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Abstract

Countries that want to move beyond a natural-resource growth model face a hard question. Where ex-
actly does their national economy fail to turn knowledge into competitive, low-carbon outputs? For Kazakh-
stan, this question has been asked at the level of individual sectors and at the level of macro strategy, but
rarely as a layered diagnostic that maps the transformation chain step by step. This paper builds such a diag-
nostic. It treats national innovation systems and national absorptive capacity as the mediators that stand be-
tween knowledge inputs and structural, sustainable outcomes, and it applies the diagnostic to Kazakhstan and
five European Union economies chosen to bracket the relevant institutional and structural conditions: Czech
Republic, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, and Finland. The analysis is a structured indicator-based comparison
across four layers: knowledge inputs, system-level absorption, innovation outputs, and sustainable outcomes.
Twelve indicators are used, three per layer, drawn from Eurostat, the World Bank, WIPO GII 2024, the Eu-
ropean Innovation Scoreboard 2025, and the Bureau of National Statistics of Kazakhstan. Kazakhstan's
break-point is not in Layer 1. Tertiary attainment among 25-34-year-olds is 55.7 per cent, higher than in eve-
ry European Union comparator in the sample. The break-point is Layer 2. The share of innovation-active
enterprises is roughly one third of the Central European level, and adult participation in learning is one fifth
of the European Union average. The gap propagates: patent intensity is more than an order of magnitude be-
low the comparators, and greenhouse-gas emission intensity is nearly twice the Polish level. The diagnostic
identifies the layer where policy and management action in Kazakhstan can produce the largest marginal ef-
fect on sustainable competitiveness.

Keywords: national innovation systems; absorptive capacity; sustainable competitiveness; Kazakhstan;
European Union; policy diagnostics.

Introduction

Kazakhstan is trying to move. The Kazakhstan-2050 strategy, the Concept for Transition to a Green
Economy, and the successive programmes of accelerated industrial-innovative development all point in the
same direction: knowledge, technology, and human capital are meant to replace hydrocarbons as the engine
of long-run growth. What none of these documents provide is a precise map of where, along that path, the
current national economy stops working.

The academic literature offers three main framings for the question. Endogenous growth theory tells us
that knowledge and human capital are the necessary inputs (Romer, 1990; Lucas, 1988; Aghion & Howitt,
1992). National innovation systems theory adds that inputs alone are not enough. Institutions, universities,
firms, and finance interact, and the way they interact determines whether inputs turn into outputs (Freeman,
1987; Lundvall, 1992; Nelson, 1993; Edquist, 1997). Evolutionary economics closes the loop by explaining
why comparable inputs produce dissimilar outputs across countries: routines and learning capabilities differ,
and history matters (Nelson & Winter, 1982; Dosi, 1982). Cohen and Levinthal (1990) provide the missing
organisational construct, absorptive capacity, that binds the three framings together.

Empirical work has recently begun to treat the innovation-to-competitiveness transformation as a sys-
tem-level problem that can be measured. Anouze, Al Khalifa, and Al-Jayyousi (2024) apply dynamic net-
work data envelopment analysis to 23 oil-producing countries and build a composite index of national inno-
vation systems. Tsekouras, Stergiou, and Kounetas (2024) construct a chain-network model of European re-
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gions with undesirable environmental outputs. Viseu, Henriques, and Sousa (2025) use window slack-based
DEA to trace eco-innovation efficiency and convergence clubs in the European Union. Xu, Mei, Sun, Zhang,
and Liang (2023) estimate sustainable innovation performance for EU countries under energy and environ-
mental constraints. None of these studies places Kazakhstan and comparable European economies in the
same analytical frame.

That gap is the entry point of this paper. What is missing is not another efficiency estimator; it is a di-
agnostic that says, before any estimator is applied, at which link in the chain the Kazakh transformation is
failing. If the break-point is in the input layer, the policy answer is straightforward: raise R&D funding, ex-
pand tertiary education, import machinery. If the break-point is somewhere else, the policy answer changes.

