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KAZAKHSTAN'’S POSITION IN GLOBAL
INNOVATION DEVELOPMENT
AND ITS CURRENT INNOVATION POLICY

This study assesses Kazakhstan’s position in global innovation
development and evaluates key features of its innovation policy using
international benchmark indicators and qualitative interpretation. The
analysis draws on the World Bank’s Doing Business project (until its
discontinuation), WIPO/INSEAD/Cornell’s Global Innovation Index
(GII), and the World Economic Forum’s competitiveness benchmarking
to examine trends, identify strengths and weaknesses, and interpret policy
implications. The results indicate that Kazakhstan performs relatively
strongly in digital public services and selected infrastructure measures,
while persistent weaknesses remain in R&D intensity, university—industry
collaboration, cluster development, and venture financing, factors closely
linked to commercialisation outcomes. The paper argues that regulatory
improvements and state-led digitalisation are necessary but insufficient for
sustained innovation upgrading unless accompanied by stronger innovation
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linkages, scale-up finance, and capability-building mechanisms. Policy
recommendations emphasise institutional quality, targeted support for
R&D collaboration and technology transfer, and measures that expand
the financing and scaling capacity of innovative firms.

Keywords: innovation policy, national innovation system, Kazakhstan,
Global Innovation Index, business environment, digitalization,
competitiveness.

Introduction

Kazakhstan, endowed with a rich cultural heritage and abundant natural
resources, is seeking to shift from a resource-based growth model towards one
driven by innovation and digitalisation. As global competitiveness increasingly
hinges on technological capability and knowledge-based productivity,
understanding Kazakhstan’s position in the global innovation landscape is essential
for policymakers, researchers, and investors [1, p.37]. International benchmarks,
such as the World Bank’s Doing Business indicators, INSEAD’s Global Innovation
Index, and the World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Index, offer
comparative insights into the country’s business environment, innovation capacity,
and broader competitiveness [2, p.48].

Innovation policies play a central role in shaping national development
trajectories, particularly in developing and emerging economies where structural
transformation remains an ongoing challenge [3, p.75]. These policies are typically
embedded in long-term innovation strategies that set priorities and targets for
modernisation and technological upgrading. When implemented effectively,
especially in domains such as education, research, and entrepreneurship, innovation
policy can catalyse systemic development and strengthen national competitiveness.
Fagerberg (2018) emphasises the importance of a systemic understanding of
innovation policy, highlighting interactions among multiple actors, institutions,
and instruments, as well as recurrent challenges in national innovation systems
[4, p.1570]. Consistent with this perspective, the literature underscores the role of
universities as critical innovation actors through their contributions to knowledge
creation, human capital formation, and collaborative innovation management.

Recent research further reinforces the view that innovation policy
effectiveness depends on national context and institutional capacity. Pidorycheva
argues for policy approaches tailored to country-specific socio-economic and
cultural conditions. Liu, drawing on evidence from China, shows that targeted
policy experimentation can yield measurable benefits, such as improvements in
carbon-emission efficiency, illustrating the potential of well-designed innovation
interventions. Similarly, Svitlychnyy and Bradley highlight that innovative
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entrepreneurship depends heavily on supportive institutions, including credible
legal frameworks and accessible financial mechanisms that reduce risk and enable
firm experimentation and growth [5, p.62].

Taken together, these contributions suggest that innovation policy can
significantly influence competitiveness, diversification, and long-term development
outcomes, but that its impact is strongest when aligned with national goals,
adapted to local conditions, and supported by capable institutions [6, p.183].
Building on this literature, the present study contributes by triangulating multiple
international benchmarks and using indicator-level evidence to identify where
Kazakhstan’s innovation system is comparatively strong and where it remains
constrained [7, p.215]. The analysis is guided by three questions [8, p.335]:
(1) How has Kazakhstan’s relative position evolved across major international
indices of business environment, innovation performance, and competitiveness?
(2) Which innovation pillars and indicators constitute Kazakhstan’s key strengths
and weaknesses? (3) What policy mix aligns most directly with the diagnosed
constraints, particularly in R&D collaboration, financing, and commercialisation?
The remainder of the paper reviews the relevant literature, outlines the data and
methods, presents benchmark-based results and discussion, and concludes with
targeted policy recommendations.

