions, decision authority, and regulatory oversight

	Research and author
	Method and Context
	Key ideas

	Managing inter-organizational networks for value creation in the front end of projects by Vuorinen, Martinsuo
	qualitative single-case research, semi-structured interviews
	value creation at the project front-end is supported by network governance mechanisms such as appointing a lead organization, establishing coordination structures, frequent interaction, and stakeholder involvement. Key value drivers include network centrality, density, strong connections, trust, and shared vision

	Co-creation of value and the project context: Towards application on the case of Hinkley Point C Nuclear Power Station by  Smyth, Lecoeuvre, Vaesken 
	explication methodology, Service dominant logic (SDL)
	traditional time–cost–quality metrics overlook value co-creation during early project stages. SDL provides a framework to analyze value co-creation and value co-destruction through collaboration among actors in project contexts

	A Conceptual Framework to Enhance Value Creation in Construction Projects by Haddadi,  Johansen, Andersen 
	qualitative research based on a literature review
	project value is created by fulfilling user needs and achieving strategic objectives. Key contributors include lifecycle perspective, alignment with owner strategy, and supplier efficiency

	Co-creation of value outcomes: A client perspective on service provision in projects by Fuentes & Smyth & Davies
	qualitative research based on six case studies
	five value outcomes are identified: operational, financial, environmental, experiential, and social. Value emerges through collaboration, knowledge sharing, joint problem-solving, and coordinated transition from project delivery to operation

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [23; 58-63]



Existing project research, as shown in Table 1.14, increasingly views value creation as a process driven by relationships and interactions rather than solely as a managerial outcome. Several common patterns appear across the reviewed studies. First, early and ongoing collaboration among actors is recognized as a key factor in project success, enhancing both performance results and stakeholder support. Secondly, value is shown to be co-created through interaction, where knowledge sharing, communication, and collaboration among actors generate both tangible and intangible benefits. Third, governance structures such as networks, coordination mechanisms, and institutional arrangements are key to either facilitating or hindering value creation. Studies highlight that trust, shared vision, and strong relational ties are essential value drivers, especially in complex projects. Finally, the literature emphasizes that value is multifaceted, encompassing not only financial and operational results but also social, environmental, and experiential benefits. This highlights the limitations of traditional metrics and emphasizes the need for more comprehensive evaluation frameworks. Generally, the table shows that modern project research increasingly views value as a processual and relational phenomenon, thus providing strong empirical support for including stakeholder interaction and co-creation mechanisms in project governance.
Social value concerns how a project affects society's well-being and public interest, and how it determines what is valuable to society and what enhances people's quality of life. Consequently, social value is both a process (how projects are managed) and an outcome (what societal changes they produce). Empirical research identifies several dimensions of social value relevant to public and regional development projects, shown in the table below. 
Table 1.5 - Dimensions and Indicators of Social Value in Public and Regional Development Projects
	Dimension
	Core Meaning
	Indicators

	social cohesion
	strengthens community relations
	participation, trust

	equity & inclusion
	guarantees equal access to benefits
	representation, satisfaction

	Empowerment
	enhances local capacity and agency
	involvement in decisions

	institutional legitimacy
	trust in transparency and accountability
	perceived fairness, feedback systems

	quality of life
	improvements in services, environment, and well-being
	satisfaction, service quality

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [45; 64-65]



The dimensions in Table 1.5 reflect the multidimensional nature of social value and illustrate how it can be assessed in regional development contexts. Public value research increasingly understands well-being as a multidimensional concept influenced not just by economic factors but also by institutional trust, social relationships, and participatory processes.
In regional development contexts, social cohesion is associated with projects' ability to reinforce trust, collective interaction, and community cooperation. It reflects how projects help reduce social fragmentation and promote cooperation among residents. Research indicates that cohesion is strongly associated with participation and interpersonal trust, both of which are essential for sustainable regional growth. Equity and inclusion relate to how project benefits are distributed among diverse social groups and the level of participation by vulnerable populations in development processes. It ensures that vulnerable or marginalized populations are not left out of development efforts. In this context, indicators such as representation, accessibility, and stakeholder satisfaction indicate whether projects foster inclusive growth and equal opportunities. In regional development contexts, empowerment reflects the extent to which residents can influence local decision-making processes. It indicates a move from passive beneficiary roles to active engagement in project governance. Empowerment is usually evaluated by participation in decision-making, access to information, and the capacity to influence project results, consistent with co-creation principles. Institutional legitimacy is influenced by how stakeholders perceive fairness, transparency, and accountability in project governance processes. Legitimacy is crucial for long-term project success because it builds trust in institutions and minimizes resistance to implementation. Indicators like perceived fairness and the presence of feedback mechanisms are key components of this dimension.  Finally, quality of life represents the ultimate outcome dimension of social value. It reflects improvements in living conditions, public services, environmental quality, and overall well-being. This dimension integrates both objective indicators (e.g., service availability) and subjective perceptions (e.g., satisfaction with life conditions), aligning with OECD well-being frameworks. Taken together, the reviewed dimensions suggest that community outcomes in regional projects extends beyond isolated outcomes and emerges from interconnected social, institutional, and experiential processes. This perspective supports a shift from output-oriented project evaluation to broader assessments of societal well-being and long-term community impact. The selected dimensions are grounded in public value, social indicator, and regional development literature, in which social outcomes are increasingly understood as multidimensional and context-dependent [1; 16; 23]. Across the literature, there is a recurring emphasis on institutional trust, participation, social relations, and quality of life as central components of societal outcomes.
	Accordingly, project outcomes cannot be reduced to technical delivery metrics alone. In the community outcomes assessment literature, several methodological approaches have been developed to operationalize and evaluate the dimensions. The most widely used include Social Return on Investment (SROI), which monetizes social impacts [66], and Benefits Realization Management (BRM), which links project outputs to outcomes throughout the project lifecycle [64]. In addition, impact evaluation frameworks are widely used in public sector governance [1]. However, measuring intangible benefits such as trust or empowerment remains challenging. Because societal outcomes are complex and context-dependent, a single composite index like Social Return on Investment (SROI) was not used. Instead, a multidimensional approach was chosen to maintain the depth of stakeholder perceptions and regional nuances, aligning with recent research on public value and well-being [16; 113]. As a result, project management increasingly relies on hybrid evaluation methods that combine quantitative indicators, qualitative stakeholder narratives, and adaptive monitoring. In regional development, especially in monotown projects, efforts must address not only economic decline but also social cohesion, institutional trust, and quality of life [1; 3]. 
The next section explores the theoretical foundations of stakeholder theory and participatory value development in regional development. 
          1.2 Stakeholder Theory and Value Co-Creation in Regional Development
Stakeholder Theory was officially introduced by Freeman [12] as a critique of the shareholder-focused model of organizational success. Freeman maintained that organizations and projects operate within networks of relationships, and that any group or individual affected by or able to influence an activity has a legitimate stake in its outcomes. At its core, stakeholder theory rests on three fundamental principles:
1. Interdependence - organizations and projects are embedded in social, economic, and institutional environments shaped by multiple actors.
2. Inclusiveness - decision-making quality is enhanced when diverse stakeholder perspectives are considered.
3. Legitimacy - sustainable outcomes rely on fairness, transparency, and shared benefits among stakeholders.
Contemporary project management literature increasingly conceptualizes projects as relational governance systems rather than purely contractual delivery mechanisms, in which value, legitimacy, and performance emerge through interaction, dialogue, and stakeholder trust, rather than unilateral managerial control [67-71].
In Table 1.7, the shift in project management from delivery-oriented models to stakeholder-centered governance approaches is illustrated. In traditional logic, projects are mainly created to satisfy the sponsor or client, highlighting a limited view of success that centers on contractual delivery and predefined outputs. Accountability in this model is mostly one-way, flowing from project owners to implementers, with minimal feedback from affected stakeholders. Performance is therefore mainly assessed using efficiency criteria such as time, cost, and scope. In contrast, the stakeholder-focused approach broadens the purpose of projects to include multiple stakeholders and wider societal impact. As highlighted in the literature on public value and stakeholder governance (e.g., Bryson, Benington), projects are no longer isolated technical tasks but are integrated into complex social systems where value is co-created. Accountability becomes two-way, grounded in dialogue, participation, and reciprocity among stakeholders (Klijn) [72], which boosts transparency and adaptability. Furthermore, performance shifts from solely efficiency-focused measures to legitimacy- and trust-based outcomes (Flyvbjerg) [73], recognizing that long-term project success relies on stakeholder acceptance, institutional trust, and socially perceived outcomes. Generally, the table shows that contemporary project governance is placing greater emphasis on inclusiveness, interaction, and social impact rather than on delivery efficiency alone. This shift provides a conceptual basis for joint value-generation strategies in regional development initiatives.

Table 1.7 - Evolution of Project Logic: from traditional delivery to stakeholder-oriented governance
	Traditional Project Logic
	Stakeholder-Oriented Logic
	Authors

	focus on sponsor/client satisfaction
	focus on multi-stakeholder & societal impact
	Aarseth, Benington

	one-way accountability (top-down)
	two-way accountability (dialogue & reciprocity)
	Bryson, Klijn

	efficiency-driven performance
	legitimacy- and trust-driven performance
	Flyvbjerg

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [16; 25; 71-73]



Analysis of regional development data since the 1960s [74] shows that RDP has evolved from an industrial focus to a more service- and consumer-oriented approach. This evolution indicates that relying solely on industrialization is not always effective. Additionally, RDP principles vary by region, with no universal economic theory governing them. Successful RDP also depends on community engagement, trust, and social capital. Today, regional development should prioritize service- and consumer-oriented strategies that emphasize a community-driven approach, for people, by people. Regarding the experience of Western countries [75], it highlights collaboration between local governments and leading consulting firms like McKinsey, which has completed over 150 international projects in a decade and shares insights from British practices, such as evaluating project value and risks early on, recognizing that job creation through commercial development is costly, noting that professional education initiatives yield better results than expected, focusing on market expansion and helping small businesses integrate to create jobs, ensuring projects have clear strategic goals and assessment criteria, promoting technology sharing, increasing fiscal responsibility through budget limits, engaging communities and politicians to secure support, involving community leaders in project development and informing communities about the long-term nature of plans to build trust, while managing expectations effectively. In public-sector and regional development settings, stakeholder theory serves as a governance principle, promoting inclusivity, transparency, and accountability [71]. Regional development projects involve highly diverse stakeholders that reflect complex socio-economic systems. A widely accepted analytical framework is the stakeholder salience model proposed by [76], which classifies stakeholders based on power, legitimacy, and urgency. Importantly, stakeholder salience is dynamic and changes throughout the project lifecycle.
Table 1.8 - Stakeholder Groups in Regional Development Projects and Their Roles
	Stakeholder Group
	Role and Interests
	Examples in Monotown Projects

	state institutions
	policy design, funding, and regulation
	ministries, akimats, and development agencies

	private sector
	investment, innovation, employment
	mining companies, SMEs, banks

	civil society / NGOs
	advocacy, monitoring, social innovation
	NGOs, youth, and women’s associations

	local communities
	beneficiaries, knowledge holders, co-producers
	residents, informal leaders, and community councils

	academic & expert bodies
	research, capacity building, policy advice
	universities, research centers

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [12; 68; 71]



As shown in Table 1.8, regional development projects operate in complex, multi-actor environments that include public institutions, businesses, civil society, and local communities. This classification underscores the complexity of regional governance, in which projects operate within multi-actor environments comprising public, private, and societal actors. State institutions play a key role in policy development, funding, and regulation, while the private sector provides investment, innovation, and job opportunities. Civil society organizations serve as intermediaries, representing community interests and promoting social innovation. Local communities serve both as beneficiaries and as holders of knowledge, with the potential to become co-producers of value. Academic and expert institutions provide analytical skills, research, and evidence-based recommendations. The variety of stakeholders demonstrates that regional development projects are inherently complex, spanning multiple levels and sectors. They require coordination among different interests, resources, and power dynamics. This diversity further increases the project's complexity, as stakeholder expectations may conflict or evolve over time. Importantly, the table supports the idea that effective project management in such settings cannot depend solely on top-down control but must include inclusive institutional arrangements and participatory processes. Acknowledging stakeholders as active participants rather than passive recipients is crucial for creating community outcomes and ensuring long-term sustainability.
Empirical project studies show that broader and earlier stakeholder involvement enhances trust, flexibility, and long-term project results [68]. Conversely, limited stakeholder engagement often leads to misalignment between project deliverables and social expectations.
The concept of collaborative value formation originates from Service-Dominant Logic and was introduced by Vargo and Lusch [13]. Value is thus seen as relational and co-created through stakeholder interaction, rather than being delivered unilaterally by organizations. Instead, value arises through interaction, participation, and resource sharing. The concept was later adopted in fields such as public administration, innovation studies, and project management [77-78].  Key propositions of co-creation theory emphasize that value emerges through interaction and dialogue, unfolds through processual stages of co-design and co-production, depends on the integration of diverse stakeholder resources, and is inherently contextual and subjectively perceived by different actors (13; 45;79-81;23]. The next table sums up the varied perspectives of the two models. 
Table 1.9 Comparison of Classical Value Logic and Value Co-Creation Logic
	Classical Value Logic
	Co-Creation Logic

	value produced by the provider
	value emerges through joint participation

	users as passive recipients
	users as active contributors

	output-oriented
	outcome- and experience-oriented

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [13; 78]



Consequently, co-creation redefines projects as interactive learning systems instead of linear delivery mechanisms.
Stakeholder theory shows who should be involved, while co-creation theory explains how value is created through that involvement. They establish a complementary theoretical foundation for analyzing socially perceived outcomes in regional development projects. Their integration produces three core mechanisms that underpin the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) as shown in the table below. 

Table 1.10 - Core Mechanisms of Social Value Co-Creation in Regional Development Projects
	Mechanism
	Theoretical Foundation
	Expected Effect

	Stakeholder engagement
	Freeman 
	inclusion, legitimacy, trust

	Collaborative implementation
	Vargo & Lusch
	shared ownership, relevance

	Feedback-based learning
	Scott
	adjustment of governance practices, capacity building

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [12-14; 35]



The mechanisms listed in Table 1.10 engage in an iterative governance process in which stakeholder participation, coordination, and institutional adaptation mutually reinforce and evolve over time. It states that the main ways social value is co-created in regional development projects involve integrating ideas from stakeholder theory, service-dominant logic, and institutional theory. Together, these mechanisms facilitate adaptive governance by coordinating stakeholder involvement, joint execution, and institutional learning across the entire project lifecycle. This cyclical process supports the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) by treating projects as adaptive systems that continually generate and enhance social value.
Regional development and public projects are well-suited to co-creation because they span multiple governance levels, including national, regional, and municipal, and engage a variety of actors with overlapping roles. Recent studies outline global cases in the table below. 

Table 1.11 Recent studies on Value and Stakeholder management

	Research, authors
	Method and context
	Key Ideas

	Value Creation Theory: Literature Review and Theory Assessment, Windsor 
	structured literature review, conceptual analysis, theory assessment framework

	Distinguishes value creation from value appropriation and emphasizes the relational and governance-dependent nature of stakeholder value. Highlights the need for clearer conceptualization and institutional embedding of stakeholder value creation

	A selected literature review on the changing role of stakeholders as value creators, Samant & Sangle
	conceptual integrative literature review

	Shows the shift from stakeholder management as risk mitigation to stakeholder interaction as collaborative value co-creation. Value increasingly emerges within multi-actor ecosystems through dialogue, participatory governance, and shared innovation

	Value of People’s Participation for Good Governance in Developing Countries, Waheduzzaman
	conceptual analysis
	Citizen participation strengthens the transparency, accountability, legitimacy of public governance; bureaucratic centralization and weak feedback systems often limit meaningful participation

	Research, authors
	Method and context
	Key Ideas

	Integrated co-creation process with multiple stakeholders in innovation networks, Takahashi 
	case-based qualitative study
	Value co-creation in innovation networks requires coordination among diverse actors, supported by governance mechanisms that align roles, manage conflicts, and institutionalize feedback processes

	An investigation of stakeholder analysis in urban development projects: Empirical or rationalistic perspectives, Yang
	empirical case-based research, comparative analysis; mixed qualitative approach
	Stakeholder analysis in practice is shaped by political dynamics, power relations, and institutional constraints rather than rational planning models. Adaptive and iterative stakeholder involvement is therefore necessary

	Accountability and Governance in Pursuit of Sustainable Development Goals: Conceptualizing How Governments Create Value, Abhayawansa
	conceptual-theoretical analysis
	Governments create public value when governance and accountability systems ensure that public interventions generate long-term social, economic, and environmental outcomes aligned with the SDGs

	A stakeholder theory approach to creating value in higher education institutions, Langrafe et al. 
	quantitative empirical study
	Universities function as multi-stakeholder systems where value emerges through relationships among stakeholders. Balanced stakeholder prioritization and participatory governance support institutional sustainability.

	Integrating value management into sustainable construction projects in Hong Kong, Yu et al.
	case study analysis
	Value management helps align stakeholder expectations with sustainability goals across the project lifecycle. Early stakeholder involvement significantly improves sustainability outcomes

	Five Challenges to Stakeholder Theory: A Report on Research in Progress, Freeman
	conceptual and theory-building analysis
	Identifies key challenges for stakeholder theory, including clarifying organizational purpose, understanding joint value creation, integrating ethics with economic decisions, and expanding theoretical integration

	Value creation disclosure: The International Integrated Reporting Framework revisited in the light of stakeholder theory, Dameri & Ferrando
	conceptual and normative analysis
	Identifies a gap between production of social outcomes and its disclosure in integrated reporting, arguing that reporting frameworks do not always ensure stakeholder-centered accountability

	Incremental Value Creation and Appropriation in a World with Multiple Stakeholders, García-Castro & Aguilera 
	conceptual theoretical modeling
	Conceptualizes generation of public benefits as a relational process among multiple stakeholders and distinguishes it from value appropriation, emphasizing that governance structures determine how value is distributed

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [82-92]



Recent research, shown in Table 1.11, increasingly views stakeholder engagement as a means of jointly creating value, rather than just a tool for managerial control. A key insight in the literature is shifting from seeing stakeholders as risk sources to recognizing them as active creators of value. Contemporary studies highlight participatory governance, dialogue, and collaboration as key elements of effective project management. Another key theme is how governance and institutional frameworks shape value-creation processes. Research indicates that value does not naturally arise from collaboration among actors but relies on coordination mechanisms, accountability systems, and institutional backing. Furthermore, the literature emphasizes the importance of multi-actor systems, where value is created through networks rather than by individual organizations. This perspective aligns with ecosystem thinking and emphasizes that projects function within larger social and institutional contexts. In general, the table shows that modern stakeholder theory has shifted toward a co-creation paradigm, where value comes from interaction, shared responsibility, and collective learning. This shift directly supports the SVCM's theoretical foundation.
In Kazakhstan’s monotowns, development efforts have traditionally depended on centralized, state-led planning. This approach often results in limited community involvement and poor alignment with local needs. Studies show that top-down governance and multi-actor participation remain weak in regional development initiatives [10]. Additionally, case studies of monotowns reveal that projects implemented so far have had minimal effects on residents’ quality of life, highlighting a gap between project outputs and actual social outcomes [11]. These issues reveal structural flaws in feedback systems and the inadequate integration of social value considerations into project planning and evaluation. International governance practices, however, show a gradual move toward co-creation. This includes the  
1) UK Public Services (Social Value) Act [57] - requires public authorities to factor in social value and community benefits in procurement decisions; 
2) EU Cohesion Policy (2021-2027) [93] - mandates participatory planning, partnership principles, and community engagement; 
3) OECD [22] highlights the importance of citizen participation and inclusive local governance.
Kazakhstan’s National Development Plan (2025) and Concept for Regional Development (2030) reflect these principles by emphasizing participation, trust, and social outcomes. However, implementation remains disjointed and lacks a cohesive project management framework.
In a similar vein, the current scholarship does not adequately incorporate co-creation into regional development project management, especially in post-socialist, resource-dependent contexts. Key gaps in this area remain the contextual gap, reflecting the fact that most co-creation research is Western or service-based, while little empirical work addresses Eurasian monotowns. Another significant gap is the operational one: Project management standards acknowledge stakeholders but lack models to translate co-creation into project governance. 3. There remains also a measurement gap - only a few studies operationalize how stakeholder involvement produces measurable social value. These gaps combine to justify the creation of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) as a context-specific theoretical contribution.
Stakeholder theory, despite being widely accepted, faces notable criticism. A major issue is its normative assumption that organizations can simultaneously satisfy multiple stakeholders' interests. Key (1999) [94] notes that the theory lacks clear decision-making criteria when stakeholder interests conflict, making practical application challenging. Likewise, Orts and Strudler (2002) [95] point out that limited resources make it impossible to prioritize all stakeholders equally, necessitating trade-offs that the theory does not adequately account for.
These constraints are especially significant in monotowns, where financial limitations, budget shortfalls, and structural economic issues heighten competition among stakeholders. In these settings, project managers and policymakers need to clearly prioritize, balancing economic efficiency with social impacts and political feasibility.
The Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) addresses these limitations by introducing structured mechanisms for stakeholder prioritization and alignment. Rather than assuming equal consideration of all stakeholders, the model emphasizes the dynamic identification of key stakeholder groups based on their relevance, impact, and urgency within specific project contexts. Through structured socially embedded implementation processes supported by continuous stakeholder participation and adaptive learning, the SVCM enables the continuous adjustment of priorities, ensuring that interaction-based generation of public benefits remains both context-sensitive and practically feasible. In this way, the model reconciles the normative aspirations of stakeholder theory with the practical constraints of resource-limited regional development.
In this context, stakeholder theory serves as a practical governance model tailored to the limitations of regional development with scarce resources.
Stakeholder theory defines whose interests influence regional development, while co-creation theory describes how interactions among these stakeholders lead to socially perceived project outcomes. In turn, the Institutional theory [96] clarifies the conditions under which the production of social outcomes is sustainable. Together, these perspectives form the theoretical basis of the SVCM, as detailed in Chapter 3.
While these theories offer complementary insights, they are rooted in different assumptions. Stakeholder theory and service-dominant logic focus on flexibility, interaction, and diverse interests, whereas institutional theory emphasizes stability, rules, and structural constraints. This results in a seeming tension between dynamic co-creation and institutional rigidity.
The SVCM addresses this tension by viewing institutionalization not as a restriction but as an enabling structure that supports co-creation processes. According to this framework, stakeholder interaction and value co-creation are dynamic mechanisms, with institutional frameworks, both formal and informal, offering continuity, legitimacy, and scalability. Therefore, institutions do not hinder co-creation; instead, they embed and sustain it over time.