This paper builds the diagnostic and applies it. Four layers are examined: knowledge and technological
inputs; system-level absorption; innovation outputs; and sustainable competitive outcomes. Each layer is
populated with three indicators, chosen for theoretical clarity and for availability across all six countries. The
five European Union comparators bracket the space: two Central European post-transition economies of
comparable size to Kazakhstan (Czech Republic, Slovakia), two larger Visegrad economies with distinct in-
novation-policy trajectories (Poland, Hungary), and one EU frontier reference (Finland). The result is a com-
pact, replicable, decision-oriented picture of where the Kazakh chain breaks down and where the largest
marginal returns to policy intervention are located.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. The next section sets out the materials, the four-
layer indicator scheme, and the data sources. The results section reports the layer-by-layer comparison in
four tables and two summarising figures. The discussion connects the observed pattern back to the evolu-
tionary and NIS mechanisms, and it compares the findings with the studies cited above. The concluding sec-
tion states the contribution and the limitations, and it identifies the empirical extension that the framework
prepares.

Materials and Methods

This is a structured indicator-based comparison. It is deliberately not a formal DEA estimator. The
choice reflects the objective: locate the break-point before quantifying its size. The formal two-stage network
DEA with bootstrap inference (Kao & Hwang, 2008; Simar & Wilson, 2007) is the natural next step and is
reserved for subsequent work.

The four-layer scheme is theoretical, not statistical. Layer 1 captures the endogenous-growth input log-
ic: without R&D and educated people, there is nothing to transform (Romer, 1990). Layer 2 captures the
evolutionary and NIS insight that inputs must be absorbed by an interactive institutional environment (Nel-
son & Winter, 1982; Lundvall, 1992; Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). Layer 3 records what the system produces,
and it distinguishes technology-creation outputs from technology-adoption outputs, because the two carry
different long-term implications for competitiveness (Schumpeter, 1934; Aghion & Howitt, 1992). Layer 4
records the outcome under a sustainability constraint, following the structural-competitiveness and sustaina-
bility-transition literature (Fagerberg, 1988; Fagerberg, Srholec & Knell, 2007; Markard, Raven & Truffer,
2012; Schot & Steinmueller, 2018; Wesseling & Meijerhof, 2023).

Comparator selection. Five European Union countries are used. Czech Republic and Slovakia are small
Central European post-transition economies with strong industrial bases; they anchor the comparison in insti-
tutionally similar territory. Poland and Hungary are larger Visegrad economies whose innovation trajectories
have diverged, and they extend the range on the horizontal axis. Finland is the EU frontier reference and
marks the upper edge of the sample. Six countries in total keeps the tables readable and lets every cell be in-
terpreted rather than aggregated away.

Indicators. Twelve are used, three per layer. Layer 1: gross domestic expenditure on R&D as a share of
GDP; R&D personnel per 1,000 employed; tertiary attainment among 25-34 year-olds. Layer 2: share of in-
novation-active enterprises; university-industry research collaboration score from the WIPO Global Innova-
tion Index; adult participation in learning. Layer 3: patent applications per million inhabitants (EPO-
equivalent); high-technology exports as a share of manufactured exports; knowledge-intensive service ex-
ports. Layer 4: GDP per capita at purchasing power parity; greenhouse-gas emission intensity of GDP; popu-
lation share at risk of poverty or social exclusion. Each indicator is chosen because it has an unambiguous
theoretical role and because it is available for all six countries.

Data. Values are compiled from five sources: Eurostat (R&D statistics, Community Innovation Survey,
high-technology trade, adult learning, sustainable-development statistics); the World Bank Open Data (WDI
series on GDP per capita and knowledge-intensive services); the WIPO Global Innovation Index 2024 (uni-
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versity-industry collaboration score); the European Innovation Scoreboard 2025 for cross-checks on innova-
tion dimensions; and the Bureau of National Statistics of the Republic of Kazakhstan for national indicator
values. The reference year is the most recent year for which data are comparable across the sample; the exact
year is stated in the note under each table. Where the Kazakhstan indicator uses a national definition rather
than the Eurostat definition, the difference is stated in the note and discussed in Section 4.

Reading rule. The tables are read in two directions. Reading vertically within a country tells you where
along the chain that country's transformation efficiency drops. Reading horizontally within a layer tells you
where the gap between Kazakhstan and each comparator is largest. Only when the two readings agree does a
layer qualify as a break-point in the sense used here.

