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Abstract. The digital transformation of public administration increasingly extends beyond the
digitalization of public services and encompasses internal managerial functions, including human
resource management. Despite the widespread adoption of electronic HR systems (e-HRM) in the public
sector, approaches to assessing their effectiveness remain underdeveloped and are often reduced to
technical or process-based indicators. This article proposes an indicator-oriented approach to evaluating
digital HRM as a mechanism for building the state’s managerial and institutional capacity, based on
cross-country comparative analysis, interpretation of indicator dynamics, and identification of stable
patterns of digital performance. Drawing on international digital government indices (the UN E-
Government Development Index, the OECD Digital Government Index, and the IMD World Digital
Competitiveness Ranking), the study identifies HR-related mechanisms that underpin consistently high
digital transformation outcomes. The findings show that the effectiveness of digital HRM is reflected
indirectly through indicators of human capital, capacity to deliver digital services, institutionalization of
data-driven governance, and readiness for future changes. The results are used to formulate analytically
grounded implications for developing a context-sensitive framework for evaluating digital HRM and
setting managerial priorities for digital transformation in the public sector of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

Keywords: digital government; e-HRM; human resource management; indicator-based benchmarking;
Human Capital Index; Digital Government Index; Kazakhstan.

Introduction. In recent years, the as data-driven HR analytics tools is of
digital  transformation  of  public particular  importance  [1]. These
administration has ceased to be limited solutions are not limited to being used
to the simple digitization of public only as a tool for automating routine
services and has gradually spread to personnel procedures [2]. They are also
internal management processes, used as a mechanism to increase the
including human resource management. institutional effectiveness of the state
In the context of the development of apparatus, enhance the transparency of
digital government, management in the personnel policy and increase the
digital age and government technologies, validity of strategic decisions in the field
the introduction of electronic personnel of personnel management [3].
management systems (e-HRM), Both  theoretical research and
integrated human resource management applied literature agree that human
information systems (HRMIS), as well capital and managerial competencies are
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key determinants of successful digital
transformation of the public sector [1].
In this context, digital personnel
management systems are considered not
just as technical tools, but as
infrastructural elements that provide
administrative  capacity, institutional
stability, and the ability of government
organizations to learn and adapt [4]. It is
assumed that the introduction of e-HRM
and HRMIS creates conditions for the
transition from disparate and
procedurally oriented HR practices to an
integrated management model based on
data analysis [2]. Such a transition, in
turn, expands the possibilities of
evidence-based policy development and
forms  prerequisites for long-term
strategic planning in the field of public
service [5].

At the same time, despite the large-
scale spread of relevant technologies, the
assessment  of  their  managerial
effectiveness is noticeably lagging
behind the pace of implementation [6].
In practice, digital HR solutions in many
countries are still interpreted primarily as
IT projects and are evaluated through
technical indicators such as the level of
user coverage, the degree of automation
of procedures, and the functional
completeness of the system [3]. Such a
technocratic measurement logic leaves
out of the scope of analysis the
institutional and managerial effects
associated with the use of personnel data
in the decision-making process, the
development of professional
competencies and improving the quality
of public administration [1].

Empirical evidence suggests that in
the absence of accompanying
organizational  changes, developed
analytical capabilities, and regular use of
personnel information in management
practice, digital systems are not being
used for their intended purpose. On the
contrary, despite the technological nature
of the personnel management process,
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they reproduce existing bureaucratic
procedures, but in electronic format [1].
In  such conditions, technological
renewal is not transformed into
sustainable management results [7]. This
limitation is especially evident in public
administration models focused on data
and organizational capabilities [2]. Since
it is in them that the decisive resource is
not the technology itself, but the
institution's ability to interpret and apply
data to improve the quality of
managerial and policy decisions [8].

International organizations, such as
the OECD and the World Bank, to a
certain extent address the issue of
personnel management through the
category of indicators of human capital,
institutional capacity and data use [9].
These include, for example, the Human
Capital Index, individual components of
the Digital Government Index, as well as
models of public technology maturity
[10]. Nevertheless, these tools do not
form an integrated and functionally
structured framework for evaluating
digital human resources management as
an independent mechanism of public
administration. As a result, there remains
a conceptual gap between measuring the
progress of the digital government as a
whole and analyzing the administrative
potential formed through personnel
policy and digital HR tools [9].