Table 1.12 – Theoretical Integration Framework of the SVCM

	Theory
	Key Concepts Used
	Assumptions Accepted
	Limitations
	Role in SVCM

	Stakeholder Theory
	The involvement of local actors, legitimacy, multiple interests
	value is defined by multiple actors
	lacks coordination mechanisms
	defines who participates

	Service-Dominant Logic
	value co-creation, interaction, resource integration
	value emerges through interaction
	lacks a governance structure
	explains how value is created

	Institutional Theory
	formal rules, informal norms, legitimacy
	behavior shaped by institutions
	assumes rigidity
	explains how value is stabilized and embedded


1.3 Project Management Standards and the Evolution Towards Value Orientation
Early editions of the PMBOK Guide, 3rd-6th editions [97-100], conceptualized project management as a process-driven discipline emphasizing scope, time, and cost (or “iron triangle”) as success criteria, while predictability, control, and process conformance, and deliverables (outputs) as stakeholder outcomes
Scholars note that the traditional PM paradigm rests on operational efficiency, privileging planning, monitoring, and control [101-102]. While this approach was successful in technically predictable projects, it proved less effective in socially complex environments where stakeholder perceptions and long-term results are crucial for success.
Since 2010, researchers have increasingly argued that benefits realization and value creation, not output completion, should define project success, particularly in public and regional development projects. Significant advancements include Benefits Realization Management [103], the identification of value, value creation, and co-creation in projects [30;46;104;45], and stakeholder-centered success evaluation [25].
Scholars emphasized that projects operate within broader organizational and societal systems; therefore, success must encompass stakeholder satisfaction, outcomes, and long-term goals and impacts, not merely deliverables. Further, the PMBOK 7th and 8th editions [26,27] reflect a paradigm shift toward value delivery. PMBOK 7 [26] not only shifts from processes to principles but also introduces one of its most significant updates to forward the Value Delivery System. The Meaning of Value in PMBOK 7th Edition [26] indicates that value equals the worth, importance, or usefulness gained from the project. Value can be tangible (cost savings, revenue) or intangible (brand, reputation, experience), and it is delivered through outcomes, benefits, and impacts. PMBOK 7th Edition [26] repositions projects within broader organizational systems focused on long-term value creation, stakeholder interaction, and benefits realization. Its Value Delivery System reflects a broader shift from process-based control to adaptive, outcome-oriented governance. Generally, PMBOK 7 shows a shift from managing projects solely for delivery to focusing more on value creation and stakeholder involvement.
This move aligns PM with public value, social impact, and people-centered frameworks that are essential to regional development.
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Figure 1.1 - Example of a System for Value Delivery
Remark – source [26]
PMBOK 8th Edition [27] further operationalizes value-oriented management by integrating value streams, adaptive governance, and continuous stakeholder feedback into project delivery.
Furthermore, the PMBOK 8th Edition [27] emphasizes several shifts, including a clearer link between product management, operations, and project delivery. Instead of viewing projects as isolated results, they are conceptualized as contributors to the continuous flow of value. 
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Figure 1.2 - Example of a System for Value Delivery
Remark – source [27]
As mentioned earlier, in the 8th Edition of PMBOK [27], value management aligns with the 7th Edition [26]. However, it is more operationalized: benefits realization management is integrated into performance domains, greater focus on continuous feedback and iterative learning, and governance mechanisms are designed for efficient value flow. In this approach, value delivery is linked to ongoing feedback, benefits realization, and continuous stakeholder involvement throughout the project lifecycle. 
The next, P2M standard [28-29] developed in Japan defines project management as a “value-creation profession,” highlighting its focus on designing and transforming socio-economic systems. Unlike traditional PM frameworks, P2M incorporates stakeholder co-production, long-term societal value, innovation, and institutional change. All three editions of Japan’s P2M (Project & Program Management for Enterprise Innovation) [28-29;105] are focused on value and innovation. They come before global value shifts and clearly highlight the societal and economic generation of public benefits, innovation programs as engines of development, mission-driven, stakeholder-inclusive approaches, and projects as vehicles for public value and transformation.
P2M’s focus aligns directly with regional development, highlighting strategic architecture, co-creation, and long-term societal impact. So, P2M is the most value-oriented of the four main frameworks. It originates from Japan’s Program Management Association (PMAJ) and emphasizes value creation as the program's primary objective. Compared with PMBOK and PRINCE2, P2M places greater emphasis on innovation, societal transformation, and stakeholder co-creation. It conceptualizes programs as systems that generate long-term economic, institutional, and social value.
Another widely used standard in the public sector is PRINCE2 (Projects IN Controlled Environments) [106-107], which is a principle-based project management method. Although it is traditionally more structured and control-oriented than PMBOK or P2M, PRINCE2 includes several mechanisms related to value, benefits, and justification - however, with an important distinction. Namely, this standard does not use the term “value” in the same broad sense as analyzed before and focuses on business justification, benefits realization, and alignment with the business case. In PRINCE2, value is mainly understood as benefits provided to the sponsoring organization, economic or operational enhancements, and strategic alignment with current policies and organizational objectives. 
PRINCE2 emphasizes value mainly through business justification and benefits realization. While it incorporates stakeholder analysis and governance controls, its focus remains largely on the organization rather than on socially co-created value.
Consequently, whereas PMBOK [26-27;97-100] and P2M [28,29;105] see value as something that emerges, PRINCE2 considers it as planned and justified. Introduced in PRINCE2 6th Edition [106] and enhanced in PRINCE2 7th Edition [107], the framework includes benefits profiles, benefits tracking, and post-project benefit reviews. However, benefits remain defined by organizational leadership rather than by the public or the community. This standard Management by Stages includes the following stages: reassessment of viability, updating the business case, and approving continuation only if the benefits justify the costs. This prevents “value drift,” but again, value is just a business justification, not social value.
While PRINCE2 includes stakeholder analysis, its governance approach remains primarily administrative rather than participatory. Stakeholders provide input but do not help define the project's value. This makes PRINCE2 less compatible with contexts that require community participation, the definition of community outcomes, and collaboration among multiple actors (government, community, and business). The next table summarizes the key features of each management standard introduced thus far. 
Although these standards emphasize the importance of value, they differ greatly in how they define, implement, and deliver value. Specifically, they vary in the degree of stakeholder participation, focus on social outcomes, and use of co-creation processes. This comparison is essential for identifying gaps in current frameworks for tackling complex regional development issues.
The study mainly concentrates on PMBOK, P2M, and PRINCE2, rather than comparing P2M, PMBOK, PRINCE2, and ISO 21500:2021, which offers an internationally recognized framework for managing projects, programs, and portfolios. While ISO 21500 provides a high-level conceptual overview of project management, it offers limited insights on stakeholder co-creation, collective benefits, and institutional adaptation, which is why the focus remains on the three methods.
Table 1.13 - Value concepts in project management standards
	 Aspect
	P2M
	PMBOK 7
	PMBOK 8
	PRINCE2 (2017 and 2023 Updates)

	primary orientation
	strategic innovation and value creation
	principles & value delivery system
	value streams, strategy alignment, continuous flow
	business justification and controlled environment; product/outcome orientation

	meaning of value
	multifaceted: economic, social, capability development, and knowledge.
	value equals benefits derived from outcomes
	same as PMBOK 7 but embedded in strategic value streams
	value equals ongoing business justification. (cost-benefit viability). Focus on measurable benefits, alignment with the business case

	value creation focus
	programs as engines of value creation and transformation
	continuous value delivery through outcomes
	enterprise-level value structures enabling flow
	value is created when the Business Case is valid, products meet defined quality, and stakeholders approve outputs

	value delivery concept
	transformation roadmap; capability deployment
	value delivery system (core construct)
	expanded VDS integrating agile/product thinking and value flow
	business case lifecycle and product-based planning ensure value realization; value is delivered through stage-by-stage control.

	value management
	formal mechanisms for value planning, evaluation, and capability building
	integrated across principles and domains; benefits management
	continuous evaluation loops embedded in value streams
	benefits management is mandatory; the business case is reviewed at each stage; value loss triggers escalation or project termination

	Uniqueness
	most holistic and innovation-driven; integrates societal value
	first PMI shift to a value-centered, principles-based model
	operationalizes value flow across strategy-execution systems
	strongest emphasis on governance, justification, and continued value viability (unique among standards)

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [26-29; 105-107]



Table 1.13 shows that contemporary project management standards increasingly recognize value as multidimensional and stakeholder-oriented. However, these standards still offer limited mechanisms for institutionalizing social value co-creation in regional development contexts.
Despite their conceptual advances, existing project management standards have several important limitations when applied to regional development in monotowns.
First, most frameworks remain organization-centric, focusing on value delivery to project owners rather than broader societal outcomes.
Second, although stakeholder interaction is acknowledged, it is rarely operationalized as a co-creation process that involves active participation in defining and implementing value.
Third, these standards lack mechanisms to capture intangible social outcomes, such as trust, social cohesion, and perceived well-being.
Finally, they do not sufficiently account for institutional and regional specificities, particularly in centralized governance contexts such as Kazakhstan.
As a result, existing frameworks are insufficient to address the multidimensional and socially embedded nature of value in regional development projects.
Therefore, there is a clear need for an integrated framework that explicitly incorporates social value, stakeholder co-creation, and institutional context into project governance. This need serves as the basis for the development of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) proposed in this dissertation.
As the previous analysis shows, the development of project management has been increasingly influenced by international standards that redefine project success beyond efficiency metrics to emphasize overall production of social outcomes. Modern frameworks, including PMBOK 7th and 8th Editions [26,27], and the Japanese P2M (Project & Program Management for Enterprise Innovation) [28,29;105], serve as a conceptual link between project execution and value generation, providing crucial insights into collective benefits in regional development initiatives.
The shift in PM standards reflects a broader global move from control-based management to value- and benefit-oriented approaches. This provides two key insights for the current study: a) value is multidimensional, extending beyond economic outcomes to include social, environmental, community, and institutional results; b) value is co-created through active participation, feedback, and alignment among stakeholders, principles central to PMBOK 7th and 8th Editions [26,27] and P2M [28,29;103].
As discussed in Chapter 1.3, despite these advances, major project governance systems in Kazakhstan’s monotown programs remain largely focused on indicator-based productivity and infrastructure performance metrics, reflecting a compliance-oriented evaluation logic rather than a value co-creation approach [108–109].
In contrast, international project management standards and practices increasingly emphasize collaboration among actors, outcome-oriented evaluation, and value co-creation among multiple actors. This shift reflects a broader transition from output-based to value-based management paradigms.
This contrast highlights a significant gap between internationally recognized value-oriented approaches and the prevailing practices in Kazakhstan’s monotown development context. Specifically, while international frameworks prioritize social outcomes such as well-being, inclusiveness, and trust, existing regional development practices remain largely focused on measurable outputs, including infrastructure and economic indicators.
This gap provides the conceptual and empirical foundation for developing the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), which aims to integrate value-based management principles into the governance and institutional context of Kazakhstan’s monotowns. The model addresses the need for approaches that capture complex social outcomes, stakeholder interactions, and long-term development effects that traditional project evaluation systems do not adequately reflect.
Regional development projects, particularly in monotowns, operate amid stakeholder diversity, socioeconomic vulnerability, and complex institutional interactions. Traditional project management approaches, focused on scope, cost, and time, are therefore insufficient for assessing whether such projects improve quality of life, social cohesion, and trust, or contribute to broader socioeconomic resilience. This positions SVCM as a bridging framework between theory and practice.
Value-oriented standards like PMBOK 7th and 8th Editions [26,27], P2M [28,29;105] are therefore crucial because they treat stakeholders as partners in development, define success based on outcomes and collective benefits, not just infrastructure outputs, focus on learning, adaptation, engagement, and feedback loops, and offer a systems perspective that aligns with regional governance challenges.
Its relevance to regional development is particularly strong, as P2M [28,29;105] views projects as platforms for collective benefit rather than merely as technical interventions, a perspective aligned with regional revitalization in monotowns.
PRINCE2 [106-107] is highly relevant to public-sector governance because it provides robust accountability mechanisms, promotes rational decision-making through business justification, supports structured monitoring and control, and aligns well with bureaucratic administrative cultures. On the other hand, it lacks a concept of social or public value, and stakeholders are not co-creators. It does not account for institutional constraints or local governance dynamics. Benefits are limited to economic and organizational outcomes, and it does not support participatory planning or learning mechanisms. For Kazakhstan’s monotowns, where social legitimacy is low, community needs are poorly represented, institutional constraints are severe, and PRINCE2 [106-107] cannot independently ensure co-creation of social value.
 	These developments indicate a global shift toward value-oriented project management, but broader public benefits and co-creation remain underdeveloped, particularly in post-socialist regions, underscoring the need for the SVCM. These frameworks still lack detailed mechanisms for generating community outcomes in post-socialist, institutionally constrained settings.
The evolution of project management from output-focused standards to value-oriented frameworks signals a global shift toward outcomes, the involvement of local actors, and societal value, but societal outcomes remains under-theorized, co-creation mechanisms are underdeveloped, and little research addresses post-socialist regional development contexts such as Kazakhstan's monotowns.
These gaps underscore the necessity of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) proposed in this dissertation, which bridges project management theory, public value, and empirical realities of monotown development.
1.4 Institutional Approaches to Regional Development
Institutional approaches to regional development emphasize that economic and social outcomes are not determined solely by resource endowments or market forces but are primarily shaped by formal institutions, informal norms, governance arrangements, and policy frameworks. From this view, regional development projects operate within an institutional environment that constrains, enables, and guides actor behavior, thereby impacting the success of development efforts. Institutional theory argues that development outcomes are shaped by the “rules of the game” governing economic and social interaction. 
Institutional theory indicates that formal rule changes and classification adjustments can occur prior to real structural transformation [110]. Therefore, administrative reclassification does not necessarily equate to economic diversification. OECD territorial assessments show that the re-categorization of resource-dependent settlements often reflects adjustments to statistical thresholds rather than fundamental structural change [1; 111]. This pattern is evident in Kazakhstan’s case.
[110] It defines institutions as formal rules (laws, regulations, policies) and informal constraints (norms, traditions, trust) that structure human interaction. In regional development contexts, institutions influence investment decisions, stakeholder coordination, and the capacity of territories to adapt to structural change. Later institutional scholars emphasized that institutional quality and adaptability are essential for long-term development, especially in regions reliant on a narrow economic base. [35, 112-113] points out that institutions function through regulative, normative, and cognitive mechanisms, indicating that effective regional development requires not only policy tools but also legitimacy, shared values, and trust. Governance-focused institutional approaches argue that regional development relies on public institutions' ability to coordinate multiple actors across different levels of government and sectors. Instead of centralized control, modern regional policies prioritize multi-level governance, partnership models, and decentralization [114]. The OECD study Collaborative Strategies for In-Country Shared Value Creation [115] has consistently maintained that regional development outcomes depend less on financial transfers and more on institutional capacity to coordinate actors, integrate local knowledge, and sustain collaborative governance arrangements, and place-based development policies are more effective than spatially blind approaches when institutions can adapt interventions to local contexts [116]. 
The OECD Regional Outlook [117] explores forward-looking scenarios for regions as part of ongoing reflections on future-proofing regional development policy and securing social cohesion. These studies highlight that weak institutional coordination, limited involvement of local actors, and inflexible performance metrics decrease the effectiveness of regional development programs, especially in post-industrial and resource-dependent areas. Institutional approaches are particularly valuable for analyzing monotowns, characterized by path dependence, institutional inertia, and limited economic diversification. Early institutional and evolutionary economic research has long highlighted that regional development paths are shaped by history and are hard to change. Scholars such as Veblen [118], Myrdal [119], and Nelson and Winter [120] have shown that institutional routines, cognitive habits, and mechanisms of cumulative causation constrain regional adaptation. These ideas were later formalized in path-dependence theory [121-122], which explains why regions, especially single-industry areas, remain locked into their historical development paths despite economic changes.  Institutional lock-in in monotowns can be conceptualized as a structural condition shaped by historical industrial focus and centralized governance. According to growth pole theory, mono-industrial areas develop around dominant companies that organize the local economy and create dependency patterns [123]. In socialist systems, this concentration was strengthened by hierarchical administrative coordination, soft budget constraints, and limited local autonomy [124]. 
Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) are well-established institutional mechanisms for providing infrastructure and public services. As outlined by the OECD and the World Bank, PPPs involve long-term contractual agreements between government authorities and private-sector entities [125-126]. 
Furthermore, the global evolution of public-private partnerships (PPPs) is shifting from infrastructure-focused models toward social infrastructure projects, including schools, hospitals, and urban regeneration initiatives. At the same time, evaluation frameworks have shifted from cost-efficiency to value-for-money principles, lifecycle costing, and risk allocation mechanisms. However, this evolution has been accompanied by growing criticism of hidden fiscal liabilities, renegotiation risks, and the overestimation of private-sector efficiency gains.
Empirical studies further underscore these limitations. Hodge [127] argues that public-private partnerships (PPPs) often exaggerate potential efficiency gains while underestimating fiscal risks. The International Monetary Fund [128] emphasizes that PPP projects often create contingent liabilities, thereby resulting in concealed budgetary exposure. In regions relying heavily on resources, infrastructure investments funded through public-private partnerships (PPPs) tend to strengthen current industrial frameworks rather than foster economic diversification. This underscores the critical role of institutional design and sectoral composition in influencing development results.
These institutional features are especially important in post-socialist monotowns, where governance, economic reliance, and development paths are closely linked.
During the post-socialist period, many of these institutional characteristics continued, leading to path-dependent development paths and hybrid governance structures [129]. Monotowns are still characterized by a single dominant employer, centralized decision-making, and limited municipal capabilities. Consequently, institutional lock-in stems from economic specialization and historically embedded governance limitations that impede flexible regional development. Empirical studies of post-socialist regions demonstrate that such institutional rigidity constrains the adaptive capacity of monotowns and reduces their ability to respond to economic shocks, even when significant financial resources are allocated [130-131]. Recent literature increasingly views regional development as a project-based process in which public policies are enacted through a set of development projects. From an institutional viewpoint, the success of these projects relies on institutional capacity, which is the ability of public organizations to design, implement, coordinate, and learn from projects. The World Bank [2] emphasizes that weak institutional capacity often results in projects that are officially completed but do not yield lasting development outcomes. Project management research demonstrates that institutional environments strongly influence how project success is defined and evaluated. In public and development-oriented contexts, governance structures often prioritize compliance, accountability, and short-term deliverables, while long-term generation of public benefits and benefit realization receive limited attention [132-134]. A growing body of research criticizes traditional regional development policies for prioritizing infrastructure investment and quantitative performance indicators while neglecting institutional learning and stakeholder value creation. Empirical studies demonstrate that such approaches often fail to produce sustainable development outcomes, particularly in regions with weak governance capacity [135], prompting examination of institutions [136]. The authors argue that, without institutional mechanisms that enable the integration of local knowledge and adaptive governance, development interventions risk producing “spatially inefficient” outcomes. This critique is especially relevant for post-Soviet regions. Analyses of mono-industrial and post-socialist areas further indicate that, without participatory governance and stakeholder co-creation, development programs remain constrained by historical trajectories, even when substantial financial resources are invested [137-141]. Wu [142] demonstrates that value co-creation in rural communities emerges through the interaction of subject embedding, structured relational mechanisms, and coordinated resource integration under enabling governance conditions. Their findings provide transferable institutional insights relevant for understanding co-creation processes in structurally dependent territories such as monotowns. Von Jacobi [143] argues that social value arises not from project outputs but from empowerment processes embedded in institutional design, and Bradley [144] contends that in governance environments characterized by weak institutional trust, co-creation requires formalized structuring mechanisms rather than ad hoc participatory exercises. Analyzing the experiences of Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation [145] suggests that state support measures often create dependency rather than promote indigenous development.
Although institutional theory often emphasizes stability, path dependence, and lock-in, recent studies show that institutions are not static and can be actively influenced by actors. The concept of institutional work [146] describes the intentional actions individuals and organizations take to create, sustain, or disrupt institutional frameworks.
In this context, regional development projects can serve as catalysts for institutional change, especially in environments characterized by structural rigidity, such as monotowns. These projects can help weaken institutional lock-in by introducing new practices, redefining stakeholder roles, and encouraging alternative interaction patterns.
The ability of projects to bring about institutional change depends on specific conditions, including the depth of multi-actor participation, the presence of feedback and learning mechanisms, and the degree of alignment between project objectives and existing governance structures. Participatory methods and iterative learning can gradually change informal norms, such as trust and cooperation, ultimately shaping formal institutional frameworks.
Within the SVCM framework, regional development projects are seen not just as tools for implementation but also as institutional mechanisms that can transform governance practices and foster social value co-creation.
The institutional literature reviewed above emphasizes both structural constraints and the potential for institutional transformation through project-based interventions. In monotowns, institutional rigidity and top-down policy enforcement impede the capacity of development projects to create lasting social value. Our study advances these insights by shifting the focus from viewing institutions as fixed constraints to considering projects as tools for creating value. By combining institutional theory with value-driven project management, the study addresses a significant gap in the literature by examining how institutional settings influence not only project implementation but also the co-creation of social value with local communities.
1.5 International and Kazakhstan Experience in Monotown Development
International literature lacks a single universal term for mono-profile territories. Instead, various concepts are used across different research traditions, reflecting diverse historical and institutional contexts. In studies of post-Soviet and regional development, terms like “single-industry towns” and “mono-industrial territories” are frequently used (Zamyatina & Pilyasov [19]). Despite these terminological differences, these approaches share the core idea of economic reliance on a dominant industry and the associated socio-economic vulnerabilities. Instead, it relies on several related concepts that vary across historical contexts, institutional arrangements, and research traditions. The most common terms are mono-industrial regions, monotowns, company towns, and one-company communities. In British and American literature, the idea of the company town highlights the historical control of a single employer over employment, housing, social infrastructure, and local governance [147]. These towns, often linked to mining, steel, timber, or manufacturing industries, are examined through the perspectives of labor relations, corporate influence, and urban reliance. In European and post-socialist studies, the terms "monotowns" or "single-industry towns" are more commonly used. These terms explicitly emphasize the structural reliance on a single dominant economic activity and its impact on regional resilience [148;19]. 
As a result, although terminology varies, all approaches align on the concepts of structural economic dependence and institutional vulnerability. A key feature of monoprofile territories is not just economic specialization but also the embedding of a dominant enterprise within the region. Research indicates that monotowns develop where industrial location decisions have historically influenced settlement patterns, labor markets, and municipal finances [149-150]. In post-Soviet contexts, this territorial dependence was strengthened by centralized industrial planning, enterprise-based social services, and weak municipal autonomy following the transition. As a result, many monotowns inherited institutional lock-in, which restricts their ability to adapt even when financial resources are available [123;149]. Therefore, monotowns should be viewed as territorial-institutional systems rather than merely local labor markets.
Across countries, researchers and policymakers primarily use three groups of criteria to identify monoprofile territories. The first includes economic indicators such as the share of employment in a single enterprise or sector (often over 20-25%) and the contribution of the dominant firm to local GRP or tax revenues. This method is common in Russia and Kazakhstan [151-152]. The second involves labor-market and demographic criteria, which reflect limited occupational diversity, high vulnerability to layoffs, and ongoing out-migration, especially of youth. These factors are highlighted in European and OECD research [138; 153]. The third focuses on institutional and governance criteria, such as municipal budgets heavily reliant on a single employer, limited local decision-making power, and weak stakeholder diversity. Recent studies suggest that institutional factors are more indicative of long-term decline than purely economic indicators [154-155].
Kazakhstan officially adopted the concept of monotowns (mono-cities) in its national policy documents after 2012. The main criteria include a dominant enterprise or industry, limited development of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), and reliance on state support mechanisms. However, studies show that social indicators such as life satisfaction, migration intentions, and trust are weakly incorporated into classification and assessment frameworks [152]. As a result, some towns with above-average wages, stable employment, and active investment projects still experience population decline and deteriorating quality of life, a phenomenon similar to the “invisible” monotowns described in Russian research [154]. Therefore, Kazakhstan’s policy remains focused on economic factors but lacks sufficient social considerations, which limits the success of development programs.
An additional explanation pertains to recent conceptual shifts in regional development policy. Policy documents post-2020 [6] increasingly emphasize agglomeration development, growth poles, territorial competitiveness, and infrastructure connectivity. This represents a transition from a stabilization model (“support declining monotowns”) to a competitiveness model (“strengthen regional growth centers”). The intellectual roots of this shift lie in growth-pole theory [156-157], which posits that development radiates from dynamic urban nodes. Within this paradigm, monotown-specific tools become less important compared to wider regional competitiveness goals. In practice, this change appears to diminish the political significance of monotowns as a separate administrative category.
Maintaining a monotown status typically entails targeted fiscal commitments, such as infrastructure modernization funds, SME support programs, employment stabilization measures, and social transfers. Reducing the official number of monotowns lowers earmarked obligations and simplifies fiscal management. World Bank analyses of fiscal decentralization highlight how territorial classification affects intergovernmental transfers and targeted budget instruments [3]. In this context, reclassification may serve as a mechanism of fiscal consolidation rather than structural transformation.
In Kazakhstan, the development of Public-Private partnerships (PPPs) has been actively promoted since the mid-2010s as part of comprehensive modernization and fiscal optimization initiatives. Mouraviev and Kakabadse [158] posit that the formation of PPPs has been elevated to a strategic priority for the government, integrating sustainability, entrepreneurship, and innovation as key drivers of socio-economic transformation. International practice increasingly treats PPPs not only as financing instruments but also as institutional mechanisms that support sustainable development. Nevertheless, the scholarly literature underscores notable structural challenges within the Kazakhstani public-private partnership (PPP) framework. Abdymanapov [159] underscores that evaluation methodologies predominantly emphasize financial aspects, with insufficient incorporation of social and qualitative indicators. This critique aligns with international discourse on value-for-money frameworks, where economic efficiency often takes precedence over the assessment of long-term social impacts. Similarly, Sadran [160] emphasizes that not every contractual arrangement qualifies as a bona fide PPP. A genuine PPP entails a triangular governance structure among the public authority, the private partner, and citizens as end users. This distinction is especially crucial in monotown environments, where public legitimacy and social outcomes are of paramount importance. Empirical research identifies ongoing institutional deficiencies. Oinarov [161] and Legostaeva [162] document administrative barriers, insufficient managerial competence, legal fragmentation, and misallocation of risk in the implementation of public-private partnerships (PPPs) in Kazakhstan. These challenges align with broader institutional economics frameworks that underscore the importance of governance capacity, credible commitment mechanisms, and regulatory stability for the effectiveness of PPPs. 
The table below illustrates the difference between PPP in Kazakhstan and OECD countries:
Table 1.14 - Comparative Characteristics of PPP Implementation

