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Study of territories with existing structure of industry and the determina-
tion of the direction of post-industrial development of territories is a topical
issue for increasing the competitiveness of the Republic of Kazakhstan. They, in
turn, will become a basis for the overall development of industry in the country.
Compared to other cities with a multifunctional economy, the development of
monotowns depends more on changes in the external environment, the state
of the economy, the external market conjuncture, etc. This dependence is char-
acterized as a blocking factor of sustainable development in our study. This
article describes the current state of Tekelitown. As a result of analysis of key
factors influencing the sustainable development of the town, a number of fac-
tors limiting the development of the town were revealed. The concentration of
natural resources, physical and geographical features of the area are ighlighted
as a priority for sustainable development; low level of diversification of the
economy, accumulation of industrial waste, environmental threats are consid-
ered as a limiting factor in the development of the town. Models of the restora-
tion and support of labor resources in monotowns in the conditions of the crisis
are analyzed on the basis of the experience of foreign countries (Canada, USA,
Germany, Russian Federation). The results and recommendations will serve as
the basis for the economic development of town.

Key words: natural resources, city-forming enterprises, restructuring, di-
versification of the economy, development model.

KasakcraH PecnybAmKacbiHbiH, 6acekere KabiAeTTIAIrH apTTbipy YLUiH,
O6YpbIHHAH  KAAbINTACKAH MHAYCTPMSABIK  KYPbIAbIMbI - 6ap  aymMakTapAbl
3epTTen, MOCTUHAYCTPUSIAbIK, Aamy 6arbiTbiH alikKbIHAQY aca MaHbI3Abl.
OVITKEHI, oAap ©3 Ke3eriHAe >KaAmMbl eAAIH MHAYCTPUSABIK, AaMyblHa Heri3
60AaAbl. MOHOKAAAAApPAbIH KermyHKLMOHAAAbI 3KOHOMMKAchl Gap 6acka
AQ KAaAaAapPMEH CaAbICTbIpFaHAQ €pPeKLLUEAIri — CbIpTKbl OPTaHbIH ©3repyiHe,
MEMAEKeTTIK MaKcaTTapAblH ©3repyiHe, 3KOHOMMKA CaAaAapblHbIH, >KaFAa-
MblHa, CbIPTKbl HApbIKTaFbl KOHBIOKTYPaHbIH, TayapFa AereH CYpaHbICTbIH,
KYObIAMaAbl 6OAYbIHA, T.6. e3repicTepre kebipek TayeaaiAiri. bya Tayeaai-
AIK Bi3AIH TaKbIPbIMNTbIK, 3€PTTEYIMI3AE TYPaKThl AAMYAbIH, LIEKTeYLLI (haKTo-
pbl peTiHae cunatTanAbl. CoHbIMeH kartap, TekeAi KaAacblHblH, 3aMaHayu
>KaFAalibIMeH Bipre, MaceAeAepi MeH MYMKIHAIKTEpI Ae 3epAeAeHAl. Taaaay
HOTWMXKECIHAE KaAaHbIH TYPakKThbl AaMyblHa 8cep eTeTiH Heri3ri hakTopAapmeH
KaTap, KaAa AamybiH wekTeyuli aktopAap ToObl Aa aHbiKTaAAbl. Taburm
pecypcTapAblH, LIOFbIPAQHYbI, ayMakKTblH, (PMU3UKAAbIK-reorpadusAbIK, epek-
LIeAIKTepi — TypakThl AaMyAblH 6acbiM OarbiThbl pPeTiHAE epekiueAeHce, Te-
KEAi 3KOHOMMKAChIHbIH, 8pTapanTaHAbIPbIAMaybl, OHAIPICTIK KAAAbIKTAPAbIH,
SKMHAKTaAybl, Taburn Kayin-katepaepaid, 6acbiM 60AYbl — KaAa AaMybIHbIH
wekTeyli hakTopAapbl PETIHAE KApaCTbIPbIAAbI.

Tynin ce3aep: Taburn pecypcrap, Kaaa Kypaylibl K9CiNopbiHAAP, KanTa
KYPbIAbIMAQY, 9KOHOMUKAHbI dpTapanTaHAbIPY, AAMy YATICi.