This gap is particularly relevant in
the context of the Republic of
Kazakhstan. Despite the noticeable
progress in the digitalization of civil
service, the degree of the real impact of
digital personnel management systems
on the formation of management remains
insufficiently empirically studied [9]. In
this regard, international comparative
analysis can be considered as an
analytical tool for identifying relevant
criteria for evaluating the effectiveness
of digital personnel management.
However, its application requires a
critical interpretation of the indicators,
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institutional
of the

considering the national
context and the specifics
administrative system [5].

Based on the identified research
problem, the article proposes to consider
an  indicator-based  approach  to
identifying international criteria in the
field of digital personnel management.
The approach is based on an analysis of
the dynamics of indicators related to
personnel management in global ratings
of digital government. The focus is on
institutional and personnel mechanisms
that ensure the sustainable functioning of
the public administration system, as well
as their potential applicability in the
administrative practice of the Republic
of Kazakhstan.

Materials and methods. The
methodological basis of the study is an
indicator-based comparative approach
aimed at identifying those personnel
management mechanisms that support
the digital transformation of the public
sector. In contrast to the use of positional
ratings as an end in itself, international
indexes in this work are interpreted as
diagnostic and analytical tools. They
make it possible to interpret the
institutional potential, the maturity of the
workforce, and the willingness of
government agencies to use data in
management  processes, including
personnel decisions [3].

The empirical research base includes
official publications and datasets from

international ~ organizations.  These
include the United Nations E-
Government Development Index

(EGDI), the OECD Digital Government
Index (DGI), and the IMD World Digital
Competitiveness  Ranking (WDCR).
Despite the differences in coverage and
methodology, these indexes are widely
used in international analytical practice
for a comparable analysis of the digital
transformation of public administration
[9].

The EGDI analysis focuses on the
Human Capital Index (HCI) and the
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Online Services Index (OSI). HCI
reflects the accumulated educational and
human resources potential, while OSI
characterizes the level of
institutionalization of digital services
and related management procedures [3].
The OECD Digital Government Index is
used as a conceptual framework for
evaluating digital government
management practices. Its use is
primarily determined in areas related to
data-based management, the principle of
digital-by-design, and the development
of public sector capabilities. These
measurements are directly correlated
with  the formation of digital
competencies and data usage practices in
human resource management [9]. The
IMD rating complements the analysis
with indicators that capture systemic
human capital management, investment
in skills development, and public sector
readiness  for  technological and
organizational change. In particular, this
is reflected in the report itself through
the Dblocks "Talents”, "Vocational
training and education” and "Readiness
for the future” [10].

At the same time, in accordance with
the proposed conceptual formulation,
international indices are considered not
as direct measures of the effectiveness of
personnel management, but as indirect
proxy indicators reflecting individual
components of digital human resource
management  [1].  Therefore, the
analytical focus is shifting from the
absolute positions of countries in the
ratings to the dynamics and
combinations of indicators related to
personnel management, which largely
depend on the quality of HR
management and the level of
competence development of the digital
workforce [2].

The analytical procedure included
several successive stages. At the first
stage, the EGDI, OECD DGI and IMD
identified and selected indicators
relevant to human resources



International indicator-based approaches to evaluating digital HRM in the public sector:
evidence for Kazakhstan

management. The selection was aimed at
capturing not only the formal
manifestations of digitalization, but also
the parameters reflecting the human,
analytical and managerial potential of
the public sector [9].

At the second stage, the dynamics of
the selected indicators in the available
time slices (2020, 2022 and 2024) were
analyzed. This made it possible to
distinguish between stable and unstable
trajectories of digital development and,
accordingly, to separate structural
changes from short-term fluctuations. In
particular, it was found that the HCI
values demonstrate relatively high
stability, while the OSI is characterized
by greater volatility. This volatility was
interpreted as a potential analytical
signal of changes related to reforms and
adjustments of management practices
[3].

At the third stage, groups of
reference  countries were formed
according to individual indicators. These
groups included States that (i)
consistently demonstrated high values of
indicators,  (ii)  repeatedly  found
themselves in the upper segments of
ratings in several assessment cycles, or
(iii) showed steady growth in indicators
that can be associated with certain
institutional or policy measures [5]. At
the same time, a more cautious approach
was applied to countries that entered the
upper segment only once and did not
have signs of institutionalization of the
relevant mechanisms: such cases were
not automatically  considered as
benchmarks for comparison.