	Dimension
	Kazakhstan
	OECD countries

	strategic objective
	infrastructure financing, industrial reinforcement
	value-for-money, lifecycle efficiency, service optimization

	sectoral focus
	transport, utilities, energy, and industrial infrastructure
	transport, health, education, and digital infrastructure

	dominant model
	infrastructure-heavy, capital-intensive
	service-delivery & lifecycle management models

	employment effects
	limited labor multiplier in mining regions
	moderate employment multiplier in social infrastructure

	social value integration
	emerging but limited
	institutionalized via ESG, social impact metrics

	fiscal risk management
	improving, but contingent liabilities remain
	advanced fiscal transparency and risk allocation frameworks

	SME spillover effects
	weak in industrial PPPs
	stronger in diversified economies

	governance capacity
	developing; administrative fragmentation noted
	institutionalized PPP units with standardized methodology

	monitoring and evaluation
	predominantly financial indicators
	multi-dimensional performance evaluation

	Remark – compiled by author 


Table 1.14 highlights that PPP models in OECD countries increasingly focus on value-for-money, lifecycle efficiency, and social value indicators. Conversely, Kazakhstan’s PPP framework is mainly infrastructure-focused and capital-intensive, with less integration of social and institutional aspects.
Kazakhstan’s path follows broader international trends. For instance, Russia limited its official enumeration of monotowns after 2014, when the criteria were modified. Although several towns were reclassified, empirical evaluations indicate that they remain economically dependent on leading enterprises [163]. Germany’s post-reunification mining regions were rebranded as innovation centers; however, structural diversification necessitated decades of continuous institutional reform [164]. In the United Kingdom, coal towns lost their former single-industry status after the 1980s, yet long-term socioeconomic fragility persisted [21]. In Canada, resource towns often lose the official mono-industry labels while remaining heavily dependent on staple industries [170]. In all these cases, administrative reclassification occurred before, or sometimes replaced, genuine economic restructuring.
From an institutional comparison, the reduction in Kazakhstan’s monotown classification probably indicates a strategic move towards creating growth hubs, adjusting statistical standards, rationalizing fiscal policies, and signaling modernization efforts. Yet, structural mono-dependence cannot simply be eliminated through administrative reclassification. Genuine transformation demands more profound shifts in economic diversification, SME growth, human capital, infrastructure, and institutional trust. Without these changes, revoking monotown status may amount to little more than a symbolic administrative act rather than real progress.
These comparison patterns offer a crucial interpretive framework for the empirical findings discussed in Chapter 3.
Entirely, monotowns, or cities relying on a single dominant enterprise for their economy, social structure, and spatial layout, are a unique legacy of industrial development found in both capitalist and socialist economies. Their lasting sustainability depends on their ability to diversify, adapt through effective governance, and maintain social cohesion after industrial decline. Worldwide, the transformation of monotowns and post-industrial cities varies with political contexts, governance structures, and societal involvement. The core literature on monotowns demonstrates that despite substantial public investment and relatively high wages, institutional lock-in, centralized governance, and weak mechanisms of stakeholder co-creation prevent regional development projects from generating lasting social value, leading to persistent out-migration and low life satisfaction [19, 20;152;18].
For Kazakhstan, where 19 monotowns still provide significant industrial employment, international experience offers valuable insights for developing effective strategies. For instance, the United States has shifted from an industrial collapse to an innovation system. U.S. industrial cities such as Detroit, Cleveland, and Pittsburgh experienced severe decline from the 1970s to the 1990s due to globalization, automation, and industrial relocation [165-166]. Evidence from the United States shows that in some single-industry cities, long-term collaboration among local universities, industry, and government supported economic restructuring. Markusen [149] examined Akron, Ohio, a city traditionally centered on the rubber industry, and found that the University of Akron contributed to industrial diversification through applied research, workforce development, and partnerships with local companies. Youtie [167] shows that effective post-industrial renewal depends on reconfiguring institutions and boundary-spanning governance, not just investing in infrastructure. U.S. revitalization underscores that multi-stakeholder co-creation, particularly with universities and communities, is crucial to transforming post-industrial development.
Outlining Germany's experience in restructuring and recovering its coal industry and coal-producing regions, Adambayeva [168] emphasizes that this process was rooted in the development of higher education, the establishment of infrastructure, and the creation of technology parks and knowledge-based industries. These measures are part of broader efforts to promote structural change, aiming to build a diversified economy and advance sustainable development. An important factor is that project planning must involve coordination with local authorities and communities. Key concepts include «communication with the population», «citizen participation», «qualifications of specialists», «interdisciplinarity», «evaluation of results», and «transparency». Studies of post-industrial towns across Europe indicate that infrastructure-focused regeneration and financial redistribution alone do not guarantee sustainable territorial recovery. Beatty [152] argues that in Britain's former coal and steel towns, regeneration efforts enhanced physical environments but did not revive economic strength or stabilize populations, as job losses were replaced by increased welfare dependence rather than by new employment opportunities. Hudson [153] adds that in former industrial regions, resilience is not merely a technical or infrastructural trait; it is a social-institutional process shaped by governance, power dynamics, and collective learning. So, European cases indicate that regional institutions and participation are decisive for the sustainable recovery of monotowns. 
In Eastern Europe, countries such as Poland, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia experienced comparable post-socialist industrial decline. While the early 1990s were marked by deindustrialization, subsequent restructuring, particularly after EU accession, benefited from structural funds, decentralization reforms, and strengthened local governance capacity. In regions such as Upper Silesia, diversification toward technology, services, and logistics has been partially achieved through cross-sector collaboration and regional innovation strategies [169].
In Russia, monotowns account for 17-25% of the total population, a level unmatched by other countries, and these towns remain poorly diversified and highly vulnerable to external shocks [150]. Beginning in the mid-2010s, the Russian government launched federal initiatives to develop monotowns, including diversification efforts, support for SMEs, and the designation of priority development zones. Yet empirical research shows that heavy administrative centralization and political patronage have limited substantive economic diversification, resulting in largely symbolic changes [155]. Consequently, the governance system remains largely state-controlled, reflecting similar issues to those observed in Kazakhstan’s monotowns.
That said, variations in the criteria used to identify monotowns can distort policy targeting and evaluation. Another study shows that the Russian experience [170] includes establishing foundations and project offices, launching educational initiatives such as the Academy for the Development of Monotowns, and conducting annual monotown ratings. These ratings reflect the outcomes of educational programs, including training project teams in strategic and project management, leadership development, team building, and effective project change management. Towns that perform well in these ratings [171] are gradually shedding the «mono-» prefix, diversifying income sources, developing new businesses, and forming partnerships with entrepreneurs and residents. Yureva [172] supports this view, asserting that monotown development benefits most from a project approach in which strategic goals, public expenditures, outcomes, and project principles are closely aligned. Effective management of development programs also depends on specialists equipped with modern project management skills and motivated to achieve results. Zarubin [173] highlights that implementing project management principles can optimize regional and organizational assets, allowing for a focus on key strategic development areas. Project management fosters innovation and enhances the utilization of regional, financial, scientific, and intellectual resources. Establishing tailored methodologies and mechanisms for regional project management that account for organizational and operational features (such as system-, process-, or projection-based approaches) is crucial. A study examining Russian universities in monotowns [174] underscores higher education’s social mission in these areas, which can curb youth migration and emphasize the importance of local education. Recent regional development research and urban regeneration projects focus on stakeholder involvement [175-176] to ensure success, emphasizing their value for good governance [84], ultimately leading to tangible results. Russia shows the limits of top-down policy and the potential for incorporating gradual co-creation mechanisms.
International experience consistently shows that involving multiple stakeholders and adopting co-creation governance are essential for transforming cities that rely on a single industry. The following table sums up the varied experiences in regional development between Western countries, Eastern Europe and Russia. 
Table 1.15 - Comparative Characteristics of Regional Development Approaches in Mono-Industrial Territories
	
Dimension
	Advanced Economies (USA, EU)
	Transition Economies (Russia, Eastern Europe)
	Implication for Kazakhstan

	Governance
	decentralized, multi-level governance with strong local autonomy
	centralized governance with limited local decision-making
	strengthen local governance

	stakeholder involvement
	broad stakeholder involvement (government, business, academia, civil society)
	limited but gradually expanding participation
	institutionalize stakeholder councils and participatory planning




	
Dimension
	Advanced Economies (USA, EU)
	Transition Economies (Russia, Eastern Europe)
	Implication for Kazakhstan

	economic strategy
		



	diversification toward innovation, services, and creative industries



	modernization of legacy industries and SME support
	combine economic diversification with social innovation

	social policy orientation
	emphasis on human capital development, community empowerment, and social resilience
	focus on social protection and economic stabilization
	shift policy from subsidies toward empowerment and capacity building

	evaluation criteria
	multidimensional indicators: well-being, sustainability, public value
	output-based indicators: jobs, investment, infrastructure
	integrate societal outcomes and well-being metrics

	Remark – compiled by author based on sources [1; 19; 153; 168; 169]



The evolution of monotown development in Kazakhstan reflects broader post-Soviet structural challenges associated with industrial mono-specialization and centralized governance. Early post-independence adjustment exposed the vulnerability of single-industry regions to external shocks and enterprise decline [10;109]. Kazakhstan’s modern monotown policy began with the Comprehensive Plan for Monotown Development [5], in response to stagnation in mining and metallurgical cities. Accordingly, local authorities publish their own comprehensive plans. These plans outline the current economic and social conditions of each region and identify areas requiring improvement, including housing, roads, infrastructure, migration, and unemployment. The primary goal is to address infrastructure issues, reduce migration, decrease unemployment, and promote SME growth to enhance residents' quality of life. Key objectives were economic diversification, infrastructure upgrades, SME and entrepreneurship development, employment creation, and mobility. These were supported through mechanisms such as state subsidies, employment programs, infrastructure projects, support centers for SMEs, and partnerships between akimats, national institutions, and enterprises. The results included improvements in infrastructure and SME activity. Persistent challenges were low diversification, weak citizen engagement, poor interagency coordination, and limited impact assessments. Economic outputs improved, but socially perceived outcomes, trust, empowerment, and participation remain underdeveloped. By 2019, all 32 «anchor» projects [177] implemented were not innovative, focusing primarily on raw material extraction and processing, such as lime production, sand, crushed stone, and other simple products. This has increased dependence on single-industry companies and commodity prices. A detailed analysis by Zhunussova [10] highlights key issues, including top-down management, a lack of clear guidance for local authorities on engaging with the private and public sectors, reliance on subsidy-based approaches focused on single fields, and the need for tailored directives and indicators that reflect each monotown's unique characteristics and needs. 
Studies of Kazakhstan’s monotown policy indicate that state support remains dominated by centralized, technocratic instruments, while local governance capacity and stakeholder participation remain limited, constraining sustainable transformation [151]. A study of leading monotown scholars [178], based on institutional analysis of state support models in Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation, provides an explicit critique of traditional, infrastructure-heavy policies. It highlights high institutional inertia and low sensitivity to policy tools and state programs, which focus on formal diversification rather than real economic restructuring. Moreover, it emphasizes the disconnect between national priorities and local needs. State programs launched after 2012 primarily emphasized infrastructure investment and employment stabilization; however, international evaluations indicate limited impact on diversification, SME development, and local governance capacity. [179].

Table 1.16 - Evolution of State Approaches to Monotown Development in Kazakhstan

	Stage / Period
	Policy Context and Dominant Approach
	Key Characteristics and Outcomes
	Core References

	stage 1. Soviet Legacy and Post-Independence Shock (until 2011)
	Monotowns formed through Soviet spatial-industrial planning around a single enterprise in mining, metallurgy, or energy sectors. Enterprises performed economic, social, and administrative functions (housing, healthcare, education).
	• Sharp decline in production after independence 
• Loss of enterprise-based social infrastructure 
• Rising unemployment and population out-migration 
• Weak fiscal and institutional capacity of local governments to replace enterprise functions
	Rodionova; Bozhko; Zubarevich [150-152]

	stage 2. Program-Based Stabilization (2012–2019)
	Formal recognition of the monotown problem through the Monotown Development Program (2012–2020). Focus on stabilization and mitigation of socio-economic risks.
	•Infrastructure modernization projects • Employment support and SME programs 
• State subsidies and budget transfers • Short-term stabilization achieved 
• Structural dependence on city-forming enterprises persisted 
• Social indicators (life satisfaction, migration intentions, trust) largely excluded from evaluation
	Bozhko; OECD [151;117]






	Stage / Period
	Policy Context and Dominant Approach
	Key Characteristics and Outcomes
	Core References

	stage 3. Selective Diversification and PPP Instruments (2019–2021)
	Expansion of policy instruments toward diversification, PPPs, and special economic zones; selective support for entrepreneurship.
	• Introduction of PPP mechanisms and SEZs • Targeted SME support • Diversification often formal rather than functional 
• Project selection remained top-down 
• Weak stakeholder participation 
• Continued population outflow despite increased investment
	Antonova; Golubchikov [154-155]

	stage 4. People-Centered and Diversification Rhetoric (Post-2021)
	Adoption of the Concept for Regional Development until 2030, emphasizing diversification, people-centered development, and human capital.
	• Focus on diversification and SME development 
• Emphasis on public participation and human-capital development 
• Persistent gap between policy rhetoric and project outcomes 
• Ongoing population outflow and social dissatisfaction, including in high-wage monotowns 
•Absence of mechanisms linking project management to community outcomes creation
	Antonova; Resolution of the Government of the Republic of Kazakhstan № 679; OECD [154;7;117]

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [7; 117; 150-152; 154-155]



The new Concept for Regional Development [7] included objectives such as improving quality of life, increasing public satisfaction, and promoting participatory processes, mechanisms, and initiatives, including community consultations, participatory budgeting pilots, youth & NGO inclusion, and public councils for strategic decision-making. These initiatives lack a cohesive project management framework that links participation, co-creation, and measurable social outcomes. Additionally, the number of monotowns decreased, but they still retain their characteristic features. For instance, Zhezkazgan was a mono-city until 2023, after which it became the center of the new Ulytau oblast. Antonova [154] argue that the concept of “invisible” monotowns emphasizes settlements that formally meet acceptable economic indicators but experience hidden socioeconomic decline, including population outmigration and a decline in quality of life. Subsequent policy shifts toward diversification and people-centered development have yet to resolve persistent human-capital out-migration and low local value capture, particularly in resource-dependent regions with relatively high wages [157;180]. This trajectory underscores the need for project-level mechanisms that integrate stakeholder participation and community outcomes creation.
The staged evolution of monotown development policy in Kazakhstan shows a gradual increase in tools and rhetoric, but a consistent lack of project-level mechanisms for stakeholder interaction and social value creation. This explains why successive programs have had limited long-term impacts on socio-demographic outcomes. That’s why Kazakhstan’s monotown programs often feature centralized, top-down decision-making, limited citizen participation, few feedback loops, and weak connections between project outputs and social results. This gap underscores the need for models that clearly define and incorporate societal outcomes in regional development processes.
Table 1.17 - Comparison of Regional Development Approaches in Mono-Industrial Territories
	
Criterion
	USA/EU Model
	Russia/Kazakhstan Model

	Governance structure
	decentralized, multi-level governance
	centralized state-led governance

	Policy Orientation
	innovation, diversification, local empowerment
	infrastructure development and economic stabilization

	Performance metrics
		



	well-being, sustainability, public value



	employment, investment, production outputs

	Stakeholder participation
	institutionalized participation and collaborative governance
	fragmented or ad hoc stakeholder involvement

	Sustainability mechanism
	locally embedded development ecosystems
	dependence on national programs and subsidies

	Remark – compiled by author based on sources [1;19;152-155]



The comparison shows that advanced regional development systems increasingly depend on decentralized governance, stakeholder involvement, and multidimensional value assessment. Conversely, post-socialist monotown policies remain mainly centralized and output-focused. This institutional gap emphasizes the need for a project governance framework that integrates stakeholder participation, community outcomes measurement, and adaptive learning mechanisms. The Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) proposed in this dissertation addresses this gap by conceptualizing regional development projects as platforms for collaborative generation of public benefits.
The conclusion of the above review indicates that monotowns face the dual challenge of economic reliance and institutional inflexibility, yet they also serve as a testing ground for collaborative regional governance. Revitalizing international monotowns relies on participatory, multi-actor governance. Evidence shows that transformation depends not only on investment or diversification but also on how stakeholders jointly plan, execute, and assess development efforts. Kazakhstan’s policy framework is developing; however, it needs an integrated model that emphasizes stakeholder-driven creation of societal outcomes. These insights underpin the SVCM framework, which will be introduced in greater detail in Chapter 4. As discussed later, the framework links co-creation processes to the development of sustainable collective benefits.
The evolution of the concept of value shows a clear shift from normative, purpose-centered views, such as Aristotle's telos, to models focused on economic abstraction and efficiency. More recently, there has been a move towards understanding value as pluralistic, relational, and socially constructed. Contemporary management and public administration research increasingly acknowledges that value is not solely about financial results or technical efficiency but is also shaped by social interactions, institutional legitimacy, and stakeholder experiences [12-13;15].
Second, project management theory reflects this progression. Traditional success models centered on the “iron triangle” (time-cost-scope) are no longer sufficient for complex public and regional projects. Modern research and standards (PMBOK 7th and 8th Editions; P2M) increasingly view projects as value-delivery systems and tools for achieving benefits, rather than merely as technical tasks. This change highlights the importance of outcomes, stakeholder participation, learning, and long-term societal effects [45;23;26;27].
Third, institutional approaches to regional development emphasize that success relies less on resource endowments and more on governance quality, institutional capacity, and coordination mechanisms [96;110;112]. In mono-industrial regions, factors such as path dependence, institutional lock-in, and centralized decision-making limit the ability to adapt, even when substantial financial investments are made [122;148;19].
Fourth, experience from international and Kazakhstan-specific monotown development indicates that infrastructure-focused and subsidy-driven programs, although they boost short-term economic metrics, frequently fail to address demographic decline, enhance life satisfaction, or rebuild institutional trust. Data from Kazakhstan, Russia, Eastern Europe, and Western industrial areas show that economic stabilization without involving stakeholders and fostering institutional learning leads to limited, fragile outcomes [151;155;169;117].
Despite significant progress in theory and practice, the literature still shows several unresolved issues, especially in monotowns: 
1) A contextual gap. Most theories on collaborative value formation, stakeholder governance, and socially perceived outcomes are grounded in Western service economies and urban public service environments. There is a lack of empirical and theoretical studies focusing on post-socialist, resource-dependent, mono-industrial regions, where institutional rigidity, low trust, and centralized governance are prevalent. Current models do not adequately address these limitations. 
2) A gap exists at the project level. Although project management standards increasingly emphasize value delivery, they lack clear mechanisms for incorporating stakeholder co-creation into project governance in regional development contexts. In monotown programs, participation is often fragmented, consultative, or symbolic, rather than being integrated into project decision-making processes. 
3) A measurement gap exists. Regional development initiatives still primarily focus on output indicators such as jobs created, investment volume, and infrastructure delivered. However, social value outcomes such as trust, empowerment, satisfaction, and perceived legitimacy remain poorly integrated into operational measures. Consequently, projects can be officially successful yet still fall short of social effectiveness.
4) An institutional translation gap. While institutional theory clarifies why monotowns remain entrenched in historical paths, it offers little guidance on how projects can serve as tools for institutional change. The link between institutional constraints and project management practices is still underexplored.
These gaps highlight that current methods do not fully explain why repeated development efforts in monotowns, despite higher levels of investment and sophistication, fail to achieve lasting social results. Specifically, they do not clarify why towns with relatively high wages and ongoing projects still face population decline, reduced satisfaction, and weak local connections. This dissertation addresses these issues by viewing projects as more than mere implementation tools; rather, it treats them as platforms for co-creating societal outcomes within specific institutional settings. By combining stakeholder theory, value co-creation principles, institutional analysis, and value-focused project management standards, the study has introduced the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM).
The SVCM directly addresses the identified gaps by integrating stakeholder participation into project governance rather than treating it as an auxiliary activity, connecting project processes to social value outcomes beyond mere outputs, considering institutional constraints typical of monotowns, and offering a framework suitable for empirical testing within Kazakhstan’s regional development setting.
In sum, the theoretical review in Chapter 2 provides the conceptual basis for analyzing community outcomes creation in regional development projects. The analysis of how the concept of value has evolved shows a gradual shift in management and governance theories from efficiency-focused approaches centered on economic outputs to broader value-based paradigms that incorporate social, institutional, and stakeholder-focused outcomes. Modern project management literature increasingly regards projects not just as tools for technical execution but as social and institutional systems capable of producing multidimensional value for various stakeholder groups. 
The examination of stakeholder theory and value co-creation further emphasizes the importance of participatory governance and collaborative interaction in producing socially valued outcomes such as trust, legitimacy, and community well-being. These perspectives highlight that the value of regional development projects arises from ongoing engagement among government agencies, businesses, and local communities rather than from unilateral project implementation. At the same time, the analysis of modern project management standards reveals a global shift toward value-focused frameworks, where project success is increasingly measured by benefits realization, stakeholder satisfaction, and long-term societal impact. 
Institutional approaches to regional development offer an additional analytical perspective by highlighting the role of governance structures, institutional capacity, and existing development paths in shaping regional change. In mono-industrial areas, institutional rigidity, centralized governance, and limited stakeholder involvement often constrain the ability of development projects to create sustainable community outcomes. The review of international experience and Kazakhstan's monotown development further confirms that, despite substantial investments in infrastructure and economic diversification efforts, many monotowns still face demographic decline, weak community engagement, and limited institutional trust.
In sum, the theories covered in this chapter highlight a key research gap: although modern project management increasingly emphasizes stakeholder involvement and value-focused governance, there remains a lack of comprehensive models explaining how broader public benefits can be systematically co-produced in regional development efforts, especially in post-socialist and institutionally constrained settings such as Kazakhstan’s monotowns.
To bridge this gap, as it was repeatedly stated throughout the chapter, a framework is needed that connects involvement of local authors, joint implementation efforts, and institutional learning within a unified project governance structure. The Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), introduced in this chapter, offers a framework that views regional development projects as platforms for participatory governance and the generation of collective benefits. 
This chapter has examined the evolution of the concept of value, progress in project management theory, institutional perspectives on regional development, and experiences with monotown transformation at both international and national levels. Collectively, these areas of study highlight a notable shift in how value, development, and project success are understood, while also identifying persistent gaps, particularly in post-socialist, mono-industrial regions such as Kazakhstan.
The following chapter expands on the theoretical foundation by exploring the institutional and socio-economic context of regional development in Central Kazakhstan’s monotowns. It also presents an empirical analysis of stakeholder perceptions, community needs, and the results of implemented development projects.
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Regional development in Kazakhstan’s monotowns encounters significant challenges. While development programs have produced measurable outcomes such as improved infrastructure, increased employment, and investment, their social influence largely hinges on how stakeholders perceive and experience these projects. This section offers an empirical evaluation of stakeholder viewpoints in the monotowns of Central Kazakhstan, including Zhezkazgan, Balkhash, and Satpayev. 
The research design and data collection involve a survey and semi-structured qualitative interviews with the local community. Both methods aim to assess community perceptions of social value in regional development. The empirical phase's goal is not to establish strict causal links or statistically validate collaboration among actors mechanisms, but to understand how the local community perceives, interprets, and experiences collective benefits as the main beneficiary group in monotown development projects. 
2.1 Research Design and Mixed-Methods Approach 
The empirical data were collected through a structured survey conducted among residents of selected monotowns in Central Kazakhstan. The questionnaire was designed to capture: socio-economic conditions, perceptions of local opportunities, education and employment expectations, migration intentions, and subjective life satisfaction. All variables were measured using Likert-scale indicators, enabling quantitative analysis and construction of composite indices. The study adopts a theory-building approach in which empirical evidence guides the development of conceptual models and identifies perception patterns that inform model construction. Quantitative data offer structured, descriptive insights into perception patterns. Additionally, qualitative interviews provide contextual depth and explanatory details. These methods collectively help in developing a governance model that integrates community outcomes into regional projects. The descriptive-comparative approach helps reveal systemic similarities and differences across cases under shared institutional conditions. This design aligns with Eisenhardt’s theory-building methodology, where observed patterns help refine constructs and mechanisms within a conceptual framework. In essence, the empirical component serves as a diagnostic foundation for developing the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), rather than as a means for statistical validation.
Given the adopted research approach, the top-down nature of monotown development programs, and the fact that projects are selected by government authorities, as well as the role of the town-forming company Kazakhmys, ongoing outmigration processes, and findings from previous studies [10,11], the empirical analysis focuses on understanding the needs of the local community as the primary beneficiaries of regional development projects. It turned out that local communities were neither involved nor consulted throughout the development program, nor were they invited to evaluate the efforts made over the last few years. So, the unit of analysis is the local community in specific monotowns of Central Kazakhstan. No officials or corporate managers were included in the quantitative sample.
All three towns share key structural characteristics: mono-industrial dependence on copper mining and metallurgical production, long-term participation in state monotown development programs, centralized administrative governance structures, and economic reliance on a dominant enterprise (Kazakhmys). At the same time, as shown in the next table, the towns differ moderately in population size and local socio-economic dynamics, allowing only limited comparative differentiation within a shared institutional framework. Although varied, this configuration will enable examination of how societal outcomes are perceived under structurally similar economic and governance conditions later.  
Table 2.1 presents the rationale for selecting the three monotowns included in the study. The towns share similar structural characteristics, including mono-industrial dependence and centralized governance, ensuring comparability. At the same time, differences in population size and local economic dynamics provide analytical variation, enabling the identification of common patterns in stakeholder perceptions across similar institutional contexts.