MccaepoBaHve TeppUTOPUIA C CYLLLECTBYIOLLEN CTPYKTYPOI NPOMbILLIAEH-
HOCTW M OMpeAeAeHne HamnpaBA€HWUS MOCTUMHAYCTPUAABHOIO PasBUTMS Tep-
puTopuin Pecny6amkmn KasaxcraH sBASETCS aKTyaAbHbIM BOMPOCOM, Tak Kak
OHM CTaHYT OCHOBOW AASl OOLLEro pasBMTUS MPOMBILLAEHHOCTH B CTpaHe. B
AQHHOWM CTaTbe pPacCMaTpMBAETCS COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSHMe ropoasa Teke-
AW, B pe3yAbTaTe aHaAM3a onpeAeAeHbl (PaKTOpbl, BAMSIOLME HA YCTONYUM-
BOe pa3BuTHe I. TeKeAn, Takxe BbisIBAE€HbI 6AOKMpYIoLwme hakTopbl. O6MAMe
pa3HOO6PasHbIX MPUPOAHBIX PecypcoB, husuKo-reorpacguyueckme ocobeH-
HOCTM TEPpPUTOPUN — 3TO MPUOPUTETHbIE BO3MOXKHOCTU AAS YCTOMUYMBOIrO
pasBUTMS TOPOAQ, HM3KMIA YPOBEHb AMBEPCU(UKALMM SKOHOMMUKN FOPOAR,
CKOMAEHME MPOM3BOACTBEHHbBIX OTXOAOB, MHOXECTBO OMaCHbIX MPUPOAHbIX
SBAEHMIN — BCe 3TO BGAOKMpYloLLMe (HaKTOpbl pas3BuTUs perroHa. Ha ocHose
aHaAM3a MOAYYEHHbIX PE3yAbTaTOB 0OOCHOBAHbI MPEAAOXKEHMUS MO YCTORYUM-
BOMY Pa3BUTMIO permoHa.

KAloueBble cAoBa: MprpOAHbIE Pecypcbl, rpasoobpasyioLLye npeAnpus-
TS, PeCcTPyKTypu3aumsi, 3KOHOMMYeCKas AMBepcuMKaunsg, MOAEAb
pasBuTUS.
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Introduction

The problem of monotowns (single-industry towns) in the
country is relevant. Researchers of the problem of monotowns of-
ten pay attention to the socio-economic situation of the town. Such
towns are characterized by problems such as low living standards,
low income, economic decline and crime (Mukhambetov 2014:
182). As a result of the global financial and economic crisis, an
industry in monotowns faced problems. In this regard, various in-
ternational organizations have begun to deal with the problem of
monotowns in the country. For example, the United States Agency
for International Development (USAID 2013) finances «Diversi-
fication of Monotown Economies Programy that is carried out by
PYXERA Global company. This company began to conduct train-
ings for residents of monotowns in Karaganda region. There are
sufficient research on conceptual issues of strategic development of
monotowns(Taizhanov 2016; Saymagambetova2014; Amanbekov
2015). However, the object of research of these works is socio-eco-
nomic issues. That is, the geographical features of monotowns and
the effective use of spatial advantages are not taken into account.
For this reason, this research on Tekeli deals with the geographical
aspects.

According to the data of the Committee on Statistics of the
Ministry of National Economy of the Republic of Kazakhstan
(Committee on Statistics 2016), 56.6% of the population (total
population of 17.7 million people) live in urban areas. 16.8% of
the population in urban areas are living in 27 monotowns approved
by the Monotown Development Program for 2012-20200f the
Republic of Kazakhstan [Programma razvitiya monogorodov na
2012-2020., 2012]. The turning point in the market economy in the
years of independence, the impact of the financial and economic
crisis in the country became basis for the weakening of the economy
of monotownsand worsening of social situation. As a result, the
Monotown Development Program was developed for sustainable
socio-economic development of montowns in the medium and
longterm. Among the 27 cities covered by the Program wasthetown
Tekeli of Almaty region (Nurlanova 2012: 33-34).
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The town was founded in the industrialization
erain the second half of the XX century. The main
feature of this town is that it is directly dependant
on specialization factors in industrial allocation
system. Typically, there are one or more businesses
in such towns which influence living standards of
the local population. Thus, these towns are called
monotowns or single-industry towns which are one-
way specialized towns. These towns usually have
a close relationship linked with large city-forming
enterprises which influence all important aspects
of the city life. Since these towns are directed
at development of just one sector, they face big
problems in development path. In order to improve
the competitiveness of the Republic of Kazakhstan
it is very important to develop such areas with
existing industrial structure. Thus, there is a need for
systematic study of issues of diversification of the
economy, efficient use of space, and restructuring
of development model in order to ensure post-
industrial sustainable development of the town.