The final stage was devoted to
identifying inter-indicative similarities.
That is, situations where similar
mechanisms of personnel management
manifested themselves simultaneously in
several indicators and persisted over
time. This shifted the analytical focus
from single achievements and short-term
"leaps” to practices that potentially have
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greater portability and institutional
stability [1].

The study covers the period 2020-
2024 and includes countries with global
and quasi-global coverage (EGDI, IMD),
as well as a more limited sample of
OECD countries within the framework
of the DGI. It is important to emphasize
that international indexes were not
developed specifically to measure the
effectiveness of digital personnel
management [3]. Accordingly, the
results of the analysis are interpretative
and comparative in nature. For this
reason, the conclusions require context-
based application and do not imply
direct institutional borrowing of the
identified practices.

Results. Human capital and the
structural  capacity of  digital
government. The analysis of HR-related
mechanisms of digital government
begins with the Human Capital Index
(HCI) as the most inert component of the
EGDIL. It reflects the long-term structural
foundations of the digital potential of the
state [3]. In the updated methodology of
the UN 2024 E-Government Study, the
HCI has been expanded to include e-
government literacy indicators. And this,
in turn, strengthened its connection with
the actual involvement of the population
in digital practices and allows us to
interpret the index as an indicator of the
human capital of a digital government
[3]. Accordingly, HCI captures the
accumulated characteristics of human
capital to a greater extent than the short-
term effects of individual reforms.

Empirical data from the UN E-
Government  Study for 2020-2024
indicate the stability of the upper
segment of the HCI distribution and
limited rotation among the leading
countries [3]. In 2020, the highest HCI
values were recorded in Australia
(1.0000), Denmark (0.9588), Finland
(0.9549) and Iceland (0.9525). In 2022,
Australia retained the absolute lead
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(1.0000), while New Zealand (0.9823)
and Sweden (0.9649) joined the group of
leaders, but Finland also held a high
position (0.9640). In 2024, HCI values
are once again concentrated around a

Australia (1.0000), Iceland (0.9953) and
Finland (0.9836). The low amplitude of
HCI fluctuations among the leading
countries further confirms the structural
nature of the factors determining its

stable core of countries, including dynamics.

Table 1

Human Capital Index (HCI), 2020-2024
Country 2020 2022 2024

Australia 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Denmark 0.9588 0.9559 0.9584
Finland 0.9549 0.964 0.9836
Iceland 0.9525 0.9657 0.9953
Kazakhstan 0.8866 0.9021 0.8403

The steady leadership in HCI is most Digital  services and HR-

likely due not to individual reforms, but
to the accumulated effect of long-term
policies. It is based on stable investments
in education and skills development,
which form a "reserve"” of human capital
[4]. However, a high level of education
alone does not guarantee the digital
maturity of the state. This requires
institutional practices that support digital
literacy and encourage civic engagement
in the digital environment [11]. In this
combination, education and a consistent

personnel policy become the social
foundation of a mature digital
government.

Next, the implementation

mechanism is important. When digital
skills are integrated into educational
programs and HR practices, digital
literacy transforms from a declaration
into a sustainable everyday competence
and increases the ability to effectively
use e-government tools [12].
Additionally, strategies focused on the
development of digital competencies
among different social and age groups
expand engagement and reduce the risk
of "digital gaps", supporting the
sustainability of human capital [13; 14].
Taken together, this allows us to
consider Australia, Finland, and Iceland
as valid structural benchmarks in the
analysis of the digital government's
human capital [3].
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conditioned operational capacity. In
contrast to HCI, the Online Services
Index (OSI) captures the results of
relatively shorter-term managerial and
technological efforts. Therefore, it better
reflects the operational ability of the
state to carry out digital reforms [3]. In
the UN e-Government Research
methodology, OSI describes the degree
of institutionalization and quality of
digital  services, including their
accessibility, functionality, and degree of
citizen engagement [3]. Thus, it acts as
an indicator of the sustainable
development of e-government services
[8].

The composition of the OSI
(institutional, service, content,
technological elements and participation
components) makes it sensitive not only
to the updating of IT solutions, but also
to personnel and organizational changes
[3]. The launch of national portals, the
introduction of digital identification and
authentication, as well as the
development of feedback channels are
usually directly reflected in the dynamics
of OSI, which is consistent with
empirical research on the wuse of
electronic services [6]. However, high
sensitivity has a downside. OSI shows
volatility more often. Large-scale
initiatives can quickly raise the indicator,
but with weak institutionalization, new
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practices may not gain a foothold, and
then growth turns out to be short-term
[9].