Materials and methods

This study adopts a mixed-methods design that combines quantitative
benchmarking with qualitative interpretation to assess Kazakhstan’s innovation-
related performance and the policy dynamics shaping it. Quantitatively, the
analysis draws on international benchmark indicators from the World Bank’s
Doing Business project (for the period covered by the dataset), the INSEAD/
Cornell/WIPO Global Innovation Index (GII), and the World Economic Forum’s
competitiveness benchmarking (GCI) to trace Kazakhstan’s relative position over
time and identify turning points, strengths, and persistent bottlenecks [9, p.27].
The quantitative component applies descriptive trend analysis, examining both
overall ranks and selected pillar- or indicator-level measures where available to
avoid over-reliance on single headline rankings. Because global indices differ in
methodology, coverage, and periodicity, and some series have been discontinued
or revised, the study treats ranks as relative signals rather than direct measures of
policy effectiveness and explicitly notes missing or non-comparable years when
interpreting changes.

Qualitatively, findings are triangulated through a structured review of peer-
reviewed and policy-oriented literature, and, where applicable, semi-structured
expert interviews that provide context for interpreting index movements and
diagnosing underlying mechanisms. Interview evidence clarifies drivers of
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observed trends, validates or challenges index-based interpretations, and identifies
context-specific constraints, such as governance quality, innovation finance, and
university—industry linkages, that are not fully captured by index aggregates
[10, p.148]. To ensure methodological transparency, the final manuscript should
specify (if interviews are included) the number of interviews, stakeholder categories,
selection criteria, timing, interview mode, and the analytical approach (e.g.,
thematic coding), along with ethics and consent procedures. Finally, a comparative
benchmarking component situates Kazakhstan against selected peer economies
(e.g., upper-middle-income, regional, and resource-dependent comparators), with
peer selection criteria stated explicitly, to contextualise performance gaps and
derive policy-relevant lessons. Integrating index-based diagnostics with qualitative
triangulation supports the development of recommendations that are both
internationally comparable and grounded in Kazakhstan’s institutional realities.

Results and discussion

Prior research on Kazakhstan consistently frames innovation-led development
as a strategic national priority and emphasises the shared role of the state and
business in financing research, supporting technology diffusion, and creating
incentives for firms to innovate. From a policy-design perspective, innovation
performance typically depends not on a single instrument but on the policy mix,
the combined effect of regulations, incentives, institutions, and coordination
mechanisms that shape innovation across sectors and over time [11, p.19]. In
Kazakhstan, this policy-mix challenge is reflected in the gap between ambitious
strategic objectives and uneven firm-level capacity to undertake, absorb, and
commercialise innovation.

Kazakhstan-focused studies also identify enterprise competitiveness and
economic modernisation as the primary drivers of strengthening innovation policy.
Temirgaliyeva (2018) links innovation activity to firm competitiveness, implying
that policy should not only expand R&D inputs but also strengthen managerial
and technological capabilities that translate knowledge into productivity gains
[12,p. 337]. Similarly, Kurmanov et al. emphasise the need for effective innovation
management within enterprises and supportive state instruments that stimulate
innovative activity, particularly among SMEs, through better coordination,
incentives, and enabling conditions for technology adoption and commercialisation
[19, p. 58]. Taken together, this literature suggests that Kazakhstan’s innovation
constraints extend beyond funding levels to include weak innovation linkages
(notably between firms and universities), limited commercialisation capacity, and
an insufficiently innovation-oriented competitive environment.

Benchmarking Kazakhstan through international indicators. To connect these
qualitative insights with measurable outcomes, the study benchmarks Kazakhstan
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using international indices that capture different layers of the innovation ecosystem.
The historical patterns summarised in Table 1 demonstrate Kazakhstan’s
trajectories across: (i) the innovation system (Global Innovation Index),
(ii) business-regulatory conditions (Doing Business), and (iii) broader
competitiveness fundamentals (Global Competitiveness Index). This triangulation
is analytically useful because improvements in one domain, such as administrative
efficiency and business regulation, do not necessarily translate into stronger
innovation outputs. Divergences across indices can therefore help identify where
the innovation process is constrained, whether at the level of inputs (resources and
capabilities), linkages (collaboration and diffusion), financing (risk and scale-up
capital), or commercialisation outcomes.