In this study we used cartographic methods,
systematization of statistical information, systematic
analysis of geoinformation and geographical
forecasting based on fundamental research
«Development of conceptual basis for effective
models of sustainable development of monotowns
in Kazakhstan in 2015-2016» (a case study of the
Tekeli and Zhezkazgan cities).

Material and methods

Traditional settings for company towns were
where extractive industries (coal, metal mines,
lumber) had established a monopoly franchise.
Particularly in Ukraine those were Pripyat, Varash;
in Canada Alberta, Ontario, British Columbia;
in USA Birmingham, Youngstown, Ohio; the
French city of Le Creusot, the German cities of
Ludwigshafen, Wolfsburg, Leverkusen and the
Japanese city of Kitakyushu are said to be company
towns (Beisenova 2015: 60).

A program to solve systematically socio-
economic issues in small towns was made in
Canada for Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation[Rural and Small Town Programme.,
2005]. The Program identified 5 objectives and
prepared recommendations.

There have been numerous attempts to
understand the phases of development in rural
and small town places (Bone 1998; Bradbury
1988; Riffel 1975; Lucas 1971). Most models of
community development have focused on single-
industry towns. In spite of this, as Wilson (2004:

261-268) acknowledges, most studies on resource
communities, such as mining towns, focus on
periods of downsizing or periods of rapid growth.
Other studies have been more comprehensive and
have explored multiple phases of development in
resource and tourism towns.

Resource towns grow rapidly after the discovery
of a resource or after technology, tariff protection,
or demand made resource production profitable
(Lawrence 2001: 89; Robinson 1964: 289). Small
towns that may be susceptible to these stages may
include resource dependent communities where a
single sector is dominated by a single large company.
Places at risk may also include communities with
poor quality resources or where the resources are
inaccessible or isolated from markets. Furthermore,
communities with absentee land ownership and a
low-skilled labour force may also be more vulnerable
(Stedman 2004: 214; Peluso 1994: 24-26).

Resource towns, or «new towns,» are the small,
isolated communities built around resource-based
industries and transportation, such as mining towns,
mill towns, railway towns and fishing villages.
Resource development has long been recognized
as a significant factor in shaping patterns of
Canadian development. It has been argued that all
Canadian urban growth ultimately depends on the
production of staple products. Resource towns have
been important agencies in this process of staple
exploitation. Because of their dependence on single
industries, the economies of resource towns are
often unstable and precarious.

In the present-day United States, at their peak
there were more than 2,500 company towns, housing
3% of the US population. The companies that ran
the towns were primarily labor companies such as
coal, steel, lumber and various war industries. Most
of the people living in these towns were immigrants
to the country. This could cause issues among the
populace since the manager of the town would be
in charge of establishing the town’s religion (The
Economist 2010; Hardy Green 2010).

One of the first serious attempts of conducting
a complex study on the phenomenon of Russian
monofunctional towns was made by the scientific
and methodological center «Cities of Russiay,
translated from «Goroda Rossii» (Turgel 2010).
Another approach was presented by the scientific
non-commercial foundation «Expert Institute»
(Lappo 2013). In both studies researchers tried
to determine the phenomenon, the criteria which
distinguish monotowns, their number, etc.
Among more recent studies Turgel’s book about
monofunctional towns is worth mentioning.
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Researcher analyzes the emergence of monotowns,
specifying the terminology, investigating the
development tendencies of different types
of the settlements and policy implications.
Geographer-urbanist Lappo (2004, 2013), while
considering the historical peculiarities of Russian
urbanization process, draws special attention to the
phenomenon of monofunctional towns. Notably,
there is also a number of other articles, reports and
studies dedicated to the same issue (Institute of
Regional Policy 2008; World Bank Report 2010;
Uskova 2012).

Features of the location of variously specialized
settlements can be found in works of Vlasova
N.D.,Zhikharevich B.S., loffe G.V., Kogut J.L. and
Khoreva B.S.(Turgel 2014: 10-16).