A comparison of the data for 2020,
2022 and 2024 reveals two stable lines.
The first involves stable leadership in
countries where digital governance
mechanisms are institutionalized. The
second is sharp upward "jumps™ in states
where improvements are associated with
relatively recent reforms. In 2020, the
leaders of OSI were the Republic of
Korea (1.0000), Estonia (0.9941),
Denmark (0.9706), Finland (0.9706) and

Singapore (0.9647). In 2022, Estonia
took the first place (1.0000) while
maintaining a stable core of leading
countries. In 2024, structurally stable
leaders as the Republic of Korea
(1.0000), Denmark (0.9992), Estonia
(0.9954) will again dominate, while
transformational growth is observed in a
number of countries. Low OSI volatility
among  stable leaders  indicates
institutional maturity, while noticeable
fluctuations more often reflect the effect
of reforms that are not yet fully
entrenched in managerial routines.

Table 2
Online Services Index (OSI), 2020-2024
Country 2020 2022 2024
Republic of Korea 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Denmark 0.9706 0.9797 0.9992
Finland 0.9706 0.9833 0.9097
Singapore 0.9647 0.9620 0.9831
Saudi Arabia 0.6882 0.8220 0.9900
Ukraine 0.6824 0.8148 0.9854
Kazakhstan 0.9235 0.9344 0.9390

Qualitative sources complement this
picture: consistently high OSI values
tend to be achieved where technological
investments are accompanied by
coordination and coordinated HR
strategies. Specialized institutions and
systematic training of civil servants play
an important role in the Republic of
Korea [5]. In Estonia, the sustainability
of digital services is supported by
interagency coordination mechanisms
and the development of managerial and
digital competencies [15]. In Denmark,
the Agency for Digital Governance plays
a key role in combination with the
continuous development of digital skills
in the public sector [16]. In Singapore, a
similar effect is provided by the Digital
Government Blueprint framework and
large-scale professional development
programs in the field of digital
technologies [17]. Consequently, OSI
reflects not only the technical quality of
the platforms, but also the institutional
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and personnel processes on which the
sustainability of digital services depends
[9].

Institutional capacity of digital
government.  Although the EGDI
captures the overall results of digital
development, the OECD Digital
Government Index (DGI) provides an
assessment of how well the principles of
digital transformation are
institutionalized. DGI is not a global
rating and does not include Kazakhstan
in the standard sample. Therefore, in this
study, it is used as a normative
framework for analyzing how digital
principles are integrated into the
strategy, management processes and
culture of the public sector [9]. The six
dimensions of DGI, such as
digitalization by design, the data-driven
public sector, "government as a
platform”, default openness, user
orientation, and proactivity, describe not
only technological solutions, but also
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organizational and personnel conditions
for sustainable digital transformation [9].

According to Government at a
Glance 2025, the average DGI value for
OECD countries is about 0.61, with the
Republic of Korea (0.94), Denmark
(0.81) and the United Kingdom (0.78)
showing the highest rates. This indicates
a relatively balanced development of the

key components of digital government
[9]. For the analysis of personnel
management, measurements related to
digital-by-design and data-driven public
sector are especially important, since
they assume the presence of stable HR
processes, developed digital
competencies and regular practices of
using data in management [9].

Table 3
Digital Government Index (DGI), 2023-2025
Country 2023 2025
Republic of Korea 0.935 0.94
Denmark 0.811 0.81
United Kingdom 0.775 0.78
Average 0.605 0.61

Comparing the logic of DGI with the
dynamics of EGDI shows that project-
oriented reforms often have a rapid but
unstable effect. On the contrary,
sustainable results are more often
observed where the development of
human resources is institutionalized.
That is, through formal training
programs, strategic personnel planning,
embedding data management in
decision-making procedures, and the
availability —of formalized digital
transformation functions [9]. Thus,
digital sustainability is determined not
only by the quality of the platforms, but
also by the extent to which personnel

management mechanisms are built
within the system to ensure the
development and  application  of

competencies.