Results

The results are presented layer by layer. Each of the four layers of the innovation-to-competitiveness
chain is examined in a separate table, and the layered picture is then summarised in two figures. Each table
reports the six countries on three theoretically motivated indicators, and each table is followed by a short an-
alytical reading. The reading rule is the one stated in the previous section: a layer becomes a break-point only
when both the vertical reading within a country and the horizontal reading across countries point to the same
weakness. The layered presentation is deliberate. It allows the reader to see, without any composite aggrega-
tion, at which link of the chain Kazakhstan diverges most sharply from the European Union comparators.

The starting point of the diagnostic is the input layer. Layer 1 reports the resources that the theoretical
framework treats as the necessary raw materials of the innovation-to-competitiveness chain: research fund-
ing, research personnel, and formal human capital. Table 1 sets these three indicators side by side for the six
countries.

Table 1. Layer 1 — Knowledge and technological inputs

Country GERD (% of GDP) R&D personnel per 1,000  |Tertiary attainment 25-34
employed (%)

Finland 2.99 15.8 40.5

Czech Republic 1.96 8.9 34.3

Slovakia 0.94 73 34.1

Hungary 1.39 9.0 28.4

Poland 1.46 7.2 41.5

Kazakhstan 0.13 1.4 55.7

EU-27 average 2.24 9.6 42.1

Note: Compiled by the author from Eurostat R&D statistics, World Bank Open Data, and the Bureau of National Statistics of the

Republic of Kazakhstan (2024). Reference year 2022 for GERD and R&D personnel; 2023 for tertiary attainment.

One number in Table 1 stands out. Kazakhstan reports 55.7 per cent of the 25-34 age cohort with ter-
tiary attainment. That is above every European Union comparator in the sample and above the EU-27 aver-
age. The Bolashak scholarship programme and the general expansion of tertiary provision have delivered a
large stock of formally educated young workers. Two other numbers in the same row tell a different story.
GERD stands at 0.13 per cent of GDP, more than fifteen times below the EU-27 average. R&D personnel per
1,000 employed sit at 1.4, roughly one seventh of the European Union figure. Layer 1 is not uniformly weak.
It is skewed. A large formal-education stock coexists with a very thin research-effort layer. The mixed pat-
tern already suggests that the diagnostic cannot end at Layer 1. If the raw input picture is ambiguous, the
source of the transformation problem must be looked for further down the chain.

The next link in the chain is the institutional environment that turns inputs into outputs. Layer 2 asks
whether the national innovation system possesses the routines, the collaboration arrangements, and the con-
tinuous-learning practices that convert stocks of educated people and research funding into innovation activi-
ty at the level of the firm. Table 2 reports three indicators of this system-level absorption capacity.

Table 2. Layer 2 — System-level absorption

Country Innovation-active enterprises |University-industry research |Adult participation in learn-
(%) collaboration (GII 2024, 0- |ing (% age 25-64)
100)
Finland 55.6 73.2 25.1
Czech Republic 46.3 46.8 10.4
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Slovakia 32.1 40.5 12.8

Hungary 31.6 42.7 7.9

Poland 29.9 39.4 7.5

Kazakhstan 11.0 35.6 24

EU-27 average 52.4 50.1 11.9

Note: Compiled by the author from Eurostat Community Innovation Survey (2022), WIPO Global Innovation Index 2024 (universi-
ty-industry research collaboration), Eurostat adult learning statistics (2023) and Bureau of National Statistics of the Republic of
Kazakhstan (2024).

Table 2 shows what Table 1 could not. Kazakhstan sits below every comparator on all three indicators.
Innovation-active enterprises make up 11 per cent of the population of firms, against 30 per cent in Poland
and Hungary and 46 per cent in the Czech Republic. Adult participation in learning is 2.4 per cent, one fifth
of the EU-27 average. The university-industry collaboration score is the closest to the Central European
band, but even there Kazakhstan trails Slovakia and Hungary. The gap in Layer 2 is neither a resource gap
nor a formal-education gap. It is a gap in the institutional capacity of the system to use what it already has.
This is the first place along the chain where the vertical reading within Kazakhstan and the horizontal read-
ing across countries agree.

If Layer 2 identifies where the chain snaps, Layer 3 shows what happens next. The output layer records
what the national innovation system actually produces: patented inventions, high-technology manufactured
exports, and knowledge-intensive service exports. Table 3 places the six countries on these three output indi-
cators.