Within this framework, the World Bank’s Doing Business indicators are
treated as a proxy for the enabling regulatory environment for private-sector
activity. They measure conditions that affect firm entry, operating costs, and
investment incentives across core business functions, including starting a business,
obtaining permits and utilities, registering property, accessing credit, protecting
investors, paying taxes, trading across borders, enforcing contracts, and resolving
insolvency. These regulatory dimensions matter for innovation because they
shape competitive pressure, market entry, and the transaction costs of scaling new
products and technologies. However, regulatory quality alone does not explain
innovation performance; accordingly, Doing Business indicators are interpreted
alongside innovation-capability evidence from the GII and competitiveness
fundamentals captured by the GCI to develop a more complete diagnosis of
Kazakhstan’s innovation system .

Table 1 — Historical ranking of Kazakhstan in different indicators

Rank
Year Thf: Global Innova- | Ease of Do.ing Busi- petci}tli(\)/zilescsolrrrll (-1ex
tion Index (GII) ness Ranking (DB) (GCI)
2011 92 67 73
2012 85 47 70
2013 83 49 72
2014 77 50 50
2015 75 41 51
2016 64 41 52
2017 59 35 57

388



Becruuk Topaiirsipos yHusepcurera, ISSN 2710-3552 Oxonomuueckas cepusi. Ne 3. 2026

2018 56 36 59
2019 53 28 55
2020 81 25 56
2021 77 data not available 59
2022 87 data not available 54
2023 89 data not available 65

Table 1 provides a concise overview of Kazakhstan’s relative performance
across three benchmark frameworks: the Global Innovation Index (GII), the
World Bank’s Doing Business (DB) ranking, and the World Economic Forum’s
Global Competitiveness Index (GCI). Taken together, these series allow a layered
interpretation of Kazakhstan’s innovation trajectory: DB primarily reflects the
regulatory and administrative environment for private-sector activity, GCI reflects
broader productivity fundamentals and institutional conditions, and GII reflects
the innovation system through inputs and outputs. The table therefore supports
an «innovation chain» reading, in which improvements in framework conditions
(regulation and competitiveness) may enable innovation but do not guarantee
stronger innovation outcomes unless complementary capabilities, R&D depth,
finance, and linkages, also strengthen.

The first pattern in Table 1 is a broad improvement from 2011 to 2016, during
which Kazakhstan’s GII rank improves from 92 to 64, DB from 67 to 41, and GCI
from 73 to 52. This period is consistent with a «catch-up» trajectory, in which
reforms that reduce transaction costs and increase administrative efficiency are
reflected in better business-environment standings, alongside gradual improvement
in innovation-related benchmarking. Analytically, the concurrent movement across
the three indices suggests that early gains were driven largely by system-wide
modernisation efforts rather than by narrow innovation outputs alone.

A second pattern is a peak performance period from 2017 to 2019, during
which both GII and DB continue to improve (GII: 59 — 53; DB: 35 — 28),
while GCI remains broadly stable in the mid-50s (57 — 55). This suggests
that Kazakhstan achieved its strongest combined standing when regulatory
improvements were sustained and innovation-system rankings continued to rise.
However, the relative stability of GCI during this phase also indicates that deeper
competitiveness fundamentals, particularly the institutional quality and innovation
capability pillars, may not have improved at the same pace as administrative
reforms. This helps explain the later divergence observed after 2019.

The most analytically important pattern is the post—2019 divergence. In 2020,
Kazakhstan attained its best DB position in the series (25th), but the GII ranking
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worsened sharply (from 53 in 2019 to 81 in 2020) and remained volatile through 2023
(77in2021; 87 in 2022; 89 in 2023). At the same time, the GCI rank fluctuates (56 in
2020; 59 1in 2021; 54 in 2022; 65 in 2023). This pattern suggests that improvements
in business regulation, while important, were insufficient to protect innovation
performance during a period when the innovation system likely faced tighter
constraints on R&D depth, innovation finance, and commercialisation capacity.
In other words, Table 1 is consistent with an interpretation in which Kazakhstan
advanced the «enabling environmenty faster than it strengthened the mechanisms
that convert capabilities into innovation outputs, especially in the private sector.
Table 1 also highlights a measurement and comparability constraint that
should be stated explicitly in the discussion. The DB series shows «data not
availabley after 2020, indicating that this benchmark does not provide a continuous
basis for evaluating more recent years. Likewise, the meaning of year-to-year
movements in rankings can vary because methodology, coverage, and comparator
performance may change. Therefore, short-run fluctuations, especially in the post-
2019 period, should be interpreted as signals of relative position rather than as
direct measures of policy impact. A stronger empirical strategy is therefore to use
Table 1 to identify turning points and divergence and then interpret the underlying
constraints using indicator-level diagnostics (Table 2) and qualitative evidence.
Overall, Table 1 supports the paper’s central argument: Kazakhstan
made substantial progress in regulatory and administrative modernisation and
achieved meaningful gains in innovation-system benchmarking up to 2019, but
subsequent innovation performance became more fragile and volatile. The key
analytical implication is that the next stage of innovation policy must prioritise
the «missing middle» of the innovation chain by strengthening R&D intensity and
effectiveness, building university—industry collaboration, expanding venture and
growth financing, and improving commercialisation and scaling pathways, so that
improvements in framework conditions translate into durable innovation outcomes.