Future readiness and digital talent
management. The IMD World Digital
Competitiveness  Ranking (WDCR)
complements the analysis by focusing on
long-term adaptability and quality of
human capital management. Unlike
EGDI, WDCR captures to a greater
extent the structural prerequisites for
digital development and institutional
"readiness”, therefore, leadership in it, as
a rule, changes more slowly and less
frequently [10]. The WDCR
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methodology identifies three sets of
factors  such as  "Knowledge",
"Technology" and "Readiness for the
future”. At the same time, "Knowledge"
encompasses talents, education, and
scientific potential, while "Readiness for
the future” reflects adaptability and the
ability to innovate [10].

In 2025, Switzerland took the first
place in the WDCR, ahead of the United
States and Singapore due to strong
results in the blocks "Knowledge" and
"Readiness for the future” [10]. The
steady presence of the United States and
Singapore among the leaders can be
attributed to a combination of a
developed educational base,
infrastructural capabilities and adaptive
personnel policy, including scaling up
professional development programs and
talent retention tools [10]. In this sense,
the WDCR conveniently "stitches
together” the conclusions of EGDI and
DGI: when high performance (EGDI),
institutional maturity (DGI) and long-
term readiness (WDCR) coincide, the
likelihood of sustainable causes of
success increases. Such a profile
indicates the working mechanisms of
personnel management rather than the
short-term  effect of individual
technological solutions [1].
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Table 4
World Digital Competitiveness Ranking (WDCR), Knowledge factor, 2021-2025
Country 2021 2023 2025
Switzerland 1 1 1
Singapore 4 3 4
USA 3 2 6
Kazakhstan 36 30 34
Table 5
World Digital Competitiveness Ranking (WDCR), Technology factor, 2021-2025
Country 2021 2023 2025
Switzerland 11 10 7
Singapore 3 1 2
USA 4 6 1
Kazakhstan 40 41 42
Table 6
World Digital Competitiveness Ranking (WDCR), Readiness for the future factor,
2021-2025
Country 2021 2023 2025
Switzerland 3 6 2
Singapore 11 10 6
USA 1 2 8
Kazakhstan 28 31 36
Discussion. Taken together, the mechanisms can be applied in the public
indicator analysis shows that administration system of Kazakhstan.
international ~ indexes  reflect the The results also confirm that
effectiveness of digital human resources sustainable digital efficiency is ensured
management only indirectly. That is, not by copying individual "best

through different analytical "lenses", and
in the case of HCI, this is the structural
base of human capital, operational
potential and degree of
institutionalization of digital services for
OSI, consolidation of the principles of
digital government for DGI and long-
term readiness for talent development
and adaptation in IMD WDCR [3; 9;
10]. At the same time, the reference
points are not countries that reach their
maximum on a one-time basis, but those
that consistently show high values for
several metrics and over several cycles.
Such stability usually indicates the
presence of institutionalized personnel
management mechanisms that support
digital performance, and not just
"showcase" technological solutions [9].
The identified patterns provide the basis
for a contextual interpretation of what
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practices", but by a consistent system of
HR mechanisms, which manifests itself
in different indicators and over different
time horizons [1]. In the logic of HCI-
OSI-DGI-IMD,  digital personnel
management can be described as a chain
of transformation of human capital into
administrative potential. In other words,
the transition from basic educational and
digital training (HCI) to the sustainable
ability to create and develop services
(OSI), then to the consolidation of the
principles of digital management (DGI),
and finally to the long-term ability to
adapt and work with talent (IMD).
Firstly, the stability of HCI among
leaders shows that investments in human
capital and digital literacy are a
necessary measure [3]. However, it is in
itself insufficient condition for digital
maturity [4]. For Kazakhstan, the
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practical conclusion follows that the
main reserve lies not so much in the
expansion of formal coverage as in the
development of applied digital and
analytical competencies. In the future,
they are needed for data-driven
management, and in creating
mechanisms for their regular updating
throughout their career in the public
sector.

Secondly, OSI volatility helps to
distinguish between reform growth and
institutional sustainability [9]. Rapid
digitalization of services can indeed have
a noticeable effect, but retaining the
result  requires a human and
organizational contour. This includes
distributed roles, interdisciplinary teams,
service lifecycle management standards,
as well as built-in service design and
data usage skills at the departmental

level [8]
Thirdly, the high values of DGI
among leaders do not reflect

"technological leadership” as such, but
rather the degree of institutionalization
of the principles of digital-by-design and

data-driven public sector. Here, HR
mechanisms  actually act as the
supporting  structure  of  digital

transformation [9]. For Kazakhstan, this
means that it makes sense to transfer not
specific platform architectures, but the
management framework. This can be the
formalization of digital competencies,
continuous learning, embedding
personnel data into management cycles,
and a clear distribution of responsibility
for digital transformation between
institutions [2].