Table 3. Layer 3 — Innovation outputs

Country EPO patent applications per |High-technology exports (% |Knowledge-intensive service

million inhabitants of manufactured exports) exports (% of total service
exports)

Finland 229.4 9.1 65.7

Czech Republic 18.7 14.7 43.2

Slovakia 7.4 10.6 38.4

Hungary 15.1 18.5 43.1

Poland 10.8 10.9 52.3

Kazakhstan 1.0 2.9 19.6

EU-27 average 135.8 13.9 54.8

Note: Compiled by the author from Eurostat and OECD Patent Statistics (EPO applications by inventor residence), Eurostat

COMEXT high-technology trade indicators, and World Bank Open Data. Reference years: patents 2022, trade 2023. For Kazakh-

stan, patent counts are based on domestic applications reported by the Bureau of National Statistics (2024), converted to per-

million-inhabitants basis.

Patent intensity in Kazakhstan is 1.0 per million inhabitants, against 229.4 in Finland and 18.7 in the
Czech Republic. High-technology exports account for less than 3 per cent of manufactured exports, well be-
low every European Union comparator. Knowledge-intensive service exports come in at 19.6 per cent, about
one third of the EU-27 average. A country with 55.7 per cent tertiary attainment produces one patent per mil-
lion inhabitants. The output layer is not the cause of the problem. It is the fingerprint of the Layer 2 failure,
transmitted downstream. The transmission from absorption to output is direct: fewer innovation-active firms
produce fewer patented inventions and fewer knowledge-intensive exports, in that order.

The last layer of the chain records what the whole transformation produces at the level of the national
economy. Layer 4 reports three outcome indicators jointly: income, environmental sustainability, and social
inclusion. This joint reading follows the structural-competitiveness tradition, which insists that competitive-
ness must be evaluated together with the sustainability constraint (Fagerberg, 1988; Fagerberg, Srholec &
Knell, 2007; Markard, Raven & Truffer, 2012). Table 4 reports these three outcome indicators for the six
countries.

Table 4. Layer 4 — Sustainable competitive outcomes

Country GDP per capita, PPP (current| GHG emission intensity (kg [Population at risk of poverty
international $) CO2-eq per USD of GDP) |or social exclusion (%)

Finland 61,600 0.19 17.1

Czech Republic 51,300 0.31 11.8
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Slovakia 38,700 0.30 17.6

Hungary 43,900 0.29 18.4

Poland 46,900 0.42 15.7

Kazakhstan 33,900 0.75 15.5

EU-27 average 52,500 0.24 21.4

Note: Compiled by the author from World Bank Open Data (WDI, GDP per capita PPP 2023), OECD environmental statistics and
Eurostat sustainable-development statistics (GHG intensity 2023), Eurostat AROPE 2023 for European Union countries, and the
Bureau of National Statistics of the Republic of Kazakhstan (2024) for the national poverty indicator adjusted for comparability.

Kazakhstan reports the lowest GDP per capita in the sample and the highest emission intensity by a
large margin: 0.75 kg of CO2-equivalent per dollar of GDP, three times the Finnish figure and nearly twice
the Polish one. Poverty and social exclusion, once the definitional differences are respected, land in the same
band as the Central European comparators. The joint reading of the outcome layer is straightforward. A low-
value-added, emission-intensive production structure is the mechanical consequence of the earlier layers.
Fixing the outcome layer without fixing Layer 2 is not feasible.

The four tables can also be read jointly. Figure 1 summarises the layered picture by expressing Kazakh-
stan's value on each of the twelve indicators as a percentage of the EU-27 average. Bars above 100 per cent
indicate that Kazakhstan exceeds the European Union average on that indicator; bars below 100 per cent in-
dicate a gap. Colour coding groups the twelve indicators into the four layers of the diagnostic.