Table 2 — Kazakhstan’s Strengths and Weaknesses in GII Ranking

Strengths Weaknesses

Indicator Name Rank | Code | Indicator Name Rank | Code
N . ; 0

Gov'ernment s online g 1313 Software spending, % 124 | 623

service GDP

Utility models by ori- State of cluster develop-

gin/bn PPP$ GDP 10 |6.1.3 ment 118 | 5.2.2

Pupil-teacher ratio, 12 1215 Un1vers1t¥-1ndustry R&D 117 | 501

secondary collaboration
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Gross expenditure on

E-participation 15 |3.14 R&D., % GDP 100 | 2.3.2
Cost of redundancy VC received, value, %
dismissal 18 |1.23 GDP 99 | 424
Females employed w/ VC recipients, deals/bn
advanced degrees, % 32 15153 PPP$ GDP 8 | 423

Venture Capital (VC) in-

Electricity output, GW 33 |3.2.1 |vestors, deals/bn PPP$| 95 | 4.2.2

h/mn pop. GDP

QS university ranking, GERD financed by abroad,

top 3 33 1234 9% GDP 88 | 523
Tertiary enrollment, | 35 5 1 | Unicorn valuation, % GDP| 48 | 6.2.2
% gross

High-tech exports, % Global corporate R&D

total trade 36 1633 investors, top 3, mn US$ 40 ) 233

Table 2 shows Kazakhstan’s overall GII position in its strongest and weakest
component indicators, enabling a more precise diagnosis than headline ranks
alone. The profile suggests a «two-speed» innovation system. On the strength
side, Kazakhstan performs well in digital governance and public-sector digital
delivery, reflected in high rankings for the government’s online service (8th) and
e-participation (15th). It also performs relatively well in selected education and
infrastructure-related indicators, such as the pupil-teacher ratio (secondary) (12th)
and tertiary enrolment (35th), indicating the presence of basic enabling conditions
for skills development and digital transformation. By contrast, the weakest
indicators cluster around the mechanisms that typically convert capabilities into
market-facing innovation: low software spending (% GDP) (124th), weak state
of cluster development (118th), limited university—industry R&D collaboration
(117th), and comparatively low gross expenditure on R&D (% GDP) (100th).
Financing constraints are also evident in multiple venture-capital indicators (e.g.,
VCreceived, VC deal activity, and VC investors), which appear among the weaker
ranks [14, p.430].

Interpretation: a strong state-led digital pillar but weak commercialisation
and scaling capacity. Analytically, this configuration indicates that Kazakhstan’s
innovation strengths are concentrated in state-led digitisation and selected
framework capabilities, while its constraints lie in private-sector innovation
intensity and commercialisation capacity. In practical terms, the country appears
relatively effective at building platforms and services — especially in the public
sector — but less effective at developing the dense networks and incentives required
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for sustained private innovation: clusters, firm—university linkages, R&D depth,
and risk/scale-up capital. This helps explain why improvements in business
framework conditions do not automatically translate into stronger innovation
outcomes: without stronger innovation finance and collaboration ecosystems, the
innovation pipeline remains thin at the stages where ideas must be transformed
into competitive products, firms, and exportable technologies [15, p.604].

Implications from Table 2 for targeted policy priorities. The indicator-level
breakdown points to several priorities that are more actionable than general
«increase innovation» recommendations. First, Kazakhstan should strengthen
the R&D—commercialisation interface by expanding incentives for joint research,
shared laboratories, and industry-defined applied projects that directly address
weak university—industry collaboration. Second, policy should build scale-
up financing capacity, not only early-stage support: weak VC indicators and
low software spending imply constraints on developing digital products and
financing growth, limiting the ability of promising firms to scale. Third, cluster
policy should shift from an emphasis on infrastructure and programmes to one
on networks and coordination, focusing on cluster governance, anchor firms,
supplier development, and export orientation, because weak cluster development
often reflects fragmentation of innovation linkages rather than a lack of facilities.