Particular attention is paid to the determination
of the specific characteristics of the formation and
development of monotowns in social environment
in the works of Turgel I.D. (2014).Attempts were
made in the works of Vlasova N., Pushkarev M.N. to
determine the criteria and types of monotowns and to
make management strategies for similar settlements
(Vlasova 2000: 50-54).However, the conclusions in
the works of authors mentioned above were made
based on the quantitative criteria of determination
of monotowns (Ustinov 2015). In general, the issue
of monotowns still remains relevant in Russia.Thus,
it is important to choose new directions in step-
by-step development of monotowns (Maksimova
2015: 4-5).

/ STRENGTHS
- favorable geographical location of the city and
existence of infrastructure connecting to
macroregions (transport and railways);

- high natural resources potential (agro-climatic
resources, water resources, mineral resources, etc.);
- ecological cleanliness of the territory and
ecofriendly dishes;

K - stable growth of investment in fixed assets. /

OPPURTUNITIES

- possibility of developing as a partner city with
Taldykorgan city (40 km distance between cities);
- opportunities for development of types of
mountaineering (climbing, skiing, snowboarding,
rafting, etc.);

- agriculture, fisheries and forestry development
framework;

- diversification of the economy;

- development of small and medium-sized
businesses.

Kazakhstan scientists are conducting researches
to classify monotowns and identify their main
advantages and difficulties in the development
of monotowns. The vast majority of these studies
are of economic nature. Social, environmental,
technological and innovative aspects of development
of monotowns are not studied yet (Nurlanova 2012).

The results obtained from systematic analysis
of foreign and domestic scientific workserved as
the basis for analysis of current state of the Tekeli
and determination of post-industrial development
model.

Results and discussions

Tekeli is a town located40 km south-east from
Taldykorgan city, Dzungarian Alatau mountains.
Advantages of this town located in «comfort» geo-
environmental zone give an opportunity to determine
the prospects of development of the town. Tekeli is
connected with south-eastern macroregions, name-
lyAlmaty city («first-level city») the largest con-
tributor to the country’s GDP which accounted for
20.5% of all contributions (Committee on Statistics
2016), small towns in Almaty agglomeration area,
and «second-level» developing centers (regional
center is Taldykorgan) by railways, and by motor-
ways built in accordance with European standards.

As aresult of trip to Tekeli for studying the work
of industrial enterprises and town, SWOT analysis
for Tekeli were conducted (Figure 1).

~

WEAKNESSES

- termination of the city-forming enterprise;
- obsolescence of engineering networks such as
public utilities, heat networks;
- accumulation of industrial waste (emissions of
city-forming industrial complex and thermal power

\

J

plant);
- 4

- low level of economic diversification;
-weak civil defence measures during natural
hazards
- natural hazards (location of city in a seismically
active zone, high risk of flood in mountain rivers,
sudden frosts, snow slides, blizzard, heavy
shower, landslides, etc.);
- social and economic risks (migration of the
economically active population (51.3%), the

increase in the number of unemployed,
replacement of competitive products by imported

\\ products, etc.). /

THREATS

Figure 1 — SWOT analysis for the current state of Tekeli
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These contactswill have a positive impact on
export and import of goods, transportation of goods
and sustainable economic development. In addition,
the location of Tekeli close to regional center allows
development as a partner city of Taldykorgan.
Also, there is an opportunity to provide a market
with 166000 people with agricultural products and
building materials, and to provide travel services to
tourists from city.

One of the most important factors affecting the
development of the town is the natural resource
potential of the town. Tekeli, Shyzhyand Karatal
rivers flow through town territory. Water resources
(by constructing small hydro-power plants in Karatal
and Shyzhy rivers) can be used more efficiently
for energy production, agricultural production,
industrial water supply, fisheries development, other
services (Beisenova 2016).

Tekeli is located in a good natural zone which
affectspositivelythe mood of the people. The
average temperature is +20 to +22 °Cin July and
-10to -12 °Cin January. The average duration of
sunlight is 2600-2700 hours. When the average daily
temperature is above 10°C, the reproductive period
lasts 150-160 days. The annual average precipitation
is 400-500 mm. The black and brown soils of
mountainous areaare common in town territory
(Nacional’'nyy atlas RK. 2010: 57-70). Favorable
climate elements (sunlight, temperature, humidity,
wind, etc.) and geographical location of the territory
allow the cultivation of mid and late summer crops
(maize, sunflower, fruits, potatoes, buckwheat, etc.).
In other words, the use of only underground natural
resources is not efficient in the development of the
town, it is important to useeffectively agro-climatic
resources as a promising direction.