Kazakhstan on 12 indicators, expressed as % of EU-27 average

GERD (% GDP)
Layer 1
Inputs

R&D personnel /1000 emp.
Tertiary attainment 25-34 1329

Innovation-active enterprises

Outcomes
Emission efficiency (inv. GHG)

]

1

I

Layer 2 :
Absorption :
University-industry collab. !

i

Adult learning participation 1

i

Patents per million inh. 4 1% i

I

1

}

High-tech exports share 21% H

i

Knowledge-intensive services - 36% !
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GDP per capita (PPP) !
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|

]

1
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108%

Social inclusion (100 - AROPE)

=== EU-27 average = 100
il

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Kazakhstan value as % of EU-27 average

Figure 1. Kazakhstan's twelve indicator values expressed as a percentage of the EU-27 average, grouped by the four
layers of the diagnostic

Note: Compiled by the author on the basis of Tables 1 to 4. Bars above the dashed 100-per-cent line indicate that Kazakhstan

exceeds the EU-27 average on the given indicator; bars below the line indicate the size of the gap. For the GHG emission intensity
and AROPE indicators, the direction has been inverted so that in all bars a higher value denotes a better outcome.
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The visual pattern of Figure 1 confirms the numerical pattern of the tables. Only one indicator, tertiary
attainment among 25-34-year-olds, exceeds the EU-27 average. Two indicators (university-industry collabo-
ration and the social-inclusion measure) are within roughly two thirds of the European Union figure. The
remaining nine indicators lie below or well below the reference line. The steep drop between the tertiary-
attainment bar and the innovation-active-enterprises bar is the visual signature of the Layer 2 break-point
identified in the tables.

Figure 2 complements Figure 1 by aggregating the twelve indicators into four layer scores and by com-
paring all six countries on the same scale. For each indicator, the value is normalised so that the country with
the highest score in the sample receives 100. The three normalised scores within each layer are then averaged
to produce the four layer scores that appear in the figure.

Layer-average scores across the six countries

I Layer 1 Inputs [0 Layer 3 Outputs
100 4 100 98 I Layer 2 Absorption [ Layer 4 Outcomes

Layer score, % of sample maximum

Finland Czech Rep. Slovakia Hungary Poland Kazakhstan

Figure 2. Layer-average scores for the six countries, calculated from Tables 1 to 4 with each indicator normalised so
that the sample maximum equals 100

Note: Compiled by the author on the basis of Tables 1 to 4. Each of the twelve indicators is first normalised so that the country
with the highest value in the sample receives a score of 100; the three normalised scores within each layer are then averaged. The
GHG emission intensity and AROPE indicators are inverted before normalisation so that a higher score always denotes a better
outcome.

Two features of Figure 2 deserve particular attention. First, Kazakhstan's Layer 1 score is competitive
with the Central European band, driven by the high tertiary attainment. Second, the Kazakhstani profile then
collapses at Layer 2 and remains at a substantially lower level than any comparator across Layers 3 and 4.
This pattern is not observed in any of the five European Union countries in the sample. The Central Europe-
an comparators exhibit a gradual efficiency loss along the chain; the Kazakhstani profile exhibits a disconti-
nuity between Layer 1 and Layer 2. The break-point is not a gradient; it is a step.

Taken together, the four tables and two figures present a coherent diagnostic result. The Kazakhstani
chain does not weaken uniformly. It weakens sharply between Layer 1 and Layer 2, and the weakness propa-
gates downstream into Layer 3 and Layer 4. The following section interprets this result in the light of the
theoretical framework and compares it with the empirical literature.

Discussion

Three points follow from the layered reading and each one has a decision-relevant edge for a Kazakh-
stani reader. First: the input layer is not the problem. Tertiary attainment is high; the R&D expenditure gap is
real but is only one piece of the story. A policy programme that responds to the diagnostic by pouring more
money into R&D without touching Layer 2 will move the needle less than the numbers alone would suggest.

Second, the break-point is where evolutionary theory said it would be. Cohen and Levinthal (1990) pro-
posed absorptive capacity as the missing organisational construct that decides whether external knowledge
becomes internal capability. Freeman (1987) and Lundvall (1992) generalised the argument to the level of
the national innovation system. In the Kazakh case, Layer 2 shows the exact set of symptoms the theory pre-
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dicts: low enterprise-level innovation activity, weak university-industry interaction, and a small share of
adults returning to formal learning. These are institutional variables, not budgetary ones, and they respond to
institutional policy: co-funded research contracts between universities and firms, sector-specific mission
programmes, adult-learning vouchers, and the redesign of enterprise innovation surveys so that policymakers
can see change as it happens.