Competitiveness conditions: what GCI adds to the innovation diagnosis. While
GII focuses on innovation inputs and outputs, the Global Competitiveness Index
(GCI) adds a broader productivity lens, highlighting how institutional and market
fundamentals shape incentives and returns to innovation [16, p.28]. Kazakhstan’s
competitiveness profile is commonly described as having strengths in macroeconomic
stability and market size, alongside persistent weaknesses in institutional quality,
transparency, and innovation capacity (including research outputs and the growth
of innovative firms). Interpreted together with the GII profile, this reinforces an
important point: Kazakhstan’s constraints are not only technical (R&D intensity,
patents, publications) but also institutional, because predictable rules, trust, and
fair competition influence investment horizons, willingness to take risk, and the
effectiveness of innovation policy instruments [17, p.173].

Digitalisation and «Smart Country»: progress with an innovation-economy
caveat. Kazakhstan’s digitalisation narrative is most convincing when supported
by the same indicators: strong performance in e-government and e-participation
aligns with visible advances in digital public services and infrastructure. However,
Table 2 also suggests an important caveat for the «Smart Country» agenda: strong
digital government does not automatically imply a strong innovation economy.
To translate digitalisation into productivity growth, policy emphasis should shift
from «digitising services» to «digitising and upgrading firms,» particularly SMEs
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and high-impact sectors where Kazakhstan has scale (industry, mining services,
energy, logistics). As adoption accelerates, cybersecurity becomes a binding
enabler of trust and resilience in digital transformation; improving cyber readiness
and organisational practices should therefore be treated as part of innovation
capability rather than a separate technical issue [18, p.67].

Priority growth domains and implementation focus. Priority domains such as
MedTech, AgriTech, GreenTech, Al, Industry 4.0, and GovTech are strategically
aligned with the GII diagnosis, as they can leverage strengths in digital governance
while building commercialisation capacity. To strengthen the analytical link,
each domain should be explicitly tied to one diagnosed constraint [19, p.1]. For
example, GovTech builds on strong e-government capability; Industry 4.0 and Al
can directly address low software spending by stimulating firm demand for digital
solutions; and GreenTech and health innovation can expand applied research
partnerships and strengthen industry—university collaboration. Implementing
these priorities at scale also requires workforce upskilling and institutionalised
collaboration models (internships, applied projects, and joint curriculum design) to
ensure that human capital development aligns with market needs and accelerates
diffusion and adoption [20, p.10].

Conclusions

This study examined Kazakhstan’s position in global innovation development
by combining international benchmarking indices with the innovation-policy
literature. Overall, the evidence indicates that Kazakhstan has made tangible
progress in improving the framework conditions for economic activity and has
developed notable strengths in digital governance and selected infrastructure-
related areas. However, these gains have not consistently translated into stronger
innovation capacity or commercialisation outcomes. The persistence of weaknesses
in R&D intensity, university—industry linkages, cluster development, and scale-
up finance suggests that the central policy challenge is no longer only improving
administrative conditions but also strengthening the mechanisms that convert
innovation inputs into marketable outputs and productivity growth.

Firstly, strengthening institutional quality remains a foundational priority.
Improvements in governance, transparency, and anti-corruption enforcement reduce
uncertainty and transaction costs, and reinforce fair competition, conditions that
support long-term private investment in innovation. Further simplification of regulatory
frameworks and regular updates to them, together with greater judicial independence
and efficiency, would protect property rights, improve contract enforcement, and
increase confidence in the predictability of the innovation environment.

Secondly, Kazakhstan should focus on improving the effectiveness of R&D
investment by strengthening the research—industry interface. Beyond increasing
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funding, policy should prioritise applied collaborative research, shared laboratories,
competitive grants tied to measurable outputs, and credible technology-transfer
mechanisms. In particular, incentives that deepen university—industry collaboration
are essential for converting scientific and technological capabilities into
commercially viable products and services and for narrowing the observed gap
between innovation inputs and outputs.