Efficient use of natural resources potential for
tourism development is characterized as one of the
priorities of the advantages of the town. There are
many opportunities for fans of mountaineering and
development of health-related facilities. Planned ski
resort in mountainous part of the town (Cordon 2)
will be the center of tourism in the region. In
addition, mineral water found here can be used in
treatment in sanatorium.

In world experience, consideration of the
diversification of the economy and small and
medium-sized business support is regarded as
important decisionin resolution of problems of
monotowns in the world. When implementing
the abovementioned package of measures, it will
be possible to eliminate industrial and regional
monopoly, to increase goods and services in the
market, to create new jobs, to use achievements of

scientific and technological progress, to create a
middle class which is the guarantor of stability in
the society. The most economically distressed cities
such as Kiruna (Sweden), Detroit (USA), Emscher
Park (Germany), Huddersfield (United Kingdom)
could successfully implement abovementioned
package of measures in the formation of post-
industrial development model (Beisenova 2015:
60-61). For this reason, the diversification of the
economy and the development of small and medium-
sized businesses in Tekeli is the basis for sustainable
development.

The inflow of foreign investments into the real
sector of the economy is an important factor in
economic development. A favorable investment
climate is forming in Tekeli which is characterized
by investment attractiveness. We can notice this
in the increase of investment in fixed assets by 10
times during 2006-2015 (4 630.7 million tenge)
(Beisenova, 2016: 307). Total investment into
town amounted to 0.9% of total investment into the
region. A positive investment climate in the town
is considered as an advantage of wellbeing of the
town.

There are factors contributing to development
of the town, as well as factors that are limiting
development. If the necessary measures are not
taken, the negative effect of limiting factors may be
an obstacle to the development of the town.

In 1996, due to exhaustion of high quality
profitable (45%) ore layer, Tekeli mining and
processing plant ceased to exist (Beisenova
2016: 306). Cessation of activity of city-forming
industrial complex is still having a negative
impact on the economic development of the town.
The accumulation of industrial waste led to a
contamination of agricultural land located near
warehouse and Karatal river water by lead mixture.
The obsolescence of engineering networks such as
public utilities and heat networks is described as the
weaknesses of the town. Solution to the problem of
the «obsolescent» enterprises is a «modernization»
(introduction of modern technologies) of
theprocessing industry and implementation of the
«anchor» projects to diversify the economy.

Natural disasters and socio-economic risks
can be identified as threats to the sustainable
development of the town.

Tekeli is located at seismological hazardous area
of Dzungarian Alatau Mountains. The earthquakes
up to 8-9 magnitude of Medvedev-Sponheuer-Karnik
(MSK) scaleare possible here. The earthquakes of
7 magnitude were recorded in Tekeli on December
30, 1993 and June 13, 2009. The amount of damage
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caused by the last earthquake was400 million tenge
(Zemletryasenie v Almatinskoj oblasti 2009). In
addition to these natural hazards, the risk of flooding
in mountain rivers is high (Figure 2).

In addition, winter blizzards, snow slides,
sudden frost in spring and autumn seasons, heavy
rains, and other natural phenomenaare the factors
limiting the development of the town.

In addition to abovementioned threats, there
are socio-economic risks limiting the development
of the town. This case happened in the history
of Tekeli before and is still relevant. Since 1952

when Tekeli got its town status, it is constantly
evolving. This trend continued until the early
1990s. The turning point in the market economy in
the years of independence and cessation of activity
of city-forming industrial complexaggravated
socio-economic situation and resulted in intensive
migration process, an acute shortage of staff,
reduces production volumes, etc. This problem is
can be solved by employment of the economically
active population (51.3%), diversification of the
economy and the development of processing
industry.

A) Shyzhy River

B) Karatal River

Figure 2 — Boulders and uprooted trees appeared in riverbeds under the influence of floods
(Photos taken by Aliaskarov D.T. 2016)

Conclusion

In order to manage risks (natural and socio-
economic threats) described as as limiting factors the
following set of measures should be implemented in
Tekeli:

- Making a comprehensive plan of measures
directed at health and life safety, reduction of
material costs, and mitigation of emergencies.

- Prevention of «resource curse» phenomenon
which happened in many countries (Nigeria, Iraq,
Zambia, etc.) and small towns. In other words,
getting rid of dependence on natural resources under
the ground and searching for ways of effective use
of natural resources. Development of competitive

sectors of the economy which allow all-round
development.