Third, sustainability is not a separate track. The 0.75 kg CO2-eq per dollar of GDP figure in Table 4 is
not an environmental externality that can be dealt with by a parallel green policy. It is the direct consequence
of the production structure that Table 3 documents. High-emission, low-value-added output structures are the
outputs of a system whose Layer 2 has not been rebuilt. Mission-oriented innovation policy (Schot &
Steinmueller, 2018; Wesseling & Meijerhof, 2023) treats the sustainability and innovation transitions as one
problem, and the Kazakh evidence supports that framing.

How does this compare with the closest studies? Anouze, Al Khalifa, and Al-Jayyousi (2024) work with
dynamic-network DEA on 23 oil-producing countries. Their measurement is more advanced than what is
done here, but their sample does not include the European Union comparators that would let a Kazakhstani
analyst see where the transformation goes right. Tsekouras, Stergiou, and Kounetas (2024) build the chain-
network model with undesirable outputs that is the natural DEA counterpart to the framework used in the
present paper; their scope is European regions. Viseu, Henriques, and Sousa (2025) trace eco-innovation ef-
ficiency and convergence within the European Union with a single-stage window SBM. The contribution of
the present paper is to hold Kazakhstan and the European Union in one frame and to isolate the layer at
which the transformation is failing, before any efficiency estimator is applied.

The limitations are stated openly. The framework does not quantify a transformation efficiency. It maps
a break-point. Some indicators require careful comparability treatment, in particular the definition of an in-
novation-active enterprise between the Community Innovation Survey and the Kazakh statistical practice.
Sample size is deliberately small so that every cell in the tables can be interpreted rather than aggregated.
The extension is direct: a static two-stage network DEA with bootstrap confidence intervals (Kao & Hwang,
2008; Simar & Wilson, 2007) applied to a larger sample including EU-27 and a set of resource-based emerg-
ing economies, with technology creation and technology adoption modelled as two separate Stage-1 specifi-
cations so that the Kazakh case can be placed against a proper benchmark.

Conclusion

This paper set out to find where Kazakhstan's innovation-to-competitiveness chain breaks down. The
layered diagnostic gives a specific answer: not in the knowledge-input layer, where tertiary attainment al-
ready exceeds the EU-27 average, but in the system-level absorption layer, where innovation-active enter-
prises, university-industry collaboration and adult learning all sit below the Central European band and far
below the Finnish frontier.

The observed gap propagates downstream. Patent intensity trails the comparators by an order of magni-
tude. High-technology exports remain below three per cent of manufactured exports. Emission intensity is
three times the Finnish level. These are not four separate policy problems. They are one systemic pattern,
and it has a name in the evolutionary and NIS literatures: a national absorptive capacity that has not caught
up with the formal-education stock.

The contribution is analytical and practical. Analytically, the paper positions Kazakhstan and the Euro-
pean Union in a single evolutionary NIS frame and treats sustainability as a constitutive component of the
outcome layer rather than an add-on. Practically, the diagnostic points to a specific set of institutional levers:
enterprise-innovation environment reform, university-industry co-funded programmes, adult-learning provi-
sion, and mission-oriented sustainability programmes linked to the innovation-policy toolkit. The further
empirical step is a formal two-stage network DEA that will produce comparable efficiency scores for the
pattern documented here.
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KazakcTaHHBIH HHHOBAIUSI-09ceKere KadijeTTimiK Ti30eriniH AMarHoCTHKACHI:
EyponaJbIik 01aKThIH 0ec ejliMeH TOPT JAeHTelli caabICThIPy
Ecnosnosa K. *
VSB — Ocmpasadasel mexnuxanvix ynusepcumem, Ocmpasa, Yexus Pecnybnuxacu

*zhuldyz.yespolova@ysb.cz (xam-xabapiapza apranean agmop)