Table 2.1 - Case selection

	Town
	Population (approx.)
	Dominant Industry
	Participation in monotown development programs
	Analytical Rationale

	Zhezkazgan
	~92,000
	Copper mining and metallurgy
	Since 2012
	Largest industrial center in the sample; significant regional role; demographic and diversification challenges

	Satpayev
	~71,000
	Copper mining and metallurgy
	Since 2012
	Medium-sized mono-industrial town; strong enterprise dependency

	Balkhash
	~75,000
	Copper mining and metallurgy
	Since 2012
	Comparable industrial structure; service-sector variations

	Remark - compiled by author



2.2 Data Collection and Sample Description 

Sampling Strategy: A total of 301 survey responses were collected: 100 in Zhezkazgan, 100 in Satpayev, and 101 in Balkhash. Equal allocation across towns was intentionally applied to ensure analytical symmetry and facilitate cross-case comparison. Given the total population of approximately 238,000 residents across the three towns, the overall sample size provides acceptable statistical precision for perception-based research (approximately a 5-6% margin of error at a 95% confidence level). Respondents were selected using a quasi-random field-based approach in public locations to approximate demographic diversity. While the sample does not claim strict probabilistic representativeness, it provides structured and balanced insights into community perceptions across the three monotowns. Additionally, 18 semi-structured interviews (60-90 minutes each) were conducted across the three towns. Interviews were recorded with informed consent and analyzed using thematic analysis. Data collection continued until thematic saturation was observed. The questionnaire and interview guide are provided in Appendices A-E. 
Table 2.2 summarizes the socio-demographic profile of respondents. The sample is evenly balanced by gender and features a wide age range, with most respondents in economically active age groups. The relatively high employment rate (74%) and the proportion of those with higher education (36.5%) suggest that the sample reflects informed perceptions of local socio-economic conditions. These characteristics improve the reliability of the analysis of community perceptions.

Table 2.2 - Socio-demographic characteristics of local community respondents (N = 301)

	Variable
	Distribution

	Cities
	Balkhash (101), Zhezkazgan (100), Satpayev (100)

	Gender
	Male 148 (49%), Female 153 (51%)

	Age
	18–25 (26%), 26–35 (40%), 36–45 (34%)

	Employed
	74%

	Self-employed
	11.6%

	Higher education
	36.5%

	With children under 16
	58.8%

	Remark - compiled by author



2.3 Variable Operationalization and Measurement 

To confirm the survey's theoretical soundness, the variables chosen were based on well-established research in regional development and subjective well-being. Previous studies consistently highlight several key dimensions that influence individual life satisfaction and social value. These include economic opportunities, human capital, the urban environment, and migration behavior [181-183]. Building on these theoretical foundations, the survey instrument was designed to measure these dimensions through specific variables. Life satisfaction (Q1 - question 1) was the main dependent variable, representing subjective well-being. Migration intentions (Q4 - question 4) were included as a behavioral linkage variable linking local conditions to individual decision-making [184-185]. Economic opportunities were assessed through perceived employment (Q2 – question 2) and income prospects (Q3 – question 3), which are widely acknowledged as key factors influencing well-being.  Educational and capability-related dimensions were operationalized using multiple indicators related to education awareness, access, and perceived quality (Q8, Q12, Q13 – questions 8, 12, 13), which are treated as distinct but conceptually related dimensions rather than a single latent construct. The urban environment was operationalized through perceptions of infrastructure (Q23 – question 23), while the entrepreneurial ecosystem was assessed using variables related to business climate and opportunities (Q19-Q21 – question 19-21). These variables are commonly employed in regional development studies, although their direct impact on life satisfaction is often indirect.
Comprehensively, this operationalization ensures consistency with prior empirical research while enabling analysis of relationships among regional conditions, migration behavior, and subjective well-being.
Table 2.3 illustrates the operationalization framework that links the conceptual dimensions of societal outcomes to their empirical measurement. It maps each dimension to specific survey variables and measurement scales. Because social value is multidimensional, various variable types are used, such as ordinal, binary, and nominal measures.

Table 2.3 – Operationalization of Social Value: Dimensions, Variables, and Measurement Scales

	Social Value Dimension
	Variable (Code)
	Indicator Description
	Scale Type
	Measurement Description / Coding

	Quality of Life
	Q1
	Overall life satisfaction
	Ordinal (Likert-type)
	5-point scale (1 = very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied)

	Economic Inclusion
	Q2
	Perceived difficulty of finding a job
	Ordinal
	5 ordered categories (very difficult → very easy), recoded 1–5

	
	Q3
	Perceived future job opportunities
	Ordinal
	5 ordered categories (very difficult → very easy), recoded 1–5

	Social Cohesion
	Q9
	Willingness to retrain / learn new profession
	Ordinal
	4 ordered categories (definitely no → definitely yes), recoded 1–4

	Urban Environment / Local Infrastructure
	Q23
	Perceptions of urban environment and local infrastructure conditions
		Ordinal / Perception Index



	Composite perception index derived from survey responses

	Empowerment
	Q12
	Awareness of education opportunities
	Binary
	0 = No; 1 = Yes

	Behavioral Response Dimension
	Q4
	Migration intention
	Binary (derived from ordinal)
	0 = no intention; 1 = intention to migrate






	Social Value Dimension
	Variable (Code)
	Indicator Description
	Scale Type
	Measurement Description / Coding

	Entrepreneurial Environment
	Q19
	Intention to start a business
	Nominal (categorical)
	Dummy variables (considering / not considering / already have)

	
	Q20
	Need for consultation support
	Binary
	0 = No; 1 = Yes

	
	Q21
	Awareness of business support institutions
	Binary
	0 = No; 1 = Yes

	Local Development Priorities (Contextual Factors)
	Q8
	Sectors requiring improvement
	Multiple response (dummy set)
	Each sector coded as 0/1 (selected / not selected)



As illustrated in Table 2.3, social value is measured using a mixed-scale operationalization. Perceptual variables, such as life satisfaction and employment expectations, are measured on ordinal scales, while behavioral outcomes, such as migration intention, are treated as binary variables. Contextual factors are represented using categorical and multiple-response variables. This method captures the multidimensional and context-specific nature of socially perceived outcomes, enabling an empirical examination of its dimensions.
	The dimensions of community outcomes are measured using specific survey variables that assess perceptions of regional conditions and project outcomes. Quality of life is indicated by life satisfaction (Q1), while social cohesion and institutional legitimacy are reflected through perceptions of local development and opportunities (Q9, Q23). Equity and inclusion are gauged through perceived access to employment and income opportunities (Q2, Q3). Empowerment is demonstrated by variables related to awareness of educational and entrepreneurial opportunities (Q8, Q12, Q13). Migration intention (Q4) serves as a behavioral link between regional conditions and subjective well-being. Additionally, entrepreneurial ecosystem variables (Q19–Q21) and urban environment indicators (Q23) offer further context on structural factors influencing collective benefits.
These variables are incorporated into the econometric models using measurement methods suitable for their data types, such as ordinal, binary, and categorical formats. This structure creates a clear link between the theoretical concept of societal outcomes and its empirical analysis in the study.
Table 2.4 outlines the variables used in the econometric analysis along with their operational definitions. The distinction between dependent and independent variables reflects the study's dual analytical focus: life satisfaction as an approximately continuous ordinal outcome and migration intention as a binary behavioral choice. The use of both variable types justifies the application of OLS and logistic regression, respectively.
Table 2.4 - Variables and Measurement
	Variable
	Type
	Measurement
	Model

	Life Satisfaction (Q1)
	Dependent
	Likert scale (1–5)
	OLS

	Migration Intentions (Q4)
	Dependent
	Binary (1 = leave, 0 = stay)
	Logit

	Income Opportunities (Q3)
	Independent
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Both

	Employment Opportunities (Q2)
	Independent
	Likert scale (1–5)
	Both

	Urban Environment (Q23)
	Independent
	Perception index
	OLS

	Educational and Capability Indicators (Q8, Q12, Q13)
	Independent
	Mixed-scale variables 
	Logit

	Socio-demographics (D5–D7)
	Control
	Categorical
	Both



The analysis includes ordinal, binary, and nominal variables. Ordinal Likert-type variables, such as life satisfaction and employment expectations, are treated as approximate interval scales in regression, following established social science practices [186-187]. Binary variables, such as migration intention, are analyzed using logistic regression, while nominal variables are converted into dummy variables before analysis. The choice of statistical methods was guided by each variable's measurement type and the study's analytical goals.

2.4 Econometric Models (OLS and Logistic Regression)

OLS regression was applied to estimate continuous outcomes (life satisfaction), while logistic regression was used to model binary outcomes (migration intentions), ensuring methodological alignment with the nature of dependent variables.
The variables used in the regression models correspond to survey items (Q1-Q23), which were transformed into analytically meaningful constructs through index construction and factor analysis. Reliability analysis showed that the human capital indicators had low internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.26), suggesting they do not form a single coherent latent construct. As a result, human capital is not aggregated into a composite index in this study. Instead, its components are treated as separate observed variables within the regression models. Treating these variables independently reflects the fragmented and context-sensitive character of human capital in monotown settings, where educational access, perceived opportunities, and service quality do not necessarily evolve in parallel. This interpretation aligns with previous research [188], which conceptualizes human capital as a multidimensional phenomenon rather than a single latent construct. Composite variables were constructed using factor analysis (PCA), and internal consistency was verified using Cronbach’s alpha.
Factor analysis revealed a stable component representing the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem. However, variables related to human capital did not consistently load onto a single factor, further supporting their low internal coherence. Reliability testing showed:
· Entrepreneurial ecosystem: α = 0.68 (acceptable)
· Human capital indicators: α = 0.26 - not appropriate for aggregation; variables are analyzed separately.
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.59, indicating acceptable sampling adequacy, while Bartlett’s test (p < 0.001) confirmed suitability for factor analysis.
To analyze both subjective well-being outcomes and behavioral decisions, two econometric models were applied:
1) Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Model
[image: ]
Where:
· LSi​  - life satisfaction
· Xi​  - socio-economic variables
· Mi​  - migration intentions
OLS regression is suitable because the dependent variable (life satisfaction) is continuous, it enables estimation of marginal effects, and it is commonly used in well-being research. 
2) Binary Logistic Regression Model
[image: ]
Additionally, the model incorporates dummy variables for each city (city-level fixed effects) to account for unobserved differences among monotowns.
Where:
· Mi​ - migration intention
Logistic regression is used because migration intention is a binary variable, whereas OLS is suitable for continuous dependent variables like life satisfaction.
Logit was chosen over Probit or SEM for these reasons: 1) Logit and Probit give similar results; logit is preferred because of interpretability (odds ratios). 2) SEM is not suitable because the study uses observed variables, not latent constructs, and focuses on identifying statistically significant associations between observed variables.
The study examines an indicative mediation pattern, interpreted within the constraints of a cross-sectional design:
X →Migration →Life Satisfaction (indicative associative pathway) (2.3)
Migration intentions act as a mediating variable, linking socio-economic conditions with well-being outcomes.
To confirm the validity and reliability of the model (to ensure its robustness), the following fundamental statistical techniques were used:
· VIF < 5 → no multicollinearity
· Breusch–Pagan test (p = 0.004) → heteroskedasticity detected
· Robust standard errors (HC1) applied
· F-statistics and likelihood ratio tests → overall model significance

To address this, the models incorporate city-level fixed effects to account for unobserved differences across cities. Additionally, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors (HC1) are used.
The findings verify that the models exhibit acceptable statistical validity, and these results indicate that the selected econometric specifications are appropriate for capturing key relationships between socio-economic conditions, migration intentions, and life satisfaction.
2.5 Methodological Limitations and Assumptions 
The study has several methodological limitations that should be taken into account when interpreting the results. Initially, the analysis relies on cross-sectional survey data, which restricts the capacity to determine causal links between variables. Consequently, the results should be viewed as indicative of associations rather than proof of causality or definitive mediation effects. Secondly, relying on perception-based measures can introduce bias, as respondents’ subjective assessments may not accurately reflect the actual socio-economic conditions. Moreover, responses on Likert scales could be influenced by social desirability bias. Third, the data structure features respondents nested within three monotowns, which may partly violate the assumption of independent observations. Although city-level fixed effects are incorporated to account for unobserved heterogeneity, city-level clustering of standard errors was not performed due to the limited number of clusters. Consequently, the standard errors should be viewed with caution. Fourth, the limited sample size and quasi-random sampling method limit the applicability of the findings beyond the selected monotowns. Finally, the low internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.26) suggests that the indicators do not constitute a cohesive latent construct, so human capital is treated as individual variables rather than a combined index. Although these limitations exist, the mixed-methods approach strengthens the results by integrating quantitative data with qualitative insights, leading to a more complete understanding of development dynamics in monotowns.







Chapter 3. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS OF MONOTOWN DEVELOPMENT IN CENTRAL KAZAKHSTAN 
3.1 Institutional and Governance Context of Regional Development in Kazakhstan and assessment of implemented development programs and projects
This chapter presents the study's empirical findings, combining quantitative and qualitative evidence to explore how social value is shaped in monotown development. The focus is on three industrial towns in Central Kazakhstan, Zhezkazgan, Balkhash, and Satpayev, where regional development initiatives are currently underway.
	Regional development in Kazakhstan’s monotowns encounters significant challenges. While government programs have resulted in tangible improvements such as better infrastructure, increased employment, and higher investment, their overall social impact remains inconsistent. The success of these initiatives relies not only on their formal design but also on how local communities perceive and experience them.
       The development of monotowns occurs within a context marked by high centralization, restricted stakeholder participation, and heavy reliance on town-forming enterprises. Although formal governance structures guide strategy and resource allocation, informal institutions such as social networks and trust-based relationships are closely associated with differences in access to opportunities and influencing local development outcomes.
Kazakhstan's regional development policy has undergone notable conceptual and institutional changes since independence. Originally defined by centralized redistribution systems and sector-specific industrial support inherited from the Soviet planning framework, territorial governance has gradually shifted toward program-based regional management. Nonetheless, despite official modernization efforts, structural spatial imbalances remain significant, particularly in resource-dependent areas. 
Monotowns became a key part of Kazakhstan’s regional policy during the 2010s. These towns were characterized by high reliance on a single enterprise, limited economic diversity, demographic vulnerability, and outdated infrastructure. Their policy recognition demonstrated awareness of systemic risks associated with over-reliance, particularly in the mining and metallurgical sectors. 
Kazakhstan's regional development policy on monotowns is governed by Government Resolutions and State Programs adopted at the national level. The development of regional policy can be divided into three institutional phases. In the initial phase of targeted monotown stabilization (2012-2020), as established by Government Resolution No. 683 dated 25 May 2012, the Programme for the Development of Monotowns sought to mitigate structural vulnerabilities in monotowns [5]. This program included 27 monotowns that were identified based on their heavy dependence on a single major enterprise, mainly in mining and metallurgy sectors. The main goals were to keep unemployment below 5%, diversify the local economy by supporting SME development, modernize communal and engineering infrastructure, and reduce outmigration. The program regarded monotowns as a distinct administrative and economic category requiring targeted fiscal intervention. In the second phase, the Integrated Regional Policy (2020-2025), as set out in Resolution No. 990 [6], replaced the monotown-specific program with a broader State Program for Regional Development. Monotowns were incorporated into a territorial equalization framework. Key strategic changes involved focusing on growth centers, improving infrastructure connectivity, reducing interregional disparities, and aligning with national development priorities. This stage marked a transition from social stabilisation to spatial integration. The third phase, after 2025, focuses on competitive regional development. Resolution No. 679 [7] shifted regional policy to emphasize competitiveness, attracting private investment, and cluster-based growth. Monotowns no longer stand alone as a policy category; they are now integrated into broader strategies for territorial competitiveness.

Table 3.1 - A single comparative table of monotown development programs in Kazakhstan

	Category
	Resolution № 683 (2012–2020)
	Resolution № 990 (2020–2025)
	Resolution № 679 (Post-2025)

	policy model
	targeted monotown stabilisation
	integrated regional development
	competitive regional growth model

	Context
	crisis in single-industry mining towns
	need to reduce regional inequality
	transition toward competitiveness and investment

	primary focus
	prevent socio-economic collapse
	balanced territorial development
	economic competitiveness and clustering

	Objectives
	diversification; unemployment reduction; SME support; infrastructure modernisation; prevent outmigration
	reduce regional disparities; develop growth centres; modernise infrastructure
	competitive regions; diversification; human capital; urban–rural connectivity

	monotown status
	separate targeted category (27 towns)
	integrated into regional policy
	no separate category; addressed through diversification tools

	economic tools
	loan subsidies; microcredit; industrial zones
	investment climate reforms; SME support; infrastructure
	industrial clusters, private investment leverage, performance-based financing

	infrastructure approach
	repair & modernisation
	large-scale utilities & transport modernisation
	strategic corridors; digital & green infrastructure

	social measures
	vocational retraining; employment support
	quality-of-life improvements; social facilities
	human capital development




	Category
	Resolution № 683 (2012–2020)
	Resolution № 990 (2020–2025)
	Resolution № 679 (Post-2025)

	Indicators
	↓ Unemployment; ↑ SMEs; ↓ migration; infrastructure modernisation %
	↑ GRP per capita; ↓ infrastructure wear; ↑ SME share
	↑ GRP growth; ↑ private investment; ↓ depreciation; ↑ SME GDP share

	budget scale
	~₸ 900+ billion
	~₸ 2 trillion+
	multi-trillion tenge scale

	funding sources
	Republican, local, and quasi-public
	multi-source public financing
	performance-based and investment-driven

	observed outcomes
	stabilisation achieved; partial diversification; continued dependency
	infrastructure strengthened; moderate SME growth; continued outmigration
	too early for full evaluation; emphasis on structural competitiveness

	strategic logic
	anti-crisis intervention
	regional equalisation
	structural transformation

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [5-7]



From an institutional architecture perspective, regional development governance in Kazakhstan is highly centralized. Key players include the government of the Republic of Kazakhstan (strategic direction), the Ministry of National Economy (policy coordination), the Ministry of Industry and Infrastructure Development, the Regional Akimats (implementation), the Damu Entrepreneurship Fund (SME financing) [188], and Samruk-Kazyna (quasi-public industrial holdings). Fiscal flows are primarily vertical - the republican budget directs targeted transfers to regional budgets, which then allocate funds to municipal-level implementation. Local fiscal autonomy remains limited, restricting grassroots policy changes. This reflects a predominantly top-down governance structure. The following figure depicts the regional development structure in Kazakhstan.

Republican Government
↓
Ministry of National Economy
↓
Targeted Transfers
↓
Regional Akimats
↓
Municipal Implementation
↓
SME & Infrastructure Projects

	Figure 3.1 - Governance Model of Regional Development
The Monotown policy for Fiscal and Budget Mechanisms relied on specific republican transfers, co-financing obligations, infrastructure subsidies, and SME credit subsidies provided through Damu Entrepreneurship Fund, which is in charge of providing financing to SMEs [189]. Infrastructure financing accounted for the largest share of program spending. SME instruments included interest subsidies, microcredit programs, industrial zones, and business incubators. However, municipalities' fiscal independence remains limited, which hampers bottom-up co-creation processes. Also, audit reports from the Supreme Audit Chamber have repeatedly noted high depreciation of communal infrastructure, replacement backlog, capital repairs rather than full reconstruction, and weak links between spending and structural diversification outcomes.
Primary quantitative indicators comprised the unemployment rate (≤5%), growth of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), infrastructure modernization, GRP per capita, and migration stabilization. However, unemployment as a metric for monitoring presents methodological limitations in the context of shrinking towns. A decrease in labor force participation and outmigration may lead to lower unemployment rates without indicating substantive economic development. Migration indicators indicate ongoing negative net flows in most monotowns, particularly in the northern and central regions.
The institutional model operates under multiple structural constraints, such as reliance on Soviet-era industrial geography, resource-dependent local economies, minimal diversification beyond mining, declining and aging populations, and centralized fiscal control. These constraints hinder the long-term success of infrastructure-focused policies unless accompanied by broader economic reforms.
Furthermore, governance limitations include key institutional risks such as overreliance on public financing, insufficient leverage of private capital, weak municipal capacity, and limited horizontal coordination between economic and demographic policies.