- Determination of a post-industrial model of
the town. As we can see in SWOT analysis, there
is an opportunity for development of tourism,
agricultural sector and the service sector in the
town.

In general, there is a need for making an effective
development model which allows transition into
sustainanble innovative development of Tekeli:
diversification of the economy through more
effective use of natural resources in the town and a
gradual transition fromresource-intensive industries
into knowledge-intensive (mental) indsutries,
effective urban planning.

References

1 Amanbekov N. (2015). Specifics of Labor Market of Monotowns in the Republic of Kazakhstan. Asian Social Science;
Vol. 11, No. 19; Published by Canadian Center of Science and Educationhttp://www.ccsenet.org/journal/index.php/ass/article/view-

File/51621/27689. pp. 257-263.

ISSN 1563-0234

Journal of Geography and Environmental Management. Nel (44) 2017 9



Current state of the Tekeli town: analysis of the positive and negative impacts

2 Beisenova A.S., Aliaskarov D.T. (2015). Shet yelder tazhiribesi negizindegi monokalalardyn damu ulgisi // Materialy mezh-
dunar. nauch.-prakt.kon. «Sovremennye problemy geografii: obrazovanie, nauka, praktika» Semei, Kazakhstan, 19-20 noyabrya
2015 goda. Kazahstanskoe nacional’noe geograficheskoe obshchestvo. 2015. pp. 59-63.

3 Beisenova A.S., Aliaskarov D.T. (2016). Tekeli kalasynyn «monokala» retinde kalyptasuynyn tarihi-geografiyalyk aspe-
ktileri //Orta zhane zhogary mektepterde biologiyalyk zhane ehkologiyalyk bilim berudin ozekti problemalary: innovaciya zhane
tazhiribe: Halykaralyk gylymi-tazhiribelik konferenciya materialdary (Almaty, 14-15 kazan, 2016). — Almaty: «Ulagat» baspasy. pp.
305-308.

4 Bone, R. (1998). Resource Towns in the Mackenzie Basin. Cahiers de Géographie du Québec 42 (116): 249-259.

5 Bradbury, J.H. (1988). Living with Boom and Bust Cycles: New Towns on the Resource Frontier in Canada, 1945-1986.
In: Resource Communities: Settlement and Workforce Issues, edited by T.B. Brealey, C.C. Neil, and P.W. Newton, 3-20. Australia:
CSIRO.

6 Committee on Statistics.(2016). Ministry of national economy ofthe Republic of Kazakhstan. ///http://stat.gov.kz/.01.05.2016.

7 Hardy Green. (2010).The Company Town: The Industrial Edens and Satanic Mills That Shaped the American Economy.

8 Institute of Regional Policy (2008). Monotowns of Russia: How to Survive the Crisis? (translated from «Monogoroda Ros-
sii: kak perekhodit’ krizis?»), p. 81.

9 Lappo, G.M. (2004). Russian Urbanization Peculiarities and Their Reflection in the Country’s Urbanistic Structure, Region-
alnie Issledovaniya, no. 1(3), pp. 3-12.

10 Lappo, G.M. (2013). Monofunctional cities of Russia: State-of-the-Art and Problems, Problems of Geography, vol. 135
«Geography of Population and Social Geography», Moscow: «Kodeks» Publishing House, pp. 160-175.

11 Lawrence, G., M. Knuttila, and I. Gray. (2001). Globalization, Neo-liberalism, and Rural Decline. In: Writing Off the Rural
West, edited by R. Epp and D. Whitson, 89-105. Edmonton: University of Alberta Press and Parkland Institute.

12 Lucas, R.(1971). Minetown, Milltown, Railtown: Life in Canadian communities of single industry. Toronto: University of
Toronto Press.

13 Maksimova Delgir. (2015). Russian Monotowns. Master’s Thesis (15 ECTS). — Lund University, School of Economics and
Management. June 2015. p.115.

14 Mukhambetov T. (2014). The Problem of Single-Industry Cities: Kazakhstan’s Path Solutions. Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference on Management, Leade. p.182-188

15 Nacional’nyy atlas Respubliki Kazakhstan. (2010). Prirodnye usloviya i resursy. [ tom. — Almaty. p.125.

16 Nurlanova N.K., Gaisina S.N., Meldekhanova M.K., Berishev S.H., Birimbetova N.Zh., Kireeva A.A. (2012). Kazakhstan-
dagy monokalalardy aleumettik-ekonomikalyk damytudyn negizgi maseleleri. — Almaty: KR BGM GK Ekonomika instituty. p.156.