Fourth, the logic of IMD, especially
the blocks "Knowledge™ and "Readiness
for the future", emphasizes that long-
term competitiveness in the digital
environment depends on the ability of
the state to develop, retain and
reconfigure talents to meet changing
skill requirements [10]. For Kazakhstan,
this reinforces the priority of creating
sustainable mechanisms for professional
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development, career development and
leadership training, as well as incentives
to attract and retain IT and data
specialists in the public sector [4].

At the same time, the indicator
analysis sets the limits of portability.
Solutions that are effective with high
centralization, small scale, or special
resource conditions may be difficult to
reproduce in other administrative
configurations [1]. Therefore, the object
of adaptation should not be "country
models”, but functional capabilities and
HR mechanisms that ensure the
sustainability of digital results in
comparable institutional settings.

These conclusions are directly
related to the issue of evaluating the
effectiveness of digital personnel
management. Such an assessment cannot
be reduced to technical metrics such as
system coverage, functionality, or
automation level [6]. International
indexes "see" digital efficiency through
human capital, quality of services,
institutional principles, and readiness for
the future. This creates a risk of
improving positions in the ratings
without  strengthening internal HR
mechanisms, which ensure managerial
returns from digitalization [10].

Therefore, the digital personnel
management assessment system should
be, firstly, multidimensional and cover
different levels of efficiency. By listing,
this list should include the competence
base and digital literacy (HCI), the
sustainable ability to maintain and
develop services (OS)), the
institutionalization of the principles of
digital and data-driven management
(DGI), as well as the willingness to
adapt and develop talent (IMD).
Secondly, the criteria should distinguish
between the project effect and
institutionalization through indicators of
the regularity of practices, the
formalization of roles and
responsibilities, as well as the integration
of personnel data into management
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processes [1]. Thirdly, the assessment
should be managerially relevant: to
record the actual use of data and
competencies in personnel planning,
performance analysis, skills management
and leadership development [2].

Taken together, this indicates the
need to develop a national assessment
system for digital human resources
management in Kazakhstan, focused on
local conditions and the goals of digital
government. In  this  approach,
international indexes act as benchmarks
rather than “ready-made recipes” and
should be translated into measurements
that  consider the  administrative
structure, interdepartmental coordina-
tion, the legal context and the actual
practice of HR management [9]. The
shift from a direct cross-country
comparison to a comparison of
functionality allows for a more realistic
and managerially meaningful
assessment, where growth in
international rankings is seen not as an
end in itself, but as a consequence of
strengthening administrative capacity
and mature personnel management
mechanisms in a digital government.

Conclusions. This article examined
international ~ approaches to  the
assessment of digital human resource
management in the public sector based
on indicators and benchmarking. Digital
personnel management is considered not
as a separate IT tool, but as a mechanism
of  public  administration. This
mechanism translates human capital into
administrative capacity, supports data-
driven solutions, and enhances the
sustainability of digital transformation.

The results show that international
indicators of digital government reflect
the  effectiveness of HR-related
mechanisms only indirectly. They record
different levels and time horizons. HCI
describes the structural base of human
capital. OSI shows the ability of the state
to consistently provide and develop
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digital services. DGI reflects the degree
of institutional consolidation of the
principles of digital governance. IMD
characterizes a long-term willingness to
adapt and develop talents. Countries that
are consistently strong in these
dimensions achieve results not only
through technology. They rely on
established HR mechanisms that create
competencies, allocate responsibilities,
and turn personnel data into management
decisions. When the growth of indicators
is volatile, it is more often associated
with the design logic of reforms. Such
improvements occur quickly and lose
their effect just as quickly if the
personnel and organizational
mechanisms are not fixed.

The analysis also answers the
practical question of how developed
digital states evaluate digital HRM. They
rarely use a single technical indicator
and almost never reduce the assessment
to automation. They evaluate the
management ability of the system. The
indicator analysis makes it possible to

identify repetitive mechanisms that
support sustainable performance. These
include competency-based HR
management, regular training and

retraining, integration of HR data into
management cycles, and alignment of
digital HR systems with the architecture
and goals of digital government.
However, the results show limitations of
portability. Effective models depend on
the country's scale, degree of
centralization, resources, and legal
regime. Therefore, direct borrowing of
institutions  has little effect. The
functions and mechanisms are being
adapted to local conditions.