Table 3.2 - Timeline-Style Table (Policy Challenges)
		Period
	Policy Stage
	Core Logic
	Governance Model
	Economic Strategy
	Key Challenges

	2012–2020
	monotown stabilisation
	prevent the collapse of single-industry towns
	centralised programme with earmarked funds
	SME stimulation and infrastructure repair
	structural dependency; demographic decline

	2020–2025
	integrated regional development
	reduce interregional inequality
	integrated planning across regions
	infrastructure and growth centres
	COVID impact; persistent mining dependence

	Post-2025
	competitive regional framework
	build competitive, diversified regions
	performance-based management
	clusters; private investment; digital and green transition
	private capital mobilisation; deep diversification

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [5-7]



As shown in Table 3.2, despite shifts in policy priorities over time, key structural challenges remain unresolved, particularly dependence on single industries, limited private-sector involvement, and centralized governance practices. These ongoing issues show that policy design changes have not been matched by changes in governance logic, limiting regional development programs' ability to create sustainable collective benefits.
The institutionalization of the monotown policy was most evident in the State Program for Regional Development (2012-2020) [5], which introduced targeted stabilization tools, including SME subsidies, infrastructure modernization funding, and social stabilization measures. However, starting in the post-2020 period [177], a clear shift happened in territorial governance priorities.
Recent versions of Kazakhstan’s regional development strategies (Program 2025-2030) [7] indicate a declining emphasis on monotowns as a distinct policy category. The official count of monotowns has been lowered in updated frameworks, and the term itself seems less prominent in strategic discussions. This change calls for institutional interpretation. From a governance standpoint, this decrease doesn't necessarily mean structural diversification. Instead, it reflects a mix of statistical reclassification, policy reframing, and budget rationalization. The following table wraps up the prior and current programs. 

Table 3.3 - Policy Evolution Matrix of Programs 
	Analytical Dimension
	2012–2020 Model
	2020-2025 Model
	Post-2025 Model
	Evolutionary Trend

	policy paradigm
	social stabilisation
	territorial equalisation
	competitiveness & market orientation
	from welfare-oriented to growth-oriented

	spatial focus
	individual monotowns
	regions & agglomerations
	growth centres & clusters
	increasing spatial integration

	monotown status
	separate category
	Integrated
	implicit inclusion
	invisible monotowns

	economic diversification
	SME micro-level diversification
	regional economic strengthening
	cluster-based industrial policy
	increasing structural ambition

	fiscal approach
	direct public financing
	expanded infrastructure spending
	leveraging private investment
	gradual shift from state-led to mixed model

	institutional approach
	centralised programme
	integrated planning
	performance-based governance
	increasing managerialisation

	demographic Strategy
	prevent outmigration
	improve quality of life
	attract investment & human capital
	from defensive to competitive





	Analytical Dimension
	2012–2020 Model
	2020-2025 Model
	Post-2025 Model
	Evolutionary Trend

	infrastructure strategy
	repair & modernisation
	connectivity & utilities
	strategic, digital, green
	upgrading toward an innovation focus

	main limitation
	resource lock-in
	limited deep diversification
	dependence on private capital mobilisation
	persistent path dependency

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [5-7]



 	The designation of a monotown has traditionally depended on measurable criteria such as concentration of employment in a dominant enterprise, low SME share, population decline, and infrastructure vulnerabilities. Over time, small increases in SME activity, slight shifts in employment, administrative reforms, or changes in population thresholds might technically justify removing a town from the monotown list.
This institutional evolution is particularly pertinent to the case studies examined within this dissertation. Although the administrative status has changed, for instance, Zhezkazgan became a regional centre in 2022, the structural characteristics of mono-industrial dependence persist and can be quantified using metrics such as employment concentration, migration patterns, and SME-to-industrial ratios.
Therefore, the following analysis of socio-economic performance in this chapter will not only evaluate policy language and administrative status but also empirical indicators of diversification and demographic stabilization. Priority is focused on quantifiable structural change rather than on formal territorial reclassification.
That said, during the implementation period of the programs [5-7], the economic and demographic analysis of Monotown Development presents the following details. First, demographic context (2012-2024) trends indicate that the national population increased from approximately 16.9 million in 2012 to approximately 20.1 million in 2024 [190-191]. Fertility remained above replacement level, peaking around 3.3 [193]. The mortality spike was limited to the pandemic period [192], and migration is the primary driver of regional redistribution [194]. This leads to the conclusion that monotown shrinkage is driven by migration rather than fertility. Secondly, the observed labor market outcomes with the unemployment rate target set at ≤ 5% are as follows: approximately 5.3% in 2012, and within the range of 4.6% to 4.9% from 2015 to 2025 [195-196]. This target was achieved nationally. However, the unemployment rate is calculated as the number of unemployed divided by the labor force. In shrinking towns, the labor force declines due to outmigration, but unemployment remains statistically low. Structural transformation may not occur under these conditions. Therefore, unemployment alone is a weak indicator of success. Third, the SME Development National achievements (2024-2025) include 2.21 million registered SMEs, 4.26 million SME jobs, an SME contribution to GDP of 38.9%, and an output growth of +11.5% [197]. Nonetheless, mining regions like Ulytau have SME shares below 10%, highlighting ongoing exclusive dependency. Fourth, internal migration flows and sustainability continue to converge on urban centers such as Astana and Almaty. Monotown vulnerabilities include youth outmigration, an aging population, labor force contraction, and dependence on enterprises. The policy reduced unemployment but did not reverse demographic decline.

Table 3.4 - Planned vs Actual Outcomes of Monotown Development Programs

	 Dimension
	Planned
	Actual

	Diversification
	Significant
	Partial

	SME Growth
	20-35% share
	achieved numerically, but micro-business dominant

	Unemployment
	<5%
	achieved statistically

	Infrastructure
	full modernisation
	Partial

	Migration
	Stabilisation
	continued outflow in small towns

	private investment
	Increase
	limited outside resource sectors

	Remark – compiled by author from sources [5-7]



This analysis shows the policy evolution as a shift from anti-crisis stabilization (2012-2020) [5] to integrated regional equalization (2020-2025) [6], and further to competitiveness and clustering (2025–2030) [7]. This reflects a movement from social protection logic toward economic competitiveness logic. From a structural constraints perspective, despite financial investments, path dependency remains strong, resource-based lock-in continues, SMEs are mainly located in trade and services rather than manufacturing, and demographic decline persists in remote areas. At the same time, governance issues include high centralization of funding decisions, limited municipal fiscal autonomy, and weak leverage of private investment. The programmes succeeded in preventing socio-economic collapse, maintaining employment, and improving infrastructure, but failed to achieve deep diversification, reverse demographic trends, or create innovation-based local economies. Without structural industrial transformation and stronger private-sector dynamics, the long-term sustainability of many monotowns remains uncertain. While unemployment targets were largely met, demographic shrinkage and out-migration suggest deeper sustainability challenges.
As part of regional development initiatives, each administrative region established its own development plans. Hence, the authorities of the Karagandy region published their own comprehensive development plans for the coming years [198]. These plans outline the region's current economic and social conditions and identify areas requiring improvement, including housing, roads, infrastructure, migration, and unemployment. Their primary goal is to address infrastructure issues, reduce out-migration, decrease unemployment, and promote the creation and growth of SMEs, thereby enhancing residents' quality of life in these monotowns.
In addition to government services, during the 1997-2023 period, the town-forming entrepreneur, Kazakhmys Corporation, implemented 131 joint infrastructure projects, including modernization of water supply systems, reconstruction of heating networks, road rehabilitation, housing construction, and investments in medical and educational facilities [199]. Seemingly, Kazakhmys makes a significant contribution to employment, local tax revenues, social infrastructure, and urban services. However, despite strong corporate involvement and high wages, migration remains negative. This shows the limits of infrastructure- and enterprise-focused stabilization models. The role of the town-forming enterprise Kazakhmys Corporation in the development of monotowns increased following the formation of the new Ulytau oblast. 
Following the formation of the new Ulytau Oblast, the Ulytau Comprehensive Plan (2022-2026) [200], with a total budget of 1.45 trillion, was established. The program is predominantly driven by private investment (87% private industrial capital, 8.6% republican, 3.4% local), primarily facilitated by Kazakhmys and related industrial entities. This underscores that the institutional model of regional development remains predominantly corporately anchored rather than fiscally led by the state. The largest allocations are directed towards the industrial sector, including a sulfuric acid plant (70,000 million), a hydrometallurgical plant (23,942 million), the modernization of Zhylandy Mine (exceeding 150,000 million over several years), an oil refinery project (480,000 million), and the JTEPP-2 power plant (over 300,000 million). These constitute substantial capital-intensive industrial initiatives. 
Simultaneously, education, healthcare, housing renovation, sports, and culture collectively constitute a relatively minor share of the overall budget. For example, renovation of housing accounts for approximately 2,000 to 3,000 million annually; healthcare facilities range from hundreds to a few thousand million; and educational facilities are generally under 3,000 million each, in contrast to the refinery budget of 240,000 million, the power plant budget of 150,000 million, and industrial modernization exceeding 100,000 million. This indicates that economic modernization is prioritized over social infrastructure modernization, and that the investment approach follows an industrial intensification model rather than a population stabilization model. The underlying assumption is that jobs lead to stability and industrial growth promotes demographic retention. However, empirical data demonstrate that demographic stabilization does not automatically result from capital-intensive industrial investments.
The plan demonstrates centralized coordination overseen by the Ministry of National Economy, with reporting to the government and involvement of sectoral central ministries. This plan adopts a public-private hybrid model, with significant reliance on Kazakhmys, employing a PPP-like investment framework, and predominantly funded by private capital. Community-level instruments are limited: SME grants are relatively small, youth support is limited, and social grants are modest. 
Within this governance structure, public-private partnerships (PPPs) have become a key institutional tool for executing large-scale regional development initiatives. In Kazakhstan, PPPs are gaining prominence for attracting private investment, especially in infrastructure and industrial sectors, indicating a move towards hybrid governance models that merge public oversight with private sector funding. Empirical evidence from the Ulytau region shows that public-private partnerships are increasingly used as the main tool for implementing regional development. Therefore, the effectiveness of PPPs in monotowns depends not on capital volume but on sectoral composition and institutional design.
This insight is particularly pertinent to monotown regions such as Ulytau, where the Comprehensive Plan (2022-2026) [200] is predominantly financed by private industrial capital (87%), primarily from Kazakhmys and related mining enterprises. Although formally devised as diversified investment support, the pattern of capital allocation indicates a pronounced concentration in mining modernization, metallurgy, and energy infrastructure. This structural setup, marked by heavy industry investment, reduces employment flexibility and diminishes demographic stabilization effects. Therefore, the success of PPP-based regional development relies more on the sector mix, governance standards, and social integration rather than just the overall investment amount. As a result, the PPP model in Ulytau is seen less as a means for structural diversification and more as a way to strengthen existing industries. Zhu [201] highlights that value conflicts in PPP projects stem from mismatched goals between the public and private sectors. According to it, governments focus on public benefits such as service quality and social stability, whereas private entities emphasize financial returns and risk reduction. This research indicates that poor governance and information gaps exacerbate these issues, particularly in capital-intensive infrastructure projects. In the Ulytau region, where most investments are driven by private industrial capital, similar tensions could hinder the translation of capital spending into demographic and social benefits. These insights underline the need for institutional frameworks that unify stakeholder interests and ensure that value is both created and appropriately shared, as outlined in the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM). So, in accordance with international PPP scholarship, the effectiveness of PPP-based regional development relies not solely on the volume of investment but also on the quality of governance, sectoral composition, integration of social impacts, and institutional capacity for risk management. Despite substantial per capita allocations under regional support programs, negative migration trends persist, suggesting that fiscal magnitude alone is insufficient. Empirical studies indicate that institutional design, governance coordination, and incentive structures play a more decisive role in regional retention outcomes [202].
Analyzing the above and considering the shift in the development programs of monotowns, this plan [181] presents two contradictions: 
1. Industrial capital does not correspond with migration stabilization; 
2. The plan's logic is production-focused rather than people-centered. 
The subsequent section of the dissertation will analyze the socioeconomic profiles of the cities selected for the study of monotowns: Zhezkazgan, Satbayev, and Balkhash. Despite high income levels and concerted government initiatives and projects undertaken by the town-forming enterprise, Kazakhmys Corporation, the population decline persists.

 	3.2 Socio-Economic Profile of Zhezkazgan, Satbayev, Balkhash Monotowns and Influence of Implemented Development Programs and Projects on Them 

Zhezkazgan, Satbayev, and Balkhash originated as typical Soviet industrial monotowns, built around copper mining and metallurgical industries under the centralized planned economy. Balkhash was established in the 1930s following the construction of the Balkhash Copper Smelter [203]. Its growth was closely tied to the USSR's large-scale industrialization efforts. Zhezkazgan evolved into a key center for copper extraction and was officially designated a city in 1954 [204], eventually becoming one of the largest mining hubs in Central Kazakhstan. Satbayev, formerly known as Nikolsky, was founded in 1954 [205] to support the mining activities in the Zhezkazgan copper basin and was later renamed in honor of Kanysh Satbayev, a Kazakh geologist and the first president of the Kazakh Academy of Sciences. 
During the Soviet era, these towns operated under a vertically integrated industrial-administrative system in which enterprises served as both employers and providers of housing, utilities, healthcare, and social services [206]. After 1991, the post-socialist transformation led to the collapse of centralized subsidies, privatization of industrial assets, deterioration of infrastructure, outmigration, and fiscal stress. The unification of copper assets under Kazakhmys Corporation revived industrial operations but did not fully rebuild the Soviet-era social-institutional framework. Kazakhmys functions as the system-forming enterprise, and these monotowns operate as contemporary ones under a hybrid system characterized by state-corporate co-governance within a centralized fiscal framework. The fieldwork in these cities, as part of this dissertation, along with projects related to leisure, healthcare, and education, was supported by the Kazakhmys Corporation.
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Figure 3.2 - Socio-Economic Profile and Structural Development Challenges of Balkhash Town (Karaganda Region) 

The three monotowns studied were part of the Karaganda Region until 2022. In that year, a new administrative division, Ulytau, was established in Central Kazakhstan, with Zhezkazgan as its administrative centre [207]. Consequently, Zhezkazgan was removed from the list of single-industry towns, despite continuing to satisfy all criteria of one [155]. In turn, Satbayev is now included within the new region and retains its status as a single-industry town, alongside Balkhash, which now falls under the jurisdiction of the Karaganda region. According to the official Regional Development Plan (2021–2025) [7], the new Ulytau oblast encompasses 188.9 thousand square kilometers and has an estimated population of approximately 221,000 inhabitants, of whom 79% reside in urban areas. The regional economy is predominantly industrial, with over 90% of industrial output generated by the metallurgical complex. Three key enterprises constitute the main systemic contributors, accounting for more than 90% of total industrial production [208]. A total of 180 industrial enterprises operate within the region; however, production is highly centralized. This concentration bears similarity to the situation in the Karagandy region and affirms the structural mono-industrial dependency characterizing all three monotowns.
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Figure 3.3 - Socio-Economic Profile and Structural Development Challenges Ulytau Region

An analysis of the regional budgetary context for the [200-204] and the Ulytau Region [209] reveals the following characteristics: more than 50% of the budget is allocated to social expenditures, including education, health, and social protection. There is a significant reliance on republican transfers, with capital expenditures primarily focused on infrastructure development. Monotowns are not designated as separate budget lines; they are incorporated into regional infrastructure and social development programs. The fiscal structure indicates that approximately 60-65% of revenues are generated through transfers, with a limited own-source tax base and considerable dependence on enterprise-derived tax revenues, particularly from Kazakhmys. This analysis implies that the development of monotowns is highly dependent on intergovernmental transfers and tax inflows from enterprises. Therefore, fiscal independence remains restricted.
Based on the results of the measures taken, Zhezkazgan experienced moderate population growth, primarily because earlier natural increase offset migration losses. Satbayev continues to decline, and Balkhash remains demographically vulnerable. All three monotowns experienced ongoing net outmigration, with Satbayev exhibiting the highest relative migration intensity [210]. This indicates a structural outflow rather than a cyclical one. Following 2015, SME observed notable expansion, partly due to statistical reclassification, and strong growth after 2021. Zhezkazgan has the highest entrepreneurial density, while Satbayev remains comparatively weaker structurally [211]. However, SME growth also did not reverse migration trends. This shows quantitative growth without complete structural diversification. This pattern indicates that improvements in economic indicators alone are not enough to keep people in monotowns. Even with rising wages and increased SME activity, ongoing outmigration shows that deeper structural and institutional issues affect the quality of life, perceived opportunities, and long-term settlement choices. The following table sums up the socio-economic trends of selected monotowns. The data were compiled from the National Statistics Bureau.

Table 3.6 - Zhezkazgan, socio-economic trends (2012-2025)

	Indicator
	2012
	2016
	2020
	2022
	2024/25
	Trend 2012–2025

	Population
	~ 97,000
	~ 95,000
	~ 93,000
	~ 92,500
	~ 92,000
	↓ Gradual decline

	Industrial Employment
	~ 18,500
	~ 17,800
	~ 17,200
	~ 17,000
	~ 17,000
	Slight ↓

	Average Wage (KZT)
	~ 150,000
	~ 200,000
	~ 330,000
	~ 420,000
	~ 540,000
	↑ Strong nominal growth

	Active SMEs
	~ 4,500
	~ 5,200
	~ 7,200
	~ 8,200
	~ 9,000
	↑ Significant growth

	Net Migration
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Persistent outflow

	Remark – compiled by author from source [210]



Table 3.7 - Satbayev, socio-economic trends (2012–2025)

	Indicator
	2012
	2016
	2020
	2022
	2024/25
	Trend 2012–2025

	Population
	~ 74,000
	~ 72,000
	~ 71,000
	~ 70,500
	~ 70,000
	↓ Moderate decline

	Industrial Employment
	~ 15,000
	~ 14,800
	~ 14,500
	~ 14,200
	~ 14,000
	Slight ↓

	Indicator
	2012
	2016
	2020
	2022
	2024/25
	Trend 2012–2025

	Average Wage (KZT)
	~ 155,000
	~ 210,000
	~ 350,000
	~ 430,000
	~ 570,000
	↑ Strong growth

	Active SMEs
	~ 3,500
	~ 4,200
	~ 5,600
	~ 6,000
	~ 6,500
	↑ Growth

	Net Migration
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Persistent outflow

	Remark – compiled by author from source [210]



Table 3.8 - Balkhash, socio-economic trends (2012–2025)

	Indicator
	2012
	2016
	2020
	2022
	2024/25
	Trend 2012–2025

	Population
	~ 78,000
	~ 76,000
	~ 75,000
	~ 74,500
	~ 74,000
	↓ Gradual decline

	Industrial Employment
	~ 13,000
	~ 12,800
	~ 12,500
	~ 12,200
	~ 12,000
	Slight ↓

	Average Wage (KZT)
	~ 145,000
	~ 190,000
	~ 300,000
	~ 380,000
	~ 490,000
	↑ Strong growth

	Active SMEs
	~ 3,800
	~ 4,500
	~ 6,200
	~ 6,800
	~ 7,000
	↑ Moderate growth

	Net Migration
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Negative
	Persistent outflow

	Remark - compiled by author from source [210]



From 2012 to 2025, the three monotowns showed a consistent pattern during their development programs. Their socio-economic trends reveal a gap between economic success and demographic stability. Although wages and SME activities increased, these gains did not halt population decline. Ongoing outmigration and dependence on industrial jobs suggest that development efforts mainly boosted economic metrics without tackling deeper institutional and social issues. This mismatch between economic growth and social sustainability underscores the limitations of current development strategies in monotown settings.
The study by Beysembayev [11] on these monotowns revealed that the 2012-2020 regional development program did not significantly impact residents' lives. This may be because project managers prioritized schedule and budget over the project's actual value. Such an approach is common not only in Kazakhstan but also in other contexts, as noted by Smyth [61] and Laursen [45].
The structure of observed programs and plans underscores the limitations of capital-driven regional development strategies in monotowns. These findings highlight a significant governance gap between financial investments and social value outcomes. They show that regional development initiatives, although successful at boosting economic indicators, often lack systems for stakeholder participation, feedback, and the fostering of social value. This gap underscores the need for the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), which aims to connect project execution with social outcomes through participatory and institutional processes.

3.3 Econometric Results (OLS and Logit Models)

Table 3.9 provides an overview of the central tendencies of key variables. The average life satisfaction level (3.74) reflects moderate well-being among respondents, while relatively high migration intentions (2.72) indicate significant mobility pressure. Lower mean scores for employment and income opportunities suggest perceived economic constraints, which could contribute to dissatisfaction and migration plans.
Table 3.9 - Descriptive Statistics
	Variable
	Mean
	SD

	Life Satisfaction
	3.74
	1.25

	Migration Intentions
	2.72
	1.13

	Employment Opportunities
	2.63
	1.32

	Income Opportunities
	2.54
	1.26


Table 3.10 shows the relationships among the key variables. The strong negative correlation between migration intentions and life satisfaction (r = −0.51) suggests that people with higher plans to leave report lower well-being. Positive correlations between life satisfaction and employment and income opportunities highlight the importance of economic indicators. These relationships provide preliminary evidence of an indicative mediation pattern in a cross-sectional study.
Table 3.10 – Correlation Matrix (excerpt)
	Variable
	Life satisfaction
	Migration

	Life Satisfaction
	1
	-0.51***

	Migration Intentions
	-0.51***
	1

	Employment Opportunities
	0.29**
	-0.32**

	Income Opportunities
	0.34***
	-0.46***



The results indicate a statistically significant negative association between migration intentions and life satisfaction. 
Table 3.11 shows the results of the OLS regression model explaining life satisfaction. Migration intentions have a statistically significant negative association with life satisfaction, indicating that individuals planning to leave the region report lower well-being. Employment and income opportunities are positively and significantly connected, confirming the importance of local economic conditions. The findings suggest that subjective well-being is strongly connected to both current opportunities and future expectations.
Table 3.11 - OLS Results (Life Satisfaction, Robust SE)
	Variable
	Coefficient
	p-value

	Migration intentions
	-0.292***
	0.000008

	Employment opportunities
	0.147*
	0.018

	Income opportunities
	0.135*
	0.046

	Variable
	Coefficient
	p-value

	Education quality
	-0.492***
	0.001


Table 3.12 presents the results of the logistic regression model explaining migration intentions. The findings reveal that various human capital indicators uniquely influence migration intentions. Awareness of educational opportunities (Q12) shows a positive, significant correlation, suggesting that people who are more aware of available opportunities are more likely to consider migrating. Conversely, perceived quality of local education (Q13) negatively affects migration intentions, suggesting that better local educational conditions may discourage migration. The availability of education opportunities (Q8) shows no significant impact. Additionally, a positive urban environment does not significantly influence migration intentions. These results partly support the “brain drain' concept commonly discussed in regional development research. The models explain a meaningful proportion of variation in the dependent variables, indicating that the selected predictors capture relevant aspects of local socio-economic conditions.
Table 3.12 - Logit Results (Migration Intentions)
	Variable
	Coefficient
	p-value

	Education opportunities (Q8)
	0.079 
	0.207

	Education awareness (Q12)
	0.314**
	0.024

	Education quality (Q13) 
	-0.492***
	0.001

	Urban environment
	0.200
	0.192

	Income opportunities
	-0.464***
	0.0006



This finding suggests that migration decisions in monotowns are primarily driven by economic prospects rather than improvements in local infrastructure.
The empirical results reveal several important relationships:
1. Migration intentions are negatively associated with life satisfaction: β = −0.29, p < 0.001. Individuals intending to leave report significantly lower well-being.
2. Certain indicators related to human capital exhibit varying effects. Although increased awareness of educational opportunities correlates positively with migration intentions, a higher perceived quality of local education correlates negatively, indicating that enhancing local human capital conditions could help retain residents.  This reflects a “brain drain mechanism”. 
The reported coefficients correspond to the final model specification with robust standard errors.
3. Favorable economic conditions, particularly income opportunities, are associated with lower migration intentions: β = −0.46, p < 0.001. Income opportunities emerge as the strongest factor associated with reduced migration intentions.
4. Economic empowerment improve well-being: Employment and income positively affect life satisfaction. 
This underscores the role of migration expectations as a central behavioral link between local conditions and perceived collective benefits.
The combined results of the OLS and logit models suggest an indicative mediation pattern in which migration intentions mediate the relationship between socio-economic conditions and life satisfaction. Favorable economic conditions, particularly income opportunities, are associated with lower migration intentions, which, in turn, are linked to higher well-being. Therefore, migration intentions can be interpreted as a potential behavioral link through which local conditions impact social value outcomes: 
X → Migration → Life Satisfaction (indicative associative pathway within a cross-sectional framework)

Where:
· X - socio-economic conditions
· M - migration intentions
· Y - life satisfaction
The findings indicate a possible associative pathway connecting socio-economic conditions, migration intentions, and life satisfaction. Better economic circumstances tend to correlate with reduced migration intentions, which are associated with greater well-being. However, because the data is cross-sectional, these links should be seen as correlations rather than direct cause-and-effect relationships.
This highlights the importance of behavioral responses as a central associative mechanism linking institutional conditions and social value outcomes.