Anoamna

Taburu pecypcrapra HETi3[elTeH ocy YITICIHEH apbl Kapai *bUDKY/Ibl KO3JIEHTIH eNep YIIiH MaHbI-
3IIbI Cypak Oap: YJITTHIK SKOHOMHUKA OLmiMIi Oacekere KabineTTi, KoMipTeri IIBIFAPBIH/BICH TOMEH OHIMIEpTe
Kaif sxepe aiiHanpipa anMaid Typ? Kazakcran ymriH OyJ1 cypak ceKTopiap MEH Makpo JeHreiie KOWbUFaH,
Oipak TpaHchopmMalus Ti30€riH Ke3eHACN TalJalThIH JCHIeH/I AMarHOCTUKA PETIHAC CHUPEK YCBHIHBLIFaH.
Makasa ochlHIal JUarHOCTUKAHBI YChIHA L. ¥JITThIK HHHOBALMSIIBIK JKYHeJIep MEH YJITTHIK a0COPOLUSIIBIK
KaOineri OiiM pecypcTapbl MeH KYPBUIBIMIBIK, TYPAKThl HOTH)KEIIEp apachlHAAFbI ISl PeTiHAe KapacThl-
peUIaabl xoHe nuarnoctrka Kaszakcran men EO-ubiH Oec emine (Yexwus, [lonbma, Benrpusi, CioBakus,
OunnAHAMS) KOJIaHbLIabel. Tagay TepT AeHred OolibiHIna (011iM pecypcTapsl, KyHenik abcopOIus, HHHO-
BallMsUIBIK HOTIDKEINIEP, TYPAKThl HOTIKENEP) OH €Ki MHIMKATOPAaH TYPaThIH KYPBUIBIMIAIFaH CaBICTBIPY
peringe xyprizingi. Hepexkrep Eurostat, Jlynuexysinmik 6ank, WIPO GII 2024, European Innovation
Scoreboard 2025 sxone Kazakcran PecniyOnukachl ¥JITThIK CTATUCTHKA OIOPOCHIHAH aIbIH bl KazakcTaHHBIH
KYJ1IbIpay HYKTeci OipiHmii neHrerae emec. 25-34 jkac apaibIFbIHAAFBI )KOFaphl OUTIMAL agamMIapIblH yleci
55,7 nmaitb13apl Kypaitnel, 6yn EO-HbIH Oec canbICThIpMalibl eiHAer KOPCETKIIITEH KOFaphl. by anmakTeik
eKiHII JeHreiae Oalikanaabl. VHHOBAaLMSIBIK KOCIMOPBIHAAPABIH Yieci Oprtanbik Eypomna neHredineH
IaMaMeH YIII ece TOMEH, all epeceKTeplliH oKyra KaTeicybl EO opTama kepcetkimiHig OecteH Oip OeiriH
KYpaiibl. AJNIAKTHIKTBIH Tapallybl: MAaTEHTTIK OEJCEHITIK CalbICTHIPMAIbI eIIepAeri KOPCETKIIITeH OH
€Ce/leH acTaM TOMEH, ajl NMAPHUKTIK ra3fapiblH HIbIFAPbLTY KapKbIHIBLIBIFG [loNbia JeHreliHeH eki ece
KYBIK JKOoFapbl. JlmarHoctuka KasakcraHmarbl cascu Iiapajap MEH OacKapyIIbUIBIK IIEHIMIEP TYPaKThl
0ocekere KaOUIETTUTIKKE €H YJIKEH IIIEeKTi 9Cep €Te ajaThlH JeHT eIl KopceTe/i.

Kinm ce30ep: YNTTHIK WHHOBAIMSUIBIK JKyHenep, aOCcOpOIMSIIBIK KaOlleT, TypakThl Oocekere
kaOinertiiik, Kasakcran, Eypomnansik onak, cascaT THarHOCTUKACHI.
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JAMarHocTuka HenoYKy «MHHOBAMHU-KOHKYPEeHTOCOco0HOCTh» Ka3zaxcrana:
4eThIPEXCiI0iiHOe cpaBHEHME € MATHIO JKOHOMUKaMu EBpomneiickoro corwsa

Kyaapz EcnosnoBa*

VSB — Texnuueckuii ynusepcumem Ocmpasvl, Ocmpasa, Yewickas Pecnybnuka

*zhuldyz.yespolova@ysb.cz (asmop-koppecnonoenm)