For Kazakhstan, the conclusions
mean the need for its own system for
evaluating the effectiveness of digital
personnel management. Such a system
should not be limited by the availability
of  platforms,  functionality  and
percentage of automation. It needs to
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measure the institutional consolidation
of practices, their strategic coherence,
and the actual use of human resources
data in management. It is important to
check how digital HR tools affect HR
planning, competence development,
management decisions, and
organizational performance. This shift
from technical KPIs to management
criteria makes it possible to more
accurately assess the contribution of
digital HRM to the effectiveness of the

Further research may expand the
proposed approach and apply it to other
emerging economies and post-Soviet
administrative  systems.  High-quality
data is needed to strengthen the
evidence. Interviews with managers and
HR departments, as well as case studies
on specific departments, will help to
understand which personnel mechanisms
actually work, under what conditions
they have an effect and how they create
sustainable social value.

public sector.
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MEMAEKETTIK CEKTOPAAFBI IN®PABIK HRM-AI BAFAAAY ABIH, XA/BIKAPA Z1BIK
MHANKATOPABIK TOCIAAEPI: KASAKCTAH TO XIPMBECI YIIIIH HEI'T3

Angatna. MeMaekerTik OackapyAblH OUQpPABK TpaHcpOpManuscsl OapraH CalibIH
MeMJEKETTIK KbI3MeTTepAl I pAaHABIPY IIeHOepiHeH IIBIFBII, adaM PeCypcTapbiH OacKapyAst
KOca aAfaHJa, imki O6acKapyIIbIABIK PYHKOUAAAPAB KaMTU OacTaabl. MeMAeKeTTiK ceKTopJaa
94eKTpoHABK, ~HR-xyiteaepaig (e-HRM) 6Geacenai ewrisiayine KapamacraH, oOAap4blH
THiMAiAiTiH Oarasay Taciadepi >KeTKiAiKTi AeHTelide AaMbIMaraH >KoHe KoOiHece TeXHMKAaABIK,
HeMece ITPOIIeCTiK KepceTKimTepMeH Iekreledi. Makaaagza nudpasik HRM-ai meMaexertiy
GacKapyIIBLABIK >KoHe MHCTUTYIIMOHAAABIK KaOileTiH KaABIIITacTHIPY TeTiri peTiHAe Oaraaayra
apHaAfaH  MHAMKaTOpABIK-OafgapAaHFaH — TocCid  YCBIHBIAAABl, OA  MeMJeKeTapaablk,
CaABICTBIPMaAbl TalAay¥a, KOPCETKIIITep AMHAMMKACHIH MHTepIIpeTanyslayFa 5XKoHe NUQPABIK
HOTVDKEAiAIKTIH OpPHBIKTBL yAriZepiH aHbIKTayfa HerisgeareH. LIudpaslk MeMaeKeTTik
GackapyAblH XaAbIKapaablk nHAeKcTepiH (B¥Y-HbIH DAeKTPOHABIK YKIMeTTi 4aMBITY MHAEKCI,
ObIAY-upiH Hudpasik MeMaekeTTik Oackapy muAekci >koHe IMD-mbiH Lludpanix Gocexere
Kabizerriaik peitTuHri) taagay Herisinde nudpablK TpaHcPOpPMaLVSHBIH TYPaKThl >KOFaphl
HOTIKeAepiH KaMTaMachld3 eTeTiH HR-MmeH OailaaHBICTBI TeTikTep ailKblHAaAaAbl. 3epTTey
HoTIDKeAepi mudpanik HRM Tuimaiairiniy agamu kanmraa, nnMppABK KBI3MeTTepAi KopceTy
KaOizeri, JepekTepre Heri3JeareH OacKapyabl WMHCTUTYIIMOHAAJAHABIPY >KoHe 0oJaIak
e3repicTepre AaiBIHABIK KOPCETKIIITepi apKbLABI >KaHaMa TypAe KopiHic TaOaTBIHBIH KOPCeTeAl.
Aavinran HoTiokelep Kasakcran PecrybamkachlHBIH MeMAEKETTiK CEKTOPBIHAA IIMQPPABIK
HRM-ai OGarasayaplH KOHTEKCTKe ce3iMTal YATTBIK paMKachlH 93ipaey >koHe LMQPPABIK
TpaHcPOpMaIVAHBIH 0acKapyIIbLABIK, OacEIMABIKTAapPBIH allKbIHAAY VIIiH aHaAMTUKAABIK Heri3
peTiHAe KOAAaHbLAAABL.