3.4 Qualitative Analysis: Stakeholder  Perspectives

To complement the quantitative findings, thematic coding was used to analyze qualitative interviews (N = 18). The results identify several recurring themes that clarify the statistical relationships and offer insights into the underlying mechanisms influencing stakeholder perceptions: 
1. Economic constraints and youth outmigration. A central theme of the interviews is youth outmigration, mainly driven by scarce jobs and a poor future outlook. Respondents highlighted the absence of career options as a key reason for migrating: “You can live here, but there are no prospects” (Interview 18, Balkhash). This aligns with the quantitative data, showing a strong link between economic prospects and migration intentions.
2. Awareness and aspirations act as key drivers of mobility. Awareness of external opportunities is also a key driver of migration. Respondents noted that exposure to education and career options beyond the region raises aspirations: “Youth feel disconnected and do not see themselves as part of development” (Interview 11, Balkhash). This aligns with the regression results, which show that awareness of education (Q12) is positively associated with migration intentions.
3. Urban improvements alone are not enough to retain population. Improvements in urban infrastructure are seen as inadequate for maintaining population. Respondents noticed visible changes but pointed out their limited significance: “We see new roads and buildings, but no one considers what people really need” (Interview MT-14, Satbayev). This accounts for the urban environment's insignificant role in the regression models.
4. Institutional constraints and limited stakeholder involvement remain significant issues. Institutional constraints and limited stakeholder participation are consistently highlighted. Respondents characterized engagement processes as primarily top-down and focused on information rather than participation: “We are informed but not consulted” (Interview MT-07, Zhezkazgan). These observations highlight governance limitations that are not directly reflected in the quantitative model but are essential for understanding perceptions and the co-creation of community outcomes.
5. Respondents voiced concerns regarding long-term reliance on a single industry and insufficient diversification: “Everyone understands that ore reserves are not infinite” (Interview MT-12, Zhezkazgan). This underscores structural limitations that influence future outlooks and supports the migration trends identified in the quantitative data.
6. Issues related to territorial identity and fiscal centralization are especially evident in Zhezkazgan and Satbayev. Respondents voiced their dissatisfaction with the redistribution of locally generated resources: “The city earns money, but it does not stay here” (Interview MT-05, Satbayev). Such perceptions diminish the community’s sense of agency and foster migration intentions.
Taken together, these themes show that migration intentions are not driven by a single factor but by the interplay of economic constraints, institutional limitations, and perceived opportunity gaps. While economic conditions remain the dominant driver, institutional factors, such as limited participation and centralized governance, shape how residents experience and interpret these constraints.
To assess the validity of the empirical model, the results obtained were compared with previous findings from the literature.
To further validate the empirical findings, they are compared both qualitatively and quantitatively with coefficient ranges reported in previous studies.
Table 3.13. Comparison of Empirical Results with Existing Literature
	Relationship
	Your Model (β, sig.)
	Literature (typical β range)
	Key Sources
	Consistency
	Interpretation

	Migration intentions → Life satisfaction
	−0.29***
	−0.10 to −0.35
	Otrachshenko& Popova [210]; Ivlevs [211]
	Strongly consistent
	Strong negative association; dissatisfaction drives migration




	Relationship
	Your Model (β, sig.)
	Literature (typical β range)
	Key Sources
	Consistency
	Interpretation

	Employment → Life satisfaction
	+0.147*
	+0.10 to +0.30
	Lenzi & Perucca [208]; Li, X., & Liu, H. [212]; Zhang & Zhou [213]
	Consistent
	Moderate positive association via stability and security

	Income → Life satisfaction
	+0.135*
	+0.15 to +0.40
	Appleton & Song [207]; Chen & Yang [214]
	Consistent (slightly lower)
	Income is strong but diminishing returns possible

	Human capital indicators (Q12, Q13) → Migration intentions
	Q12: +0.314**
Q13: −0.492***
	+0.20 to +0.50
	Jiang [209]
	Partially consistent
	Different dimensions of human capital exhibit contrasting effects: greater awareness of opportunities increases migration intentions, a higher perceived quality of local education reduces them

	Urban environment → Migration intentions
	n.s.
	−0.15 to −0.40
	Ma [215]; Faßhauer & Rehdanz [216]
	Consistent (stronger effect)
	Consistent (non-significant)

	Urban environment → Life satisfaction
	n.s.
	0.00 to +0.20 (often insignificant)
	Ma [215]; Chen [217]
	 Consistent (mixed evidence)
	Context-dependent and often indirect

	Entrepreneurial ecosystem → Life satisfaction
	n.s.
	0.00 to +0.15 (weak/indirect)
	Audretsch [218]; Fritsch & Wyrwich [219]; Bjørnskov& Foss [220]
	Consistent
	Long-term rather than immediate effect

	Human capital (low internal consistency)
	α = 0.26
	α ≈ 0.3–0.7 (varies widely)
	Jiang [209]; Hair [221]
	Not Acceptable 
	treated as multidimensional indicators rather than a unified latent  construct

	Migration as mediator
	Significant
	Rarely estimated directly
	Otrachshenko & Popova [210]
	Contribution
	Novel explicit mediation modeling


This also supports the external validity of the model by showing alignment with established empirical findings.
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Figure 3.4 Comparison of Estimated Coefficients with Literature Ranges

Figure 3.4 compares the estimated coefficients from this study with the ranges reported in the existing literature. The vertical lines represent the ranges of coefficients found in prior studies, while the points indicate approximate meta-analytical averages. The crosses display the coefficients estimated in this research. The results align closely with existing research. Notably, the estimated impact of migration intentions on life satisfaction (β = -0.29) aligns well with the average figures reported in earlier studies. Likewise, the effects of employment and income are within expected ranges, though slightly below the literature average, possibly due to contextual factors specific to monotowns. The strongest link is seen between human capital and migration intentions, confirming the robustness of the “brain drain” effect. In this study, the impact of the urban environment on migration intentions is not statistically significant, aligning with mixed findings in the literature that indicate these factors often have a secondary or indirect influence. Generally, the figure confirms that the empirical results are both theoretically sound and quantitatively aligned with established research patterns.
 Aligned with the theory-building approach used in this study, the empirical analysis does not aim to test predefined causal relationship hypotheses. Instead, the results are used to develop empirically supported propositions that describe observed relationships among socio-economic conditions, behavioral mechanisms, and social value outcomes. These propositions summarize the main findings of the econometric analysis and act as a conceptual link between the empirical results (Section 2.4) and the development of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) introduced in Chapter 3.

Table 3.14 – Empirical Support for SVCM-Related Propositions



	Proposition
	Description
	Empirical Basis
	Result

	P1 (Governance-Value Link)
	Regional development projects incorporating stakeholder participation and institutional learning mechanisms contribute to social value outcomes in monotowns.
	Conceptual integration (Ch.1 + Ch.3)
	Supported conceptually

	P2 (Institutional → Opportunities)
	Institutional and socio-economic conditions shape residents’ perceptions of employment and income opportunities.
	OLS regression (Q2, Q3)
	Supported

	P3 (Urban Environment)
	Perceptions of the urban environment are associated with life satisfaction.
	OLS regression (Q23)
	Not supported

	P4 (Human Capital Mechanism)
	Human capital conditions shape residents’ expectations and, in turn, affect well-being.
	OLS + Logit (Q12, Q13 → Migration)
	Supported

	P5 (Migration–Well-being Link)
	Migration intentions are negatively associated with life satisfaction
	OLS regression (Q4)
	Strongly supported

	P6 (Entrepreneurial Ecosystem)
	The entrepreneurial ecosystem contributes to social value outcomes in monotowns.
	Factor index + OLS
	Not supported

	P7 (Economic Opportunities → Social Value)
	Perceived employment and income opportunities are positively associated with life satisfaction.
	OLS regression (Q2, Q3)
	Supported



The propositions emphasize several key patterns. First, socio-economic conditions, especially employment and income opportunities, are crucial in shaping both migration intentions and life satisfaction. Second, migration intentions serve as a key behavioral mechanism connecting local conditions and social value outcomes, suggesting a mediating role within the cross-sectional analytical framework. Third, the lack of statistical significance for urban environment and entrepreneurial ecosystem variables indicates that improvements in infrastructure or the business climate alone are insufficient to create social value in monotowns. Comprehensively, these findings suggest that societal outcomes are mainly influenced by perceived wealth creation prospects and behavioral responses, rather than by physical development alone. These insights provide the empirical foundation for the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), introduced in Chapter 4.
The empirical analysis provides several important insights into the determinants of social value outcomes in monotowns:
· First, the results indicate that life satisfaction increases when residents perceive greater economic opportunities, particularly in terms of employment and income prospects. Positive assessments of local labor market opportunities are significantly associated with higher levels of subjective well-being.
· Second, selected human capital-related dimensions, particularly education and skill-related perceptions, show significant associations. Access to educational opportunities and awareness of additional training possibilities positively influence life satisfaction, suggesting that investments in human capital can improve social value outcomes in regional development contexts.
· Third, the analysis shows that migration intentions are negatively associated with life satisfaction. Residents who express stronger intentions to migrate tend to report lower levels of subjective well-being, indicating that dissatisfaction with local conditions may drive potential out-migration from monotowns. Improved socio-economic conditions are associated with lower migration intentions, which in turn correspond to higher levels of well-being.
· Finally, the results highlight that institutional and socio-economic conditions jointly shape residents’ perceptions of future opportunities, which ultimately influence both well-being and migration decisions.
This section presents an empirical evaluation of stakeholder perceptions of community outcomes in monotowns of Central Kazakhstan using a mixed-methods approach. The findings show that subjective well-being is strongly linked to perceived economic prospects and future expectations. In particular, migration intentions stand out as a major behavioral factor negatively associated with life satisfaction. This underscores the importance of accounting for behavioral responses when evaluating the effectiveness of regional development policies.
The results also suggest that socio-economic conditions affect well-being indirectly through migration expectations, providing evidence of a mediating mechanism. Residents who see few opportunities tend to consider leaving, which is associated with lower satisfaction levels. Conversely, better local conditions are associated with lower migration intentions and greater perceived well-being. 
These findings directly inform the development of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) by showing that economic prospects and migration patterns are central to the creation of collective benefits in monotowns. Simultaneously, they highlight that institutional constraints, such as limited stakeholder involvement and the dominance of informal practices, limit the impact of development efforts and shape how these mechanisms function in real-world settings. This offers a clearer empirical basis for the SVCM, which will be detailed in the next chapter.
These qualitative findings offer valuable insights into the mechanisms behind the quantitative results and emphasize the influence of institutional and perceptual factors in shaping migration behavior and social value outcomes. The combination of quantitative and qualitative evidence is elaborated on in the next section.

3.5 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

The combined insights from quantitative and qualitative data show a clear pattern in what influences societal outcomes in monotowns. Quantitative results indicate that economic opportunities are key factors driving migration and life satisfaction. Meanwhile, qualitative findings shed light on how these effects happen, with interviews revealing that institutional limits, low stakeholder involvement, and perceived limited future prospects influence individual reactions and encourage migration.
Qualitative insights explain why factors such as the urban environment lack statistical significance, as they are seen as less important than economic opportunities. They also highlight the fragmented nature of human capital, supporting the view of human capital as a collection of diverse indicators rather than a single unified concept.
Generally, the findings show that socially perceived outcomes are shaped by the interplay of economic conditions, behavioral responses, and institutional factors. While economic opportunities directly influence migration and well-being, institutional constraints shape residents' perceptions and experiences of these opportunities. This integrated perspective provides a strong empirical foundation for the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM).

































Chapter 4 DEVELOPMENT AND JUSTIFICATION OF THE SOCIAL VALUE CO-CREATION MODEL (SVCM) FOR MONOTOWN DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
4.1 Conceptual Architecture of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM)
While this study employs econometric analysis to explore relationships among key variables such as economic opportunities, migration intentions, and life satisfaction, it does not aim to fully capture the complexity of social value development. Concepts such as trust, well-being, and perceived inclusion are inherently subjective and context-dependent, and measuring them with quantitative indicators inevitably involves some simplification.
In this context, econometric results should be seen as indicating statistically significant relationships rather than providing a complete explanation of the underlying processes of value co-creation. The ways in which social value develops, like stakeholder interactions, perception shaping, and institutional feedback, are understood within the SVCM as dynamic, interaction-driven, and fundamentally qualitative processes. These processes go beyond what purely quantitative analysis can capture and require interpretation through theoretical and process-focused perspectives.
Therefore, the study uses a complementary approach: econometric analysis offers empirical support without asserting full causality, and the conceptual model provides a process-oriented explanation of broader public benefits co-creation in practice. This aligns with mixed-methods traditions in the social sciences, where quantitative methods detect patterns and conceptual frameworks reveal underlying mechanisms.
The Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) is built upon the empirical findings from Chapter 4. The results show that social value in monotowns is mainly influenced by economic opportunities, human capital, and behavioral responses, particularly migration intentions.

Figure 4.1. Conceptual Model of Social Value Formation in Monotowns

Institutional Context (governance, participation, informal institutions)
↓
Employment / Human Capital
↓
Migration Intentions
↓
Life Satisfaction

The model demonstrates the main mechanism identified through empirical analysis. Economic conditions and human capital factors shape individuals’ migration intentions, which, in turn, affect life satisfaction. Migration intentions serve as a behavioral link connecting structural conditions and social value outcomes. However, it is important to interpret this relationship as an association rather than causation, due to the cross-sectional data.
The model suggests that stakeholder participation develops gradually. In centralized governance settings, it often begins with consultative, feedback-driven mechanisms rather than full joint decision-making. To better understand the model's dynamic, time-sensitive aspects, it is essential to clarify when and how social value outcomes manifest throughout the project lifecycle.
The Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) produces results gradually over the project’s lifecycle instead of all at once. Early in the process (during project design and stakeholder interaction), early outcomes include better alignment between project goals and community needs. During implementation, relational outcomes such as trust, participation, and stakeholder collaboration are fostered. Concrete social value outcomes, such as higher life satisfaction, lower migration intentions, and greater public trust, typically emerge after the project is completed, once the community has internalized the effects. Institutional trust is viewed as a dynamic factor that evolves over the course of the project rather than a fixed prerequisite. Initially, only a minimal level of trust is needed for basic collaboration among actors, while higher levels of trust are built over time through ongoing engagement, feedback, and demonstrated responsiveness by project actors. Therefore, the model illustrates a gradual, cumulative process of creating value. This timeline aligns with the study's empirical approach, which uses life satisfaction and migration intentions as observable indicators of community outcomes after project completion.
Empirical evidence shows that subjective well-being is mainly affected by perceived economic opportunities and migration plans, rather than solely by enhancements in physical infrastructure. The econometric results demonstrate a strong negative association between migration intentions and life satisfaction, along with a significant positive association with employment and income opportunities. This indicates that socially perceived outcomes are mediated through behavioral responses rather than being directly generated by project outputs.
At the same time, findings show that improvements in the urban environment and infrastructure alone do not significantly influence migration decisions, indicating that traditional output-focused development approaches are insufficient to achieve long-term social outcomes. Furthermore, qualitative evidence indicates that local communities are largely excluded from project design, implementation, and evaluation processes, reinforcing a top-down governance model with limited feedback mechanisms.
These empirical patterns support the theoretical arguments in Chapter 1, which show a larger shift in project management from efficiency-focused delivery models to value-oriented and socially embedded approaches. Contemporary theory views value not as an inherent trait of outputs but as a relational, co-created phenomenon arising from collaboration among actors, perceptions, and the institutional context.
By merging empirical and theoretical insights, three key systemic challenges emerge: 1. Heavy reliance on dominant industrial firms, which restricts diversification and influences perceptions of opportunity. 2. An evaluation approach focused on output, emphasizing infrastructure completion rather than social impacts. 3. Inadequate institutional feedback and participation systems, which disconnect projects from community needs and everyday experiences.
These challenges reveal that the primary limitation of current regional development practices is not financial resources, but rather the lack of implementation structures that can convert project activities into socially accepted value.
In response, this chapter presents the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) as a framework for developing theories grounded in empirical observations rather than deductive hypothesis testing. Consistent with the research design outlined in Section 2.3, the model is developed using a diagnostic and inductive approach, in which observed relationships among socio-economic conditions, migration behavior, and life satisfaction guide the development of conceptual mechanisms.
Importantly, the empirical findings show that:
· Social value is based on perception and influenced by behavior
· Stakeholder experiences and expectations affect project results
· Institutional arrangements impact how value is understood and achieved. 
Accordingly, the SVCM is not intended to depict current co-creation practices but to establish the structural and governance frameworks needed for their development.
While Chapter 2's empirical analysis emphasizes economic opportunities as the main statistically significant factors influencing migration intentions and life satisfaction, other elements, such as the urban environment and parts of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, are included in the SVCM even though they are not statistically significant in the regression models.
The SVCM combines empirically derived relationships with institutional and contextual factors, offering a structured framework for understanding how social value is created in monotown development projects.
The fact that the urban environment appears insignificant in the quantitative analysis does not mean it is unimportant for social value creation. Instead, its impact might be indirect, long-term, or mediated by other factors, such as economic prospects or stakeholder perceptions. Likewise, aspects of the entrepreneurial ecosystem might not immediately influence migration intentions but remain essential for fostering diversification and shaping future opportunities.
Therefore, these factors are incorporated into the model not as equal predictors of behavioral outcomes, but rather as contextual and enabling conditions that shape the environment in which co-creation mechanisms operate.
Aligned with the principle of parsimony, the SVCM distinguishes between:
· Core drivers (supported by evidence): economic opportunities and behavioral responses
· Contextual conditions (based on theory): urban environment, institutional settings, and ecosystem features
This separation helps keep the model grounded in data while remaining rich in theory, preventing excessive simplification while ensuring clarity in analysis.
This interpretation is further supported by qualitative findings, which show that respondents recognized improvements in infrastructure; however, they did not view these as decisive factors in their migration decisions.
The model combines four complementary theoretical perspectives, each emphasizing a specific aspect of the identified problem. First, stakeholder theory sees projects as part of interconnected networks of actors, where success depends on aligning diverse interests. In monotowns, limited involvement and low institutional responsiveness indicate that stakeholder exclusion is a major barrier to creating value. Therefore, engaging stakeholders is regarded as a vital governance strategy. The second perspective, value co-creation theory, based on service-dominant logic, explains that value arises through interaction, resource sharing, and collective experience, rather than through unilateral efforts. The empirical finding that social value depends on perceived opportunities and expectations supports this, demonstrating that value is personally constructed and socially negotiated. Third, adopt value-oriented project management. Modern project management approaches expand success criteria beyond time, cost, and scope to focus on benefit realization and stakeholder satisfaction. However, empirical evidence shows that regional projects in Kazakhstan remain mainly output-focused. Incorporating value-oriented principles acknowledges life satisfaction, trust, and behavioral outcomes as important performance measures. Fourth, institutional theory explains how governance structures, norms, and evaluation systems influence project behavior. The empirical findings indicate that centralized governance systems focus on compliance and procedural outcomes, thereby limiting their responsiveness to local needs. This directly contributes to the gap between technical success and social value outcomes.
Drawing on empirical evidence and theoretical perspectives, the SVCM conceptualizes regional development projects as adaptive governance systems in which community outcomes emerges through structured interactions among institutions, project actors, and local communities.
In this framework, projects are seen not just as isolated delivery mechanisms but as institutional interfaces where value is negotiated (through stakeholder engagement), co-created (through collaborative implementation), and reinforced and adapted (through iterative learning).
The empirical results directly support the three main components of the SVCM: the lack of community involvement underscores the need for organized multi-actor participation, the disconnect between outputs and outcomes underscores the importance of joint implementation efforts, and the absence of adaptive response mechanisms underscores the need for feedback-based institutional learning. 
The concepts reviewed collectively suggest that collective benefits arises from governance interactions rather than being automatically embedded in project outputs.
The SVCM is thus positioned as a contribution to theory development rather than a validated causal model, serving as a context-sensitive governance framework designed for centralized, mono-industrial settings, and acting as a bridge between theory and empirical data by linking collaboration among actors, institutional structures, and behavioral outcomes. 
Its main purpose is to fill a significant gap in both theory and practice: the lack of a formal system that connects project management processes to long-term social value outcomes in regional development.
In summary, the SVCM's conceptual framework is based on the idea that social value depends on perception and behavior, supported by evidence, and on theoretical advances in collaboration among actors, co-creation, and institutional embeddedness.
By redefining project success in relational, behavioral, and institutional terms, the model offers a basis for shifting regional development projects from just delivering outputs to creating societal outcomes through governance processes.

4.2 Operational Mechanisms of Social Value Co-Creation in Regional Development Projects
While Section 4.1 established the conceptual framework of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), its practical importance depends on how well it can be turned into operational governance practices that work in real project settings. Conceptual models alone don’t ensure implementation; therefore, the SVCM outlines a set of institutional mechanisms that integrate social value creation into the lifecycle of regional development projects.
This operationalization is especially significant in Kazakhstan’s monotowns, where governance is highly centralized, stakeholder involvement is limited, and project evaluation mainly focuses on outputs. Findings from Section 2.4 show that such methods do not generate lasting social value, as subjective well-being is influenced not just by infrastructure gains but also by perceived economic opportunities and behavioral responses, especially migration intentions.
In response, the SVCM proposes three interrelated governance mechanisms to support social value co-creation:
1. Structured stakeholder engagement
2. Collaborative implementation
3. Feedback-based institutional learning
These mechanisms form a continuous adaptive cycle:
Engagement → Collaboration → Feedback → Institutional Adaptation
This cycle reflects the empirical insight that social value is not embedded in project outputs, but emerges through interaction, perception, and adaptive governance processes.
Simultaneously, it is crucial to explain how the mechanisms connect with established project management frameworks.
While the proposed model is based on value-oriented project management standards such as PMBOK and P2M, it does not adopt a strictly linear or rigid view of project processes. Instead, the SVCM combines structured project governance with the naturally dynamic and emergent process of co-creating value. This method aligns with current trends in project management research that focus on agility, stakeholder involvement, and value generation rather than strict adherence to fixed plans.
Within this framework, project management offers the necessary institutional and procedural structure for coordination, accountability, and resource distribution. Meanwhile, value co-creation unfolds as a nonlinear, adaptive process within this structure. Social value is understood not as a fixed outcome but as an emergent result of continuous collaboration among actors and iterative feedback during project implementation.
The model seeks to integrate formal project management principles with co-creation processes by presenting project phases as flexible, iterative stages rather than rigid sequences, enabling feedback, learning, and ongoing adjustments. In this way, structure and emergence work together as complementary aspects of value-driven governance. This approach contributes to ongoing discussions about the relationship between structured project governance and value co-creation processes. Within the proposed framework, these mechanisms are viewed as iterative and adaptive rather than as strictly sequential project phases.
Multi-actor participation is widely recognized as a core mechanism of effective governance. According to Freeman [12], value is created through the alignment of stakeholder interests, while Bryson [188] emphasizes the importance of identifying and involving key stakeholders in public decision-making processes. Empirical studies further show that multi-stakeholder interaction enhances legitimacy and improves policy outcomes [211]. International organizations highlight similar principles. The OECD [212] identifies citizen participation as a key component of adaptive governance, while the World Bank [213] emphasizes that the involvement of local actors improves development effectiveness and accountability.
Structured multi-actor participation serves as the starting point for the SVCM, ensuring that regional development projects align with community-defined needs and expectations from the earliest stages. Unlike traditional project management methods, which mainly manage stakeholders to reduce risk, the SVCM sees engagement as a key value-creation process through which social value is defined, negotiated, and legitimized. This is especially important in monotowns, where limited participation leads to misalignment between projects and local needs, ultimately influencing migration intentions and well-being outcomes.
The mechanism includes four key functional roles: 1. identification of stakeholder needs, 2. alignment of expectations, 3. enhancement of transparency, and 4. building institutional trust. 