Annomauusn

CrpaHbl, cTpeMsLIMecs BBIATH 3a MIPEAeIbl MOAEIN POCTa, OCHOBAHHON Ha MPUPOAHBIX pecypcax, cTaj-
KHBAIOTCSI C TPYIHBIM BOIIPOCOM: B KAKOM MMEHHO 3BE€HE HAI[MOHAJIbHAs SKOHOMHUKA MepecTaeT MpeBpallaTh
3HaHUsI B KOHKYPEHTHbIE, HHU3KOYIJIepoaHble pe3ynabTarsl? [ns Kazaxcrana 3ToT BoIpoc 3amaBajcs Ha
YPOBHE OTIENIbHBIX OTpaciell U Ha ypOBHE MaKpOCTPAaTEruy, OAHAKO PEIKO CTaBHWJICS Kak IOCIOWHAs Jua-
THOCTHKA, TIOATAITHO OMKCHIBAIONIAs LEernouKy Tpanchopmanuu. HacTtosmmas cTatest npeanaraet ciaeayrouryto
IMarHOCTHKY. HalmoHanpHble MHHOBALIMOHHBIE CHCTEMBl W HalMOHANbHAs abcopOLMOHHAsl crocoOHOCTh
paccMaTpUBAIOTCA KaK IMOCPEIHUKH, CTOSIINE MEXIY 3HAHUEBBIMU PECYPCaMH M CTPYKTYPHBIMH, YCTOWUH-
BBIMHU pe3yJIbTaTaMM; IUarHOCTHKa npuMeHseTcs K Kazaxcrany u natu skoHomukam EBpomnelickoro corosa,
MoI0OOpaHHBIM TaK, YTOOBI OXBATUTh CYIIECTBEHHbIC HHCTUTYLUOHAILHBIE U CTPYKTYpHBIE ycoBus: Yexus,
[ompima, Benrpus, CrnoBakus n OuHISHANS. AHATU3 TPEACTaBIAET COO0H CTPYKTypHpOBaHHOE MHIWKA-
TOPHOE CPaBHEHHE IO YETBIPEM CIIOSM (3HAHUEBBIE PECYpPCHI, CHCTEMHAs! a0COpOLMS, HHHOBALMOHHBIE BbI-
XOJIbl, YCTOMYMBBIE PE3yJIbTAThl); UCIIONB3YIOTCSA ABEHAALATh WHAMKATOPOB, IO TpU Ha cioi, u3 Eurostat,
Bcemupnoro 6anka, WIPO GII 2024, European Innovation Scoreboard 2025 u Bropo HaimoHanbHOH cTaTh-
ctuku Kazaxcrana. Touka paspsiBa y Kazaxcrana He B epBoM cioe. Jlomst il ¢ BRICIIMM 00pa3oBaHUEM B
BO3pacTHOi rpymme 25-34 roja coctaBisieT 55,7 MPOIEHTA, YTO BHIIIE MOKA3aTENsI KaXKI0H U3 ISITH COIIO-
cTaBUMBIX 3KOoHOMHK EC. Pa3prB BO3HUKACT BO BTOPOM CJIOC. I[OJDI MHHOBAIMOHHO AKTHUBHBIX NpCANpUI-
TUH TIpUMEpPHO BTpoe HMke ypoBHA LleHTpanmsHOM EBpoIibl, a ydacTre B3pOCIBIX B OOYUSHHH COCTaBIISET
IITYIO 4acTh OT cpenHero nokaszarens EC. Pa3peiB pacmpoctpansercs gajiblie: NaTeHTHass aKTUBHOCTb OT-
craeT 0oJiee YeEM B JACCATH pa3, a MHTCHCHUBHOCTD BLI6pOCOB IMMapHUKOBBIX I'a30B IIOYTHU BABOEC BBIIIC MMOJBCKO-
ro ypoBHA. JluarHocTHKa yKa3bIBaeT Ha CJIOH, B KOTOPOM MEpbI IOJIMTHKH U YNPaBICHUECKHE PEIICHUS B
Kazaxcrane MoryT naTh HanOOIBIINN TPeAeTBHBIA dPPEKT I YCTOMINBOW KOHKYPEHTOCTIOCOOHOCTH.

Knrwouesnie cnosa: HanmoHAIbHBIE UHHOBAIIMOHHBIE CHCTEMBI, a0COPOIIMOHHAS CIOCOOHOCTbD, YCTOMYH-
Basg KOHKypeHTOocIIocoOHOCTh, Kasaxcran, EBporneiickuil coio3, MarHoCTUKa MOTUTHKH.
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