Thirdly, human capital development should be better aligned with the
skills required by innovation-driven sectors. This includes strengthening
STEM education, expanding vocational and lifelong learning pathways, and
institutionalising industry—academia collaboration through internships, applied
projects, and joint curriculum design. These measures can improve firms’
absorptive capacity, accelerate technology diffusion, and support sustained digital
and innovation upgrading.

Fourthly, improving innovation finance is critical for enabling firms to scale.
The results imply that access to risk capital and growth-stage financing remains
a constraint; therefore, policy should strengthen credit access for innovative
SMEs through tailored financial products and guarantee mechanisms and create
a more supportive environment for venture capital and angel investment through
clear rules, incentives, and co-investment instruments. Complementary actions,
including improved financial literacy and stronger investor protections, can further
enhance the functioning of innovation finance markets.

Finally, Kazakhstan should deepen the shift from public-sector digitalisation
towards economy-wide productivity gains by accelerating firm-level digital
transformation, particularly in traditional and high-impact sectors. As digital
adoption expands, cybersecurity and digital trust become binding enablers of
sustainable digital growth; accordingly, cyber resilience measures, standards, and
skills should be integrated into innovation and digital transformation strategies
rather than treated as a separate technical agenda.

In sum, Kazakhstan’s innovation system is evolving, with clear achievements
in digital governance and enabling infrastructure, alongside persistent weaknesses
in commercialisation capacity, innovation finance, and collaborative innovation
networks. Addressing these constraints through a coherent policy mix, linking
institutional reform, R&D effectiveness, human capital development, and scale-up
mechanisms, would strengthen Kazakhstan’s ability to convert existing strengths
into sustained innovation-led growth and enhanced global competitiveness.
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KA3AKCTAHHBIH ) KAhAHABIK THHOBAIIUAJIBIK
JAMY JAFBI YCTAHBIMBI )KOHE OHbIH 3AMAHAYH
NHHOBAIUAJBIK CASICATBI

Byn sepmmey Kaszaxcmanmwviy scahanObik uHHOBAYUATBIK 0AMYOa2bl
YCManwiMblH 3epoeneyee Hcane Kon Kulpibl Manoday apkblibl OHbIH A2bIMOA=bl
UHHOBAYUANBIK CAACAMBIHGIY MUIMOINIIH mandayea 0ageimmaneaH.
Jynueosrcysinik 6aukmiy «busnecmi socypeizyy, INSEAD-miy «)Kahanowix
UHHOBAYUANBIK UHOEKCIy dcone [[a8oc IKOHOMUKANLIK (OpYMbIHbIY
«Kahanovix bacexeze Kabinemminix UHOEKCi» pelmuremepiniy OepeKkmepin
natoanana omuipein, 3epmmey 0Cbl CHAMUCTUKAHBIY CeHIMOLniel MeH
Maybl30bLIbleblH bazanaiosl. Onoa Kazaxcmannoly yugpvlk oamyosiy
orcahanobIK 1anouadmolHOa OpHALACKAH YUDPAbIK anemoesi «aKbliovl
eny peminoezi mapmebeci awbliaosl. Kasaxcmannubly unHOGAYUALBIK
Kepcemkiwmepinoezi bacvlm mepic ypoicmepee Kapamacman, 3epmmeyoe
MEeXHONI02UANAPObL eH2i3Y0I JHCAKCApmy, UHDPAKYPOIILIMObL JHCAKCAPIY
Jicane 3epmmeyiep MeH d3ipaemenepae UHBEeCMUYUALAPObL YI2ainy CUAKMb]
uUHOUKamopaapoazel OH ypoicmepoi Kepcememin OipHeule Kepcemkiumep
aHbIKMmanovl. MHHOBAYUANLIK JHCYUeHIH 0aMy OUHAMUKACHIH KeuleHOl
manodayovly apKaceinoa KazaxcmanHvly UHHOBAYUSIBIK IKONCYeCiHOe2l
npobaemanap oa, xcemicmixmep Oe anvikmanovi. CoyviHoa, 3epmmeyoe
casacammul pepopmanay, XaiblKapanblk bIHMbIMAKMACMbIKMbL KeHelumy
JHcone HcahanovlK bacekeze KabLIeMmIniKmi apmmoipy YuliH OPHbIKMbL
IKO-UHHOBAYUANBIK, MAJICipubenepee nazap ayoapy Kasxcemmicin baca
Kopcememin Kaszaxcmannwly 6onauarx unHOBAYUALLIK OAMYbL YULIH
cmpamecusnblK YCblHbIMOAP YCHIHbIIAObI. 3epmmeyoiy MaKcamul
Kasaxcmannuvly unnosayuanel mpaeKmopusiculi e2oiceli-meiiceuni
MYCIHYOi KAMmMaMAacel3 emy xHane 601aumaxKka 0a20apiaH2an mypaxKmol
UHHOBAYUATILIK OPMAHBL KYPY OOUbIHULA RPAKMUKANBIK, UOEANAPObL YCIHY
bobin MabwLIAOL.