Table 4.1 - Operational mechanism of structured stakeholder engagement in the SVCM




	[bookmark: _Hlk225799330]Stage of Engagement
	Key Activities
	Main Stakeholders Involved
	Governance Instruments
	Expected Contribution to Social Value

	stakeholder identification
	mapping actors based on influence, legitimacy, and exposure to project outcomes
	government authorities, industrial enterprises, local communities, and civil society organizations
	stakeholder mapping, salience analysis, and institutional mapping
	clear understanding of interests, expectations, and potential conflicts

	stakeholder participation design
	designing participation formats and communication channels
	project management teams, local authorities, and community representatives
	participation plans, consultation frameworks, engagement protocols
	inclusive decision-making and improved legitimacy of project planning

	participatory project planning
	collecting stakeholder input during project design and priority setting
	local communities, businesses, and municipal authorities
	public consultations, participatory workshops, advisory committees
	alignment of project objectives with local needs and expectations

	The stakeholder engagement in project initiation
	integration of engagement mechanisms into project governance structures
	project managers, public institutions, and community representatives
	The stakeholder involvement plan is included in the project charter
	early alignment of stakeholders and reduction of implementation conflicts

	continuous stakeholder interaction
	maintaining dialogue during project implementation
	all stakeholder groups
	public meetings, digital participation platforms, and community monitoring mechanisms
	sustained trust, transparency, and shared ownership of development outcomes

	Remark – compiled by author based on source [12, 23, 26, 71-73]



Table 4.1 outlines the key stages of structured stakeholder engagement within the SVCM. These stages transform stakeholder interaction into an official governance process rather than an informal activity, ensuring that projects address real socio-economic needs, which empirical evidence indicates are vital to community outcomes.
While stakeholder participation defines what value should be created, joint implementation efforts determine how value is produced in practice.
This mechanism is rooted in value co-creation theory, which suggests that value develops through interaction and resource sharing among actors. In monotown settings, where development issues like employment shifts and economic diversification are complex, project implementation can’t rely only on top-down administrative processes.
Collaborative implementation signifies the shift from government-led service delivery to co-production of public value. Vargo and Lusch [13] define value as being co-created through interactions among actors, while Prahalad and Ramaswamy [43] emphasize the importance of shared experiences in generating value. In public administration, Ostrom [214] shows that co-production enhances service effectiveness and responsiveness. This view is supported by international policy frameworks. Therefore, the OECD [215] advocates open government principles that emphasize collaboration and transparency.
Empirical results support this view by showing that economic opportunities, rather than infrastructure alone, influence both migration decisions and life satisfaction. This indicates that effective implementation must include local knowledge, stakeholder expectations, and flexible coordination.
The main functions of collaborative implementation include identifying problems together, coordinating across sectors, co-designing solutions, and sharing responsibility for execution. 

Table 4.2 - Operational mechanism of collaborative implementation in the SVCM
	Stage of Collaborative Implementation
	Key Activities
	Main Stakeholders Involved
	Governance Instruments
	Expected Contribution to Social Value

	joint problem identification
	identifying regional development challenges and defining priority issues (economic diversification, employment transition, social infrastructure)
	local authorities, industrial enterprises, community representatives, and civil society organizations
	multi-stakeholder meetings, problem-mapping workshops, consultation forums
	shared understanding of development challenges and collective ownership of solutions

	collaborative problem solving
	joint development of practical solutions and adjustment of project activities to local conditions
	project teams, municipal authorities, business sector representatives, and community organizations
	working groups, cross-sector task forces, stakeholder roundtables
	increased relevance and feasibility of development initiatives

	multi-actor coordination
	coordination of resources, expertise, and responsibilities among stakeholders during project implementation
	government institutions, industrial enterprises, and community actors
	inter-institutional agreements, coordination committees, partnership arrangements
	improved efficiency and alignment of project activities




	Stage of Collaborative Implementation
	Key Activities
	Main Stakeholders Involved
	Governance Instruments
	Expected Contribution to Social Value

	co-design of development solutions
	joint design and refinement of project objectives, strategies, and implementation plans
	community representatives, business actors, public institutions, and project managers
	co-design workshops, participatory planning sessions, and collaborative planning platforms
	development initiatives better aligned with local socio-economic needs

	collaborative project implementation
	implementation of project activities through coordinated stakeholder participation
	government agencies, enterprises, civil society organizations, and local communities
	public-private partnerships, collaborative governance platforms, implementation networks
	strengthened the legitimacy, responsiveness, and sustainability of regional development projects

	Remark – compiled by author based on source [13, 23, 45, 78] 



Table 4.2 outlines the stages of collaborative implementation within the Social Value Co-Creation Model. By aligning the efforts of government agencies, industrial firms, and local communities, joint implementation efforts turn project execution into a multi-actor governance process. This method enhances the relevance, legitimacy, and effectiveness of regional development efforts, thereby boosting their ability to generate social value.
The third mechanism, feedback-driven institutional learning, guarantees that projects stay flexible and responsive over time. 
Feedback-based institutional learning is a vital mechanism for adaptive governance. Institutional theory suggests that organizations develop through ongoing interaction with their environment [112], while organizational learning theory emphasizes the role of feedback in enhancing decision-making [216-217]. International evidence supports this view. The OECD [218-219] emphasizes feedback loops and adaptive governance as essential components of effective public administration, and the World Bank [2] stresses that governance systems must include learning mechanisms to respond to changing social and economic conditions.
Empirical evidence shows that societal outcomes is shaped by behavioral mechanisms (migration intentions) that reveal how individuals interpret future opportunities. This accentuates the importance of governance systems that continuously monitor perceptions and adjust strategies as needed. Traditional evaluation systems, which focus on outputs (such as infrastructure delivery), fail to capture these dynamics. Therefore, the SVCM incorporates feedback mechanisms designed to connect stakeholder experience with institutional decision-making.
Key functions include monitoring community perceptions (e.g., life satisfaction, trust), gathering structured stakeholder feedback, incorporating feedback into evaluation processes, and adjusting policies and project strategies.

Table 4.3 - Operational mechanism of feedback-based institutional learning in the SVCM
	Stage of Institutional Learning
	Key Activities
	Main Stakeholders Involved
	Governance Instruments
	Expected Contribution to Social Value

	monitoring community perceptions
	collecting information on community well-being, trust in institutions, satisfaction with development initiatives, and perceived fairness
	local communities, municipal authorities, project teams, and civil society organizations
	periodic surveys, community feedback sessions, and digital participation platforms
	better understanding of how development projects affect local residents

	collection of stakeholder feedback
	gathering stakeholder input during and after project implementation to evaluate experiences and outcomes
	community representatives, business actors, local authorities, and project managers
	public hearings, stakeholder consultations, participatory evaluation workshops
	improved transparency and responsiveness of project governance

	feedback integration into project evaluation
	incorporating collected feedback into project monitoring and evaluation processes
	government institutions, project management teams, community representatives
	monitoring reports, evaluation frameworks, and participatory assessment mechanisms
	adjustment of project strategies based on real stakeholder needs

	adaptive governance adjustment
	revising project priorities, policies, and implementation strategies based on accumulated feedback and lessons learned
	public authorities, development agencies, project teams
	institutional learning reviews, policy updates, program revision processes
	improved effectiveness and long-term sustainability of development initiatives

	institutional learning and capacity development
	using accumulated knowledge from past projects to improve future regional development programs
	government institutions, regional development agencies, research institutions
	knowledge-sharing platforms, institutional learning programs, policy reviews
	strengthened institutional capacity and enhanced ability to generate sustainable social value

	Remark – compiled by the author based on the sources [22, 71, 96] 



Table 4.3 outlines the stages of feedback-driven institutional learning within the Social Value Co-Creation Model. By regularly tracking community perceptions, incorporating stakeholder feedback into evaluation processes, and adjusting governance practices accordingly, regional development projects become part of an ongoing learning cycle. This process ensures that development efforts remain responsive to local needs and enhances institutions' long-term capacity to create sustainable socially perceived outcomes. 
To better understand feedback-based institutional learning, it is essential to differentiate among various types and levels of learning processes.
Feedback-based institutional learning within the SVCM occurs across various levels and involves different learning processes. To clarify this, the model references the distinction between single-loop and double-loop learning, as developed by [218].
Single-loop learning involves changing actions and strategies without modifying the core assumptions or norms. In regional development projects, this happens when project managers or local authorities tweak implementation practices based on feedback, such as adjusting timelines, improving communication, or reallocating resources in response to stakeholder input.
Double-loop learning, by contrast, entails challenging and rethinking core norms, objectives, and governance structures. At this stage, feedback can lead to modifications in assessment standards, decision-making procedures, or institutional priorities. For instance, integrating measures such as life satisfaction or migration intentions into project evaluation systems marks a shift from purely output-focused to value-centered approaches.
These learning processes operate across three interconnected levels: 1) At the individual level, project managers and practitioners adjust their decisions and practices mainly through single-loop learning based on feedback; 2) At the organizational level, municipal authorities and project teams revise procedures, coordination mechanisms, and evaluation practices, involving both single- and double-loop learning; 3) At the institutional level, broader governance frameworks evolve by integrating policy priorities, evaluation systems, and stakeholder participation norms, primarily through double-loop learning.
From this perspective, feedback-based institutional learning goes beyond incremental improvements in project implementation; it also fosters deeper changes in governance structures. This distinction enhances the analytical clarity of the SVCM by connecting feedback mechanisms with specific processes of adaptation and institutional transformation.
Instead of operating in isolation, these governance processes support one another through continuous stakeholder involvement and institutional updates. This cycle promotes the development and continuous community outcomes of regional projects. This approach redefines regional development projects as adaptive governance processes influenced by stakeholder participation, institutional learning, and changing community priorities.
Therefore, three mechanisms operate as an integrated system, linking governance processes with social value outcomes.
Table 4.4 - Integrated structure of the social value co-creation model (SVCM)
	Model Component
	Elements
	Description
	Governance Function
	Expected Social Value Outcomes

	contextual inputs
	institutional context, community context, project governance structure
	structural conditions that shape how regional development projects are planned and implemented in monotowns
	defines the environment in which stakeholder coordination and project governance occur
	alignment of development initiatives with regional socio-economic conditions

	mechanism 1: structured stakeholder engagement
	stakeholder identification; participation mechanisms; engagement planning
	systematic inclusion of stakeholders in project planning and decision-making processes
	institutionalizes participation and ensures that community needs are reflected in project design
	improved legitimacy, transparency, and alignment with community priorities

	mechanism 2: collaborative implementation
	joint problem solving; multi-actor coordination; co-design of development solutions
	collaborative execution of regional development projects through coordinated stakeholder interaction
	facilitates resource sharing, knowledge exchange, and joint responsibility for project outcomes
	increased relevance and effectiveness of development initiatives

	mechanism 3: feedback-based institutional learning
	monitoring community perceptions; feedback loops; adaptive governance adjustments
	continuous evaluation of project outcomes and adaptation of governance practices
	enables institutional learning and policy adjustment based on stakeholder feedback
	improved institutional responsiveness and sustainable social value generation

	social value outcomes
	quality of life improvements; institutional trust; social inclusion; community empowerment
	societal benefits generated through stakeholder interaction and collaborative governance
	represents the results of co-creation mechanisms within regional development projects
	strengthened community resilience and long-term regional sustainability

	adaptive governance feedback loop
	institutional learning; policy refinement; program improvement
	integration of lessons learned from project outcomes into future governance practices
	supports the continuous improvement of regional development strategies
	long-term institutional capacity to generate collective benefits

	Remark – compiled by author based on source [15-16; 47;50]


The operational mechanisms of the SVCM directly correspond to the empirical relationships outlined in Section 2.4:
· Economic opportunities lead to migration intentions, which then influence life satisfaction.
· Social value is mediated by behavioral responses, particularly migration intentions.
· Improvements in the urban environment are not statistically significant drivers.
Therefore, local involvement ensures accurate identification of real needs (economic opportunities), collaborative implementation aligns projects with those needs, and feedback mechanisms capture behavioral responses (migration, satisfaction) and adjust governance accordingly. These findings suggest that institutional arrangements may indirectly influence societal outcomes by shaping socio-economic perceptions and behavioral outcomes.
Nonetheless, how these mechanisms are practically implemented depends on the particular institutional setting in which regional development projects take place.
Institutional Constraints and Implementation Conditions of the SVCM. Although the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) describes mechanisms for local involvement, collaboration, and feedback-driven learning, its actual application must be understood within Kazakhstan’s unique institutional setting of monotowns.
The governance environment in these regions is marked by centralized decision-making, heavy reliance on dominant enterprises, limited autonomy for local authorities, and relatively weak mechanisms for civil society participation. In addition, challenges such as informal practices, limited transparency, and power asymmetries among stakeholders may constrain the effectiveness of participatory coordination processes.
These institutional conditions might hinder the direct application of co-creation processes as outlined in the model. For instance, stakeholder participation mechanisms could remain superficial or symbolic rather than meaningful, and feedback loops might not effectively drive policy change due to hierarchical management structures.
Rather than rendering the SVCM unusable, these constraints specify when the model can operate and evolve. In this view, co-creation is seen not as an instantly fully participatory system but as a slow, adaptable process integrated within current institutional frameworks.
To overcome these constraints, implementing the SVCM relies on several key conditions:
1) Gradual institutional change: gradually integrating participatory practices into existing governance structures rather than enacting sudden structural shifts.
2) Hybrid governance structures: blending top-down coordination with bottom-up feedback mechanisms to fit within centralized systems.
3)  Capacity building and awareness: enhancing the skills of local communities, NGOs, and municipal officials to actively participate in development activities.
4) Transparency and accountability: utilizing public reporting, participatory monitoring, and open communication platforms to address information gaps.
From this viewpoint, social value institutionalization is not predetermined but develops through repeated interactions among stakeholders, governance systems, and project activities. The SVCM is thus not a prescriptive ideal but a flexible framework responsive to institutional limits, gradually increasing stakeholder involvement in regional development.
While the SVCM was designed specifically for Kazakhstan’s monotown context, similar international examples underscore the importance of governance strategies that involve stakeholder engagement, joint implementation, and flexible institutional coordination.
Although Kazakhstan’s monotowns still function within centralized and institutionally limited governance structures, international examples show that participatory and collaborative governance approaches can slowly develop even in contexts of industrial reliance and regional fragility. While the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) introduced here is a novel conceptual framework, various regional development cases globally exemplify governance mechanisms that align with its fundamental principles.
A notable example is the Ruhr industrial region in Germany, where post-industrial restructuring involved multi-level governance, stakeholder coordination, and long-term institutional collaboration among municipalities, industry, universities, and civil society organizations. While the Ruhr region's decentralization and institutional capacity differ from Kazakhstan’s monotowns, studies show that collaborative governance helped improve regional identity, institutional trust, and social cohesion [220-222].
A similar pattern is evident in Kitakyushu, Japan, a former industrial hub that has shifted toward eco-friendly and innovation-driven growth through ongoing collaboration among city officials, communities, universities, and private firms. Studies highlight that adaptive governance, stakeholder involvement, and institutional learning were key drivers of this regional change [223-225]. This case is especially pertinent as it aligns with the value-based and adaptive principles of the Japanese P2M framework introduced earlier in this dissertation.
Participatory governance mechanisms have been introduced in the EU LEADER Program and in Poland’s post-industrial regions, especially Silesia. These efforts highlight that collaborative planning, stakeholder engagement, and local partnerships can support institutional changes and foster more socially responsive regional development, even in transitional industrial settings [226-229]. In Silesia, this experience is particularly pertinent given its similarities with Kazakhstan’s monotowns, including reliance on industry, centralized governance, and social vulnerabilities linked to economic restructuring.
The international experiences examined do not directly implement the SVCM itself. However, they demonstrate the practical importance of governance mechanisms such as stakeholder participation, collaborative execution, and adaptive institutional coordination. Kazakhstan’s centralized governance system suggests that adopting these mechanisms would likely require gradual institutionalization rather than immediate comprehensive decentralization.
The analyzed cases further indicate that establishing co-creation mechanisms relies not only on governance frameworks but also on the availability of measurable implementation tools and feedback mechanisms.
To ensure these mechanisms are not only theoretical but also practically measurable, they need to be operationalized with clear indicators. To improve the practicality of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), each key mechanism, stakeholder participation, collaborative implementation, and feedback-based institutional learning, is defined through specific measurable indicators. These indicators help determine whether co-creation activities are genuinely carried out or just formally acknowledged.

Table 4.5 - Key Indicators for SVCM Mechanisms

	Mechanism
	Indicator
	Measurement
	Interpretation

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Number of public consultations
	Count per project
	Higher values indicate more active engagement

	
	Diversity of participants
	% of stakeholder groups represented
	Measures inclusiveness

	
	Participation rate
	% of invited stakeholders attending
	Indicates actual involvement

	
	Perceived influence
	Survey-based (Likert scale)
	Captures whether participation is meaningful

	
	Trust index
	Composite perception indicator
	Reflects institutional trust

	Collaborative Implementation
	Number of joint initiatives
	Count of co-implemented actions
	Indicates real collaboration

	
	Share of projects with multi-stakeholder governance
	% of projects
	Measures institutionalization of collaboration

	
	Stakeholder contribution
	% of project inputs (financial/non-financial)
	Reflects co-creation intensity

	
	NGO/private sector involvement
	% of projects involving non-state actors
	Indicates openness of governance

	Feedback-Based Learning
	Number of feedback mechanisms
	Platforms/tools (e.g., surveys, hearings)
	Indicates the existence of feedback channels

	
	Response rate to feedback
	% of participants providing feedback
	Measures engagement with feedback

	
	Implementation rate of suggestions
	% of feedback incorporated into decisions
	Key indicator of real influence

	
	Time to respond
	Average response time (days)
	Reflects responsiveness

	
	Budget allocated to feedback processes
	% of total project budget
	Indicates institutional commitment



These indicators clearly differentiate between formal compliance and meaningful implementation. For instance, just holding consultations does not ensure genuine engagement. Hence, indicators like perceived influence and the percentage of feedback integrated are essential for evaluating whether co-creation mechanisms are functioning effectively in practice. This approach allows the SVCM to go beyond a purely normative perspective and offers a measurable basis for assessing governance processes in regional development initiatives. These indicators can be tailored to Kazakhstan's institutional context and utilized by local authorities, project managers, and development agencies to monitor and evaluate the success of co-creation efforts.
The SVCM is consistent with, but extends, major international frameworks as PMBOK (7th–8th editions) enhances value delivery by explicitly defining social value, the P2M framework adapts systemic generation of public benefits to public-sector regional governance, and PRINCE2 complements structured governance with participatory and adaptive mechanisms.
Unlike these frameworks, the SVCM explicitly integrates community-defined value, behavioral mechanisms (migration, perception), and institutional learning loops. Therefore, it represents a contextualized extension of value-oriented project management, tailored to centralized, mono-industrial environments.
The SVCM offers a context-aware framework that explains how regional development projects might include participation, collaborative efforts, and feedback-based learning in governance. Instead of viewing co-creation as a fully established practice, the model highlights the incremental adoption of adaptive and participatory methods within centralized regional governance settings. 	
4.3 Institutional Operationalization of the SVCM in Kazakhstan’s Monotowns 
The implementation of the proposed model should be considered in light of Kazakhstan's monotowns' institutional constraints, such as centralized governance and limited participatory decision-making mechanisms.
While the proposed model emphasizes participatory governance and involvement of local actors, it explicitly acknowledges that regional development in monotowns occurs within a centralized, institutionally constrained environment. In such contexts, full-scale participatory decision-making may not be immediately feasible in its full form. Therefore, the SVCM does not assume ideal institutional conditions; instead, it adopts an adaptive co-creation approach.
Specifically, the model proposes gradual, context-sensitive mechanisms for stakeholder involvement, including consultative participation, structured feedback channels, and collaborative implementation at the project level, even when strategic decision-making remains centralized. In this sense, co-creation is introduced not as a replacement for existing governance structures but as a complementary layer that can be effectively operationalized within existing institutional constraints.
Over time, the accumulation of stakeholder involvement practices, feedback mechanisms, and trust-building processes may contribute to gradual institutional change by increasing transparency, responsiveness, and local capacity. So, the model conceptualizes co-creation as both an operational mechanism within existing constraints and a gradual pathway toward more participatory governance.
The model recognizes that institutional trust plays a dual role: as a precondition for collaboration among actors and as an outcome of the co-creation process. However, this does not imply a circular dependency, as different levels and stages of trust are involved. At the initial stage, only a minimal level of baseline trust is required to enable basic forms of participation, such as consultation and feedback.
The SVCM is specifically designed to operate in low-trust environments by relying on structured, low-risk, and institutionally supported engagement mechanisms that do not require high initial trust, such as formal consultation procedures, transparent communication, and incremental stakeholder involvement in project activities.
Through repeated interactions, feedback mechanisms, and visible responsiveness, these initial forms of engagement contribute to the gradual development of trust in governance institutions. Therefore, trust evolves from a limited enabling condition into a core outcome of the model, reflecting a cumulative and path-dependent process rather than a logical circularity.
This staged understanding of trust is particularly important in centralized governance contexts, where institutional credibility must be built incrementally through demonstrated performance and responsiveness.
These constraints are especially apparent in monotown governance systems, as explained further below. Instead of seeing centralization and participation as mutually exclusive, the framework demonstrates how co-creation mechanisms can develop within current institutional structures over time.
The empirical and analytical results presented in previous chapters demonstrate that regional development in Kazakhstan’s monotowns operates within a set of structural and institutional constraints. These include:
· centralized governance and limited municipal autonomy
· weak stakeholder participation mechanisms
· absence of systematic feedback loops
· dominance of output-based evaluation focused on infrastructure delivery
These characteristics greatly constrain regional development projects' ability to produce sustainable social value outcomes, such as higher life satisfaction, greater institutional trust, and community stability.
Importantly, the empirical findings (Section 2.4) suggest that community outcomes are not directly caused by infrastructure improvements, but rather by perceived economic opportunities and behavioral responses, especially migration intentions. This underscores a key limitation of the current governance model: it focuses on project outputs while overlooking behavioral and perception-based outcomes. To overcome these limitations, the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) proposes shifting from a traditional administrative approach to a participatory, adaptive governance framework.

Table 4.6 - Transition from Traditional to SVCM-Based Governance

	Traditional Model
	SVCM Model

	Top-down planning
	Participatory governance

	Output-based success
	Social value outcomes

	Passive stakeholders
	Active co-creators

	Static implementation
	Adaptive governance



This shift indicates a broader shift away from project delivery and toward governance systems, in which regional development initiatives serve as platforms for interaction, coordination, and the creation of broader public benefits.
Implementing the SVCM involves formally incorporating co-creation mechanisms into existing governance frameworks. In centralized, path-dependent systems like Kazakhstan’s monotowns, co-creation cannot rely solely on informal participation; instead, it must be institutionalized.
Based on empirical findings and theoretical foundations, the following mechanisms are proposed. 