17 Nurlanova N.K. (2012). Problemy razvitiya monogorodov v Kazahstane: teoriya i praktika // Izvestiya NAN RK, seriya
obshchestvennyh i gumanitarnyh nauk. Ne2 (282). pp.3-9.

18 Peluso, N., C. Humphrey, L. Fortmann. (1994). The Rock, the Beach, and the Tidal Pool: People and Poverty in Natural
Resource-Dependent Areas. Society and Natural Resources 7: 23-38.

19 Programma razvitiya monogorodov na 2012-2020. (2012).http://adilet.zan.kz/kaz/docs/P1200000683

20 Riffel, J.A. (1975). Quality of Life in Resource Towns. Ottawa: Ministry of State, Urban Affairs Canada. Info Canada.

21 Robinson, I. (1964). New Industrial Towns on Canada’s Resource Frontier. Published by:American Geographical Society.
Geographical Review. Vol. 54, No. 2 (Apr., 1964), pp. 289-291.

22 Rural and Small Town Programme. (2005). Prepared by: David Bruce., Mount Allison University; Laura Ryser., Geography,
University of Northern British Columbia and Greg Halseth., Geography, University of Northern British Columbia. p. 88.

23 Saymagambetova G.A., Utkilbayeva A.A.(2014). Strategic development of monotowns of Kazakhstan. http://oaji.net/ar-
ticles/2014/245-1396705089.pdf

24 Stedman, R., J. Parkins, and T. Beckley. (2004). Resource Dependence and Community Well-Being in Rural Canada. Rural
Sociology 69(2): 213-234.

25 Taizhanov L., Makhanbetova U., Myrzaliev B., Azretbergenova G., Saparova A. (2016). Improving the Efficiency of Socio-
Economic Development of Monotowns in the Republic of Kazakhstan based on the Development Strategies. Journal of Applied
Economic Sciences. Volume XI, Issue 5(43) // http://www.cesmaa.eu/journals/jaes/files/JAES%20_Fall5(43) online.pdf

26 The Economist.(2010). «Monuments to power». At their height there were more than 2,500 such towns housing 3% of the
population. 14.10.2010.

27 The World Bank in Russia.(2010). Russian Economic Report, the launch version, no. 22, p. 29, // http://siteresources.world-
bank.org/Intrussianfederation/Resources/305499-1245838520910/rer 22 eng.pdf.

28 Turgel I.D. (2014). Monofunkcional’nye goroda Rossii: ot vyzhivaniya k ustojchivomu razvitiyu. Monografiya. — M.: Di-
rekt-Media. p.765.

29 USAID. (2013). Implementer:PYXERA Global. Diversification of monotown economies program // https://www.usaid.gov/
kazakhstan/fact-sheets/diversification-monotown-economies-program.

10 Ka3YV Xab6apusicel. ['eorpadus cepusicer. Nel (44) 2017



Kaimuldinova K. et al.

30 Uskova, T.V., logman, L.G., Tkachuk, S.N., Nesterov, A.N. & Litvinova, N.U. (2012). Monotown: Managing the Develop-
ment (translated from «Monogorod: upravleniye razvitiyem»), Volodga: Institute of Socio-Economic Development of Territories of
Russian Academy of Science, p. 220.

31 Ustinov A.Yu. (2015). The theoretical-methodological aspects of the single-industry towns classification //http://vestnik.
uapa.ru/en/issue/2012/04/15/

32 Vlasova N., Licheva T., Lyubovnii V. (2000). Monoprofilnie goroda: problemi razvitiya i zanyatosti // Chelovek i trud. Ne 6.
pp- 50-54.

33 Wilson, L.(2004). Riding the Resource Roller Coaster: Understanding Socio-economic Differences between Mining Com-
munities. Rural Sociology 69 (2): 261-281.

34 Zemletryasenie v Almatinskoj oblasti (g. Tekeli, 13 iyunya 2009 g.). (2009). Sbornik nauchnyh trudov nauchno-tekhniches-
koj konferencii. Departament po CHS g. Almaty MCHS RK. Almaty. pp. 79-80.

ISSN 1563-0234 Journal of Geography and Environmental Management. Nel (44) 2017 11