Kinmmi co3dep: unnosayuanvix cascam, yammolk UHHOBAYUSIbIK
acytie, Kasaxcman, Kahanovix unnosayusanvlx unoekc, buznec-opma,
yugpaanovipy, bacexeze Kabiremmiiix.
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MNO3NIUA KABAXCTAHA B I'/IOBAJIBHOM
NHHOBAIIMOHHOM PA3BUTHUHN U ET'O COBPEMEHHAS
NHHOBAIIMOHHAS ITOJINTUKA

Hannoe uccnedosanue nanpagneno na uzyyenue nosuyuu Kazaxcmana
6 2100ANbHOM UHHOBAYUOHHOM PA36UMUU U AHAIU3 dPdexmusnocmu
€20 mexyuell UHHOBAYUOHHOU NOIUMUKU NOCPEOCMBOM MHO202PAHHO20
ananuza. Mcnoaw3ys oannvie peiimuneos « Beoenue busneca» Bcemuphuiil
bank, «I 10banbroco unnosayuonnozo unoekcay INSEAD u «I nobanviozo
uHodexca KOHKYypermocnocobnocmuy Bcemuphviti 3KoHOMUYeCKUll
Gopym, uccredosanue oyeHugaem HAOEHCHOCMb U ZHAUUMOCHb IMOU
cmamucmuxu. B nem packpvieaemes cmamyc Kazaxcmana xax «ymMHou
cmpansly 8 Yyuposom mupe, NOZUYUOHUPYIOWUL €20 8 2100ATbHOM
nanowagpme yughposozo pazeumus. Hecmomps na npeumyuiecmeenno
Hezamughvle MeHOeHYuU 8 UHHOBAYUOHHbIX nokazamensx Kazaxcmana,
6 UCCIEO08AHUU BbISIBIEHO HECKONILKO NOKA3amenetl, 0eMOHCIMPUPYIOUUX
NOAOACUMENbHbIE MEHOCHYUU 8 MAKUX UHOUKAMOPAX KAK YIyduleHue
6HeOpeHUsi MEXHONI02UL, YIydHuleHue UHOPACMPYKmypbl U Y8eiuyeHue
uneecmuyull 8 ucciedosanus u paspabomku. bracooaps komniexcnomy
ananu3y OUHAMUKYU PA3GUMUS UHHOBAYUOHHOU CUCIEMbl GbIGAEHbI
Kak npobnemvl, max u OOCMUINCEHUSI 6 UHHOBAYUOHHOU dKOCUCTmeMe
Kaszaxcmana. Haxoney, 6 ucciedosanuu npeonazaiomes Cmpamezudeckue
pexomenoayuu 01 6yoyue2o unHo8ayuoHno2o pazeumus Kazaxcmana,
noouepxusaowue HeobxooumMocms pepopmovl ROAUMUKU, PACUUUDEHUS
MeANCOYHAPOOH020 COMPYOHUUECMBA U COCPEeOOMOYEHUs HUMAHUS
HA YCMOUYUBHIX IKO-UHHOBAYUOHHBIX NPAKMUKAX Ol NOBLIUEHUS
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2106a1bHOl KOHKYpeHmocnocobnocmu. Llenvio uccnedosanust sensemcs
npedocmasiieHue 0emanrbHo20 NOHUMAHUSL UHHOBAYUOHHOU MPAeKmopuu
Kazaxcmana u npednoxcenue npakmuyeckux uoet no co30aHuro
YCMOUYUBOU, OPUEHMUPOBAHHOU HA OYOYUee UHHOBAYUOHHOU CPedbl.
Kniouegvie crosa: unHo8ayuoHnas nOAUMUKA, HAYUOHATbHAS
unnosayuonunasa cucmema, Kasaxcman, I'nobanvHulll unHOBAYUOHHBIU
uHoexc, busnec-cpeda, yupposusayus, KOHKYPEeHmMoCcnocobHOCmb.
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