Table 4.7 - Linking SVCM Mechanisms to Practical Implementation Measures

	SVCM Mechanism
	Function
	Practical Implementation Measures

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Inclusion of stakeholders in decision-making
	Mandatory local involvement plans; inclusion of community representatives; formal consultation procedures

	Collaborative Implementation
	Joint value creation
	Multi-stakeholder project teams; involvement of NGOs and businesses; co-financing and partnership mechanisms

	Feedback-Based Learning
	Adaptive governance through feedback
	Regular perception surveys, digital and offline feedback platforms, and participatory evaluation tools

	Governance Integration
	Embedding social value into institutions
	Integration of societal outcomes KPIs, monitoring units, and inclusion of feedback in policy revision



This table shows how the key mechanisms of the SVCM translate into concrete governance practices. Each measure directly stems from the functional role of its corresponding mechanism, ensuring that policy recommendations are rooted in the model's structure rather than generic public administration methods.
1. Integration of Social Value Indicators. Project evaluation systems should incorporate social value KPIs, such as life satisfaction, trust in local authorities, perceived inclusion in decision-making, satisfaction with project results, and perceived responsiveness of institutions. These indicators correspond to the operational metrics of the SVCM mechanisms, particularly involvement of local actors and feedback-based learning, as outlined in Section 3.2.
2. Institutionalization of stakeholder engagement through mandatory stakeholder participation plans at project initiation, inclusion of community representatives in planning and monitoring bodies, and formal consultation procedures embedded in project governance. Particular attention is given to ensuring that vulnerable stakeholder groups are not excluded from decision-making processes.
3. Feedback and monitoring systems include regular surveys to gauge community perceptions and migration intentions, as well as digital and offline feedback platforms and participatory evaluation mechanisms. 
4. Governance integration tools include incorporating social value criteria into regional program evaluations, establishing monitoring units responsible for assessing community benefits, and integrating feedback into policy revision processes. 
These mechanisms embed social value directly into governance practices rather than treating it as a secondary goal.
Although the SVCM seeks to balance the interests of the state, business, and society, it explicitly acknowledges the structural power imbalances in monotown settings, where major enterprises and central authorities often hold sway over decisions. To counter this, the model includes institutional safeguards to protect local community interests, especially those of vulnerable stakeholder groups.
These safeguards include formalizing stakeholder representation by mandating the inclusion of community representatives on planning and monitoring bodies, introducing transparent consultation procedures with documented responses from authorities, and establishing feedback and grievance mechanisms that allow residents to raise concerns and influence project adjustments.
By this framework, participation goes beyond symbolic consultation and is embedded in procedural and institutional arrangements that ensure accountability and responsiveness. This reduces the risk of stakeholder marginalization and strengthens local communities' role as active co-creators rather than passive recipients of development policies.
Although the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) offers potential benefits, its implementation entails various institutional and operational risks, particularly in centralized, path-dependent governance contexts such as Kazakhstan’s monotowns.
A significant risk is symbolic or formalistic participation, in which stakeholder interaction occurs primarily as a procedural step with little impact on decision-making. Another concern is institutional resistance from administrative actors accustomed to hierarchical governance and output-focused evaluation systems.
Additional risks include stakeholder fatigue from repeated consultation processes that lack visible results, unequal participation among stakeholder groups, and the risk that economically or politically influential actors may dominate local community interests. To address these risks, the model stresses gradual rollout, formalizing participation steps, ensuring transparent feedback, and continuously monitoring social value indicators. The SVCM's adaptable, iterative design is specifically meant to enable institutional learning and adjustments during implementation. Therefore, the model should be seen not as a one-size-fits-all or risk-free governance solution, but as an adaptable framework whose success depends on institutional dedication, stakeholder participation, and the ongoing consistency of participatory practices.
The institutional logic of the SVCM is based on three interconnected propositions, drawn from both theoretical integration and empirical findings. The first is that institutionalized stakeholder involvement improves the perceived legitimacy of regional development projects. Structured participation enhances transparency, inclusiveness, and alignment with community expectations, thereby building trust and acceptance. The second proposition is that aligning project objectives with community-defined priorities enhances social value outcomes. When development initiatives address locally perceived needs, especially economic opportunities, they are more likely to influence behavioral responses and improve well-being. The third proposition is that feedback-driven institutional learning enhances institutional trust and adaptive governance capacity. Ongoing monitoring of stakeholder perceptions and the integration of feedback allow institutions to refine policies and become more responsive over time.
[image: ]
Figure 4.2 – Conceptual Link Between SVCM Mechanisms and Propositions (created via Scholar GPT)
The figure shows how stakeholder engagement, collaborative implementation, and feedback-based learning relate to the core propositions of the SVCM and work together to produce social value outcomes.
The main empirical finding of this dissertation is that economic opportunities decrease migration intentions, and, in turn, migration intentions negatively impact life satisfaction. This confirms that migration intentions serve as a behavioral mediator of community outcomes.
Therefore, social value in monotowns relies on decreasing migration pressure by enhancing economic opportunities and coordinating governance efforts, rather than solely by infrastructure development. This insight offers a behavioral basis for the SVCM and sets it apart from traditional project management methods.
Implementing the SVCM requires a move towards people-centered, behaviorally informed governance, including adding behavioral indicators such as migration intentions and life satisfaction to evaluation systems, enhancing participatory governance processes, shifting project success measures to focus on social outcomes, and creating adaptive governance structures that incorporate feedback and learning. 
The SVCM is especially useful in settings with single-industry economies, centralized governance, few stakeholder participation traditions, and significant path dependence in regional growth. 
In such environments, the model provides a structured approach to integrating co-creation mechanisms into formal governance systems, facilitating gradual institutional change.
In summary, the institutional implementation of the SVCM shows how regional development initiatives can evolve from simple administrative tools into flexible governance frameworks. Integrating stakeholder involvement, collaborative implementation, and feedback-based learning into institutional structures creates a direct connection between project governance, behavioral factors (such as migration and perception), and social value outcomes. This approach offers both a theoretical contribution to value-oriented project management and a practical framework to enhance the effectiveness of regional development in Kazakhstan’s monotowns.






CONCLUSION

This dissertation examined the effectiveness of regional development projects in the monotowns of Central Kazakhstan, specifically Zhezkazgan, Balkhash, and Satpaev, with a focus on project management and social value creation. The research was motivated by a persistent paradox: despite relatively high wages, continuous public investment, and active project implementation, these territories continue to experience population decline, adverse demographic trends, and low satisfaction with the quality of life.
The study focused on how social value can be embedded in regional development projects within monotown settings. It shows that social value arises through governance mechanisms that involve stakeholder participation, collaborative efforts, and feedback-driven institutional learning integrated into project management systems.
The study showed that regional development efforts in Kazakhstan’s monotowns mainly concentrate on infrastructure projects, budget management, and meeting formal performance standards. However, social factors like institutional trust, inclusion, and empowerment are still not adequately incorporated into how projects are governed and assessed.
The empirical analysis confirmed this imbalance. While economic indicators in the studied monotowns remain relatively positive, migration intentions remain high, suggesting weak territorial attachment and limited trust in long-term regional growth. The findings also highlight a gap between residents' adaptive potential and the institutional support mechanisms for participation and social inclusion. These results imply that the issues facing monotown development are not solely economic but are also rooted in governance structures and institutional constraints.
The research goal was achieved by developing the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM), which is grounded in stakeholder theory, service-dominant logic, institutional theory, and value-oriented project management. The study empirically tested the model’s key mechanisms using econometric analysis.
The proposed SVCM sees regional development projects not just as technical tasks but as governance platforms where social value is co-created, negotiated, and established. It combines three linked mechanisms: organized stakeholder participation, joint implementation, and feedback-based institutional learning. These elements work together to turn projects into adaptable, participatory governance processes that can produce sustainable social results.
The empirical results support the proposed theoretical ideas and give practical backing for the conceptual model. They highlight the usefulness of the SVCM as a framework for understanding social value co-creation in monotown development settings.
The findings also shed light on the paradox mentioned in the Introduction: although economic indicators are relatively positive, the lack of effective mechanisms for co-creating social value leads to weak territorial attachment and ongoing migration intentions.
The study's findings offer several practical insights for policymakers and practitioners engaged in regional development governance. The SVCM provides a structured framework for incorporating social value into project management by updating KPI structures, establishing formal mechanisms for stakeholder participation, and implementing adaptive feedback systems.
The study recommends that regional authorities move beyond infrastructure-centered and indicator-driven planning. In line with the SVCM's stakeholder participation mechanism, policymakers should establish institutionalized participatory platforms to ensure meaningful involvement of local communities in decision-making.
In line with the collaborative implementation mechanism, development initiatives should encourage multi-stakeholder partnerships involving local businesses, civil society organizations, and community representatives to ensure that project goals align with local priorities and social needs.
According to the feedback-driven institutional learning mechanism, governance systems should implement ongoing monitoring and feedback processes, such as regular perception surveys and methods for incorporating stakeholder input into policy changes.
At the national level, these measures need to align regional development strategies with governance reforms that enhance co-creation, institutional responsiveness, and adaptive management practices.
This dissertation's theoretical contribution advances project management and public administration by promoting a value-driven, socially embedded framework. It broadens the traditional concept of project success to include institutional trust, legitimacy, well-being, and stakeholder inclusion as key aspects of the generation of public benefits.
The dissertation advances the literature by framing projects as institutional interfaces within complex governance systems rather than merely as technical delivery tools. It also modifies stakeholder theory, service-dominant logic, and co-creation approaches to fit the context of post-industrial monotowns and centralized governance structures.
The innovative aspect of this research is the integration of co-creation mechanisms with empirically validated relationships among institutional conditions, migration behavior, and subjective well-being within a single conceptual framework. Consequently, the SVCM acts as a comprehensive model that connects stakeholder theory, value co-creation, institutional analysis, and value-focused project management.
This study has some limitations to keep in mind when interpreting the results. First, since the analysis mainly uses cross-sectional data, it cannot definitively determine causal relationships among variables like migration intentions, institutional trust, and life satisfaction. As a result, the findings should be seen as showing significant associations rather than confirmed causal effects. Second, relying on self-reported survey data and Likert-type scales can lead to response biases, such as social desirability bias and subjective interpretation of survey questions. Third, the empirical sample is limited to three monotowns in Central Kazakhstan, which may limit the applicability of the findings to other regions or institutional settings. Fourth, the analysis relies on observed variables rather than latent constructs, and some indicators show relatively low internal consistency, suggesting possible conceptual heterogeneity within certain social value dimensions. Fifth, while the qualitative component offers valuable contextual insights, the limited number of interviews may not fully capture the range of stakeholder perspectives. In centralized governance settings, respondents might hesitate to share critical opinions openly, leading to underreporting of dissatisfaction or distrust towards institutions. Together, these limitations suggest that the findings provide a basis for further theoretical exploration and empirical refinement, rather than definitive proof of all social value co-creation mechanisms.
Future research should focus on additional empirical testing and the refinement of the Social Value Co-Creation Model (SVCM) across various regional and institutional settings. Comparative studies can examine how the effectiveness of co-creation mechanisms varies across different types of monotowns, accounting for diverse economic structures and varying degrees of institutional centralization. Longitudinal research designs enable the study of how variations in stakeholder participation, governance responsiveness, and feedback mechanisms affect migration intentions, institutional trust, and life satisfaction over time. Future research could examine how governance structures affect institutional learning, focusing on the shift from top-down administrative systems to more flexible, participatory regional governance models. Further qualitative and mixed-method studies can offer more profound insights into stakeholders' perceptions, power imbalances, and trust-building strategies in co-creation processes. In general, these directions will enhance the empirical assessment of the SVCM and clarify the institutional factors that maximize the effectiveness of social value co-creation mechanisms.
The main findings of this dissertation were published in scientific journals and conference proceedings, including one article in an international peer-reviewed journal indexed in Scopus with a CiteScore percentile above 25, and three articles in journals endorsed by the Committee for Quality Assurance in the Field of Science and Higher Education of the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan.
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APPENDIX A
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (BILINGUAL: ENGLISH / KAZAKH)
Q1. How satisfied are you with living conditions in your city?
С1. Сіздің қалаңыздағы өмір сүру жағдайына қаншалықты қанағаттанасыз?
1 – Not satisfied at all / Мүлде қанағаттанбаймын
2 – Rather not satisfied / Көбіне қанағаттанбаймын
3 – Neutral / Бейтарап
4 – Rather satisfied / Көбіне қанағаттанамын
5 – Fully satisfied / Толық қанағаттанамын
Q2. How difficult is it to find a job currently?
С2. Қазіргі уақытта жұмыс табу қаншалықты қиын?
1 – Very difficult / Өте қиын
2 – Rather difficult / Қиын
3 – Neutral / Бейтарап
4 – Rather easy / Жеңіл
5 – Very easy / Өте жеңіл
Q3. How easy will it be for future generations to find a job?
С3. Болашақ ұрпақ үшін жұмыс табу қаншалықты оңай болады?
1 – Very difficult / Өте қиын
2 – Rather difficult / Қиын
3 – Neutral / Бейтарап
4 – Rather easy / Жеңіл
5 – Very easy / Өте жеңіл
Q4. Are you considering moving to another city/country?
С4. Сіз басқа қалаға/елге көшу мүмкіндігін қарастырасыз ба?
1 – Definitely no / Жоқ
2 – Probably no / Көбіне жоқ
3 – Probably yes / Көбіне иә
4 – Definitely yes / Иә
Q8. Which sectors need improvement in your city?
С8. Сіздің ойыңызша, қалада қай салаларды жақсарту қажет?
Healthcare / Медицина
Education / Білім беру
Culture / Мәдени іс-шаралар
Public catering / Қоғамдық тамақтану
Agriculture / Ауыл шаруашылығы
Other / Басқа
Q9. Are you considering learning a new profession?
С9. Сіз жаңа мамандықты меңгеруді қарастырасыз ба?
1 – Definitely no / Жоқ
2 – Probably no / Көбіне жоқ
3 – Probably yes / Көбіне иә
4 – Definitely yes / Иә
Q12. Do you know where to get additional education in your region?
С12. Сіз өз өңіріңізде қосымша білімді қайдан алуға болатынын білесіз бе?
Yes / Иә
No / Жоқ
Q13. Is it possible to obtain quality additional education in your region?
С13. Сіздің өңіріңізде сапалы қосымша білім алуға бола ма?
Yes / Иә
No / Жоқ
Q14. Do you have children under 16?
С14. Сізде 16 жасқа дейінгі балалар бар ма?
Yes / Иә
No / Жоқ
Q19. Are you considering starting your own business?
С19. Сіз өз бизнесіңізді ашуды қарастырасыз ба?
I already have a business / Менде бизнес бар
No / Жоқ
Yes / Иә
Q20. Have you needed consultation on business registration/support?
С20. Кәсіпкерлікті тіркеу немесе қолдау бойынша кеңес алу қажеттілігі болды ма?
Yes / Иә
No / Жоқ
Q21. Do you know where to get such consultation?
С21. Мұндай кеңесті қайдан алуға болатынын білесіз бе?
Yes / Иә
No / Жоқ
Q23. How would you describe your involvement with Kazakhmys?
С23. «Қазақмыс» корпорациясымен байланысыңызды қалай сипаттайсыз?
Relatives/friends work there / Туыстарым немесе достарым жұмыс істейді
Heard of it, no involvement / Естідім, бірақ қатысым жоқ
I work there / Өзім жұмыс істеймін
Never heard / Ешқашан естімедім
D1. Education
D1. Біліміңіз
Below secondary / Ортадан төмен
Secondary / Орта
Higher / Жоғары
D2. Marital status
D2. Отбасылық жағдай
Married / Үйленген/тұрмыста
Single/divorced/widowed / Бойдақ/ажырасқан/жесір
Refuse / Жауап беруден бас тарту




























APPENDIX B
Survey Questionnaire Translation (English)
Based on the uploaded questionnaire document 
Date of Survey
Interview start: ___ ___ : ___ ___
(hours) (minutes)
Hello, my name is _______________________________.
Your participation in this survey will help identify the areas of urban life that require the greatest attention. The results of this study will be processed electronically and used only in aggregated form. Therefore, we guarantee the confidentiality of your personal opinion.
SCREENER
S1. In which city do you live?
ONE ANSWER
· Balkhash 
· Zhezkazgan 
· Satpayev 
· Other → TERMINATE INTERVIEW 
S2. How long have you lived in (CITY FROM S1)?
ONE ANSWER
· Less than 6 months → TERMINATE INTERVIEW 
· From 6 months to 5 years 
· From 5 to 10 years 
· More than 10 years 
S3. Respondent’s gender
CODE WITHOUT ASKING
· Male 
· Female 
S4. How old are you?
Write full age: ___ ___
· Under 18 → TERMINATE INTERVIEW 
· 18–25 
· 26–35 
· 36–45 
· Over 45 → TERMINATE INTERVIEW 
CITY
READ TO ALL RESPONDENTS:
“Now let’s talk a little about your city and your life in general.”
Q1. Overall, how satisfied are you with life in (CITY)?
ONE ANSWER
· Completely dissatisfied 
· Rather dissatisfied 
· Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
· Rather satisfied 
· Completely satisfied 
Q2. In your opinion, how difficult is it to find a job in (CITY) today?
ONE ANSWER
· Very difficult 
· Rather difficult 
· Neither difficult nor easy 
· Rather easy 
· Very easy 
Q3. In your opinion, how easy will it be for future generations to find work in (CITY)?
ONE ANSWER
· Very difficult 
· Rather difficult 
· Neither difficult nor easy 
· Rather easy 
· Very easy 
Q4. Are you considering moving to another city or country?
ONE ANSWER
· Definitely no 
· Probably no 
· Probably yes 
· Definitely yes 
Q5. (IF Q4 = YES) Where are you planning to move?
ONE ANSWER
· Abroad 
· Another locality within Kazakhstan 
Q6. (IF ABROAD) Which country would you like to move to?
OPEN ANSWER
Examples include:
· Russia 
· Germany 
· Canada 
· USA 
· Turkey 
· Japan 
· South Korea 
· etc. 
Q7. (IF WITHIN KAZAKHSTAN) Which city/locality are you planning to move to?
· Almaty 
· Nur-Sultan 
· Karaganda 
· Other 
Q8. In your opinion, which areas in the city need improvement?
MULTIPLE ANSWERS
· Healthcare 
· Education 
· Public catering/restaurants 
· Cultural events 
· Agriculture 
· Other 
Q12. Do you know where additional education/training can be obtained in your region?
· Yes 
· No 
Q13. Do you think it is possible to obtain high-quality additional education in your region?
· Yes 
· No 
Q14. Do you have children under 16 years old?
· Yes 
· No 
Q15. (IF YES) Is it possible to obtain high-quality education for children under 16 in your region?
· Yes 
· No 
BUSINESS
Q19. Are you considering starting your own business?
· No, I already own a business 
· No, I am not considering it 
· Yes, I am considering it 
Q20. (IF YES) Have you ever needed consultation regarding business registration and entrepreneurial support?
· Yes 
· No 
Q21. Do you know where such consultations can be obtained?
· Yes 
· No 
CORPORATION
READ:
“Now let’s talk a little about the corporation Kazakhmys.”
Q23. How would you describe your involvement with Kazakhmys Corporation?
· Never heard of it 
· Heard of it, but neither I nor relatives/friends work there 
· I work there 
· My relatives/friends work there 
Q24. (IF Q23 = 3 OR 4) In your opinion, how long will natural resources last to maintain the corporation’s operations?
· Less than 10 years 
· 10–20 years 
· 21–30 years 
· More than 30 years 
· Extraction will continue forever 
· Difficult to answer 
DEMOGRAPHICS
D1. Your education level?
· Below secondary 
· Secondary/specialized/incomplete higher 
· Higher education/academic degree 
D2. Marital status?
· Married 
· Single/divorced/widowed 
D3. Your socio-economic status?
· Employed 
· Self-employed/business owner 
· Student 
· Unemployed 
· Homemaker 
· Retired 
D4. (IF EMPLOYED) In which field do you work?
· Construction 
· Manufacturing 
· Sales 
· Education 
· Healthcare 
· Law enforcement 
· Other 
D5–D7 Household Information
· Number of household members 
· Number of children under 16 
· Number of employed household members 
D8. What share of your household income is spent on food?
· Less than one quarter 
· One quarter to one half 
· One half to three quarters 
· More than three quarters/almost all income 
Thank the respondent and finish the interview.























Appendix D
Characteristics of Interview Participants 


	Respondent Code
	Gender
	Age
	Monotown
	Interview Date

	MT-01
	Male
	33
	Zhezkazgan
	12.01.2020.

	MT-02
	Female
	37
	Zhezkazgan
	13.01.2020.

	MT-03
	Female
	20
	Satbayev
	14.01.2020.

	MT-04
	Female
	45
	Satbayev
	15.01.2020.

	MT-05
	Male
	27
	Satbayev
	16.01.2020.

	MT-06
	Female
	37
	Satbayev
	17.01.2020.

	MT-07
	Male
	19
	Zhezkazgan
	20.01.2020.

	MT-08
	Male
	25
	Satbayev
	21.01.2020.

	MT-09
	Female
	23
	Balkhash
	22.01.2020.

	MT-10
	Female
	27
	Zhezkazgan
	22.01.2020.

	MT-11
	Male
	26
	Balkhash
	23.01.2020.

	MT-12
	Male
	31
	Zhezkazgan
	24.01.2020.

	MT-13
	Female
	41
	Zhezkazgan
	27.01.2020.

	MT-14
	Male
	20
	Satbayev
	27.01.2020.

	MT-15
	Male
	20
	Satbayev
	28.01.2020.

	MT-16
	Female
	35
	Balkhash
	05.02.2020.

	MT-17
	Female
	40
	Balkhash
	05.02.2020.

	MT-18
	Male
	32
	Balkhash
	06.02.2020.




























Appendix E
Summary of Interview Themes and Illustrative Quotations

This appendix summarizes the principal themes identified through qualitative analysis of 18 interviews with residents of the monotowns of Balkhash, Satbayev, and Zhezkazgan. Respondents are anonymized and identified only by respondent codes.
Table E.1. Summary of Themes

	Theme
	Relative Frequency
	Key Finding

	Economic Constraints
	Very High
	Income insecurity, rising costs, and limited purchasing power.

	Labour Market Limitations
	Very High
	Limited employment opportunities and hiring barriers.

	Industrial Dependency
	Very High
	Strong dependence on Kazakhmys and mining activities.

	Institutional Weakness and Distrust
	High
	Low awareness of support programs and institutional distrust.

	Participation Gap
	High
	Residents feel informed but insufficiently involved in decision-making.

	Migration Pressures
	High
	Residents perceive greater opportunities elsewhere and many young people leave.

	Awareness and Aspirations
	Moderate–High
	Awareness of education and career opportunities outside the region increases mobility aspirations.

	Urban Infrastructure and Development
	Moderate
	Visible improvements exist but are perceived as insufficient to address residents’ needs.

	Territorial Identity and Resource Redistribution
	Moderate
	Residents question whether locally generated resources are reinvested in community development.

	Environmental Concerns
	High
	Industrial pollution negatively affects quality of life.

	Future Uncertainty
	High
	Concerns regarding retirement, health, children’s future, and long-term development.

	Barriers to Entrepreneurship
	Moderate–High
	Limited capital, information, and support constrain business creation.


Table E.2. Illustrative Quotations

	Theme
	Illustrative Quotation

	Economic Constraints
	"We earn too little." / "Everything depends on money."

	Labour Market Limitations
	"It is difficult to find a job."

	Industrial Dependency
	"The city lives because of the plant."

	Institutional Weakness and Distrust
	"I have not heard about state support programs."

	Participation Gap
	"They inform us, but they do not consult us."

	Migration Pressures
	"Many leave and never come back."

	Awareness and Aspirations
	"Youth feel disconnected and do not see themselves as part of development."

	Urban Infrastructure and Development
	"We see new roads and buildings, but no one considers what people really need."

	Territorial Identity and Resource Redistribution
	"The city earns money, but it does not stay here."

	Environmental Concerns
	"We want to live in a clean city."

	Future Uncertainty
	"There is no confidence in the future."

	Barriers to Entrepreneurship
	"There is no start-up capital."



Source: Compiled by the author based on qualitative coding of 18 semi-structured interviews with residents of Balkhash, Satpayev, and Zhezkazgan.
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