Tyninai cesaep: imppaslKk MeMaeKeTTiK Oackapy; e-HRM; agam pecypcrapsin 6ackapy;
MHAMKaTOpABIK OeHuMapkuHr; Human Capital Index; Digital Government Index; Kazakcras.

P.A. Ucmamnaosa, A.E. Ycnanosa
Astana IT University, Acmana, Kasaxcman

MEXAYHAPOAHBIE UHANKATOPHBIE I1I0AXOAbI K OLHIEHKE LITPOBOI'O HRM
BTOCYAAPCTBEHHOM CEKTOPE: OITIBIT 4451 KASAXCTAHA

Annorammsa. lludposas TpaHchopManus rocysapcTBEHHOIO VIIpaBAeHUs BCE B
GoabIIIell CTelleHN OXBaThIBaeT BHYTpeHHUeE yIlpaBAeHJYecKre (PyHKIINM, BKAIOYas yIIpaB/JeHie
Jyel0BeyecKUMU pecypcamu. HecMoTpsl Ha akTMBHOe BHejpeHUe 91eKTpoHHBIX HR-cucrem (e-
HRM) B rocyzapcTBEHHOM CeKTOpe, BOIPOCH OLIEHKM MX D(PEPEeKTUBHOCTU OCTAIOTCS
HEeAOCTaTOYHO IPOpabOTaHHBIMM U 3a4acTyIO CBOAATCS K TEXHUYECKUM WAV IPOLIECCHBIM
IoKazaTeAsM. B craTbe mpejaaraercsl MHAMKaTOPHO-OPMEHTMPOBAHHBI II0AXOJ, K OIleHKe
mmndposoro HRM kak Mexanmsma popMHUpOBaHM: YIpaBAeHIECKON UM MHCTUTYILMOHAABHON
CIIOCOOHOCTUM IOCyJapCTBa, OCHOBAHHBINI Ha MEXCTPaHOBOM CpaBHUTEABHOM aHAAM3e,
MHTepIIpeTaluy AMHAMUKY IIOKa3aTeAell U BBIABAEHUM YCTOMYMBBIX IIATTEPHOB IMpPOBOIL
pesyapratuBHocTM. Ha  ocHOBe aHaam3a  MeXAYHapOAHBIX  MHAEKCOB  IU(POBOTO
rocysapcrsenHoro yrnpasaenns (EGDI OOH, Digital Government Index OSCP n World Digital
Competitiveness Ranking IMD) naentngunupyiorcst HR-cBsA3aHHbIE MeXaHNM3MBI, AeXKalllye B
OCHOBE YCTOYMBO BBICOKMX pe3yaAbTaToB nudposor Tpancpopmanuu. I[lokasaHo, 9TO
s¢PextusHOoCcTs nUPposoro HRM orTpakaercs onocpeloBaHHO depe3 IIOKa3aTeAl
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Je/0BeUeCKOTO  Kammrada, CIHOCODHOCTM K  IIpejOCTaBAeHMIO  HUQPOBBIX  yCAVT,
MHCTUTYIMOHaAM3auuio data-driven ympaBaeHMs M TOTOBHOCTh K OyAyIIUM M3MEHEHUSM.
[loayueHHBIE pe3yAbTaTHl UCIIOAB3YIOTC A4 GOPMYAUPOBAHNS aHAAUTIYECKN 0OOCHOBaHHBIX
MMIIAVKAINii 10 pa3dpaboTKe KOHTEKCTHO-OPUEHTMPOBAHHOM paMKy oneHK nudgposoro HRM
U yIpaBAeHYECKUX MPUOPUTETOB LUPPOBOI TpaHCPOpMalMM B TOCYAapPCTBEHHOM CeKTOpe
Pecriy6anxu Kazaxcras..

Karouesbie caoBa: 1u¢poBoe rocyjapcTseHHOe ympasaeHue; e-HRM,; ympasaenne
Jel0BeYeCKMMI pecypcaMy; MHAMKaTOpHbII OeHnumapkmur, Human Capital Index; Digital
Government Index; Kazaxcras.

Received 23.02.2026
Accepted for publication 31.03.2026

Cite the article:

[GROIER

Copyright: © 2024 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the terms
and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY NC) license
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/).

253



