IRSTI 06.71.05 DOl:https://doi.org/10.55871/2072-9847-2025-69-4-252-261

Bekmukhametova A.B. Chitanova S.0.

PhD in Economics PhD in Economics, Associate Professor

Al-Farabi Kazakh National University Abylai Khan Kazakh University of International
Almaty, Republic of Kazakhstan Relations and World Languages
e-mail: sultasem@mail.ru Almaty, Republic of Kazakhstan

ORCID: 0000-0002-1540-6973 e-mail: sister1979@mail.ru

ORCID: 0000-0002-5776-1666
Abzhatova A.K.*

Master of Economics

Rudny Industrial Institute
Rudny, Republic of Kazakhstan
e-mail: aida_8424@mail.ru
ORCID: 0009-0005-2213-9956

Abstract. The development of the manufacturing industry is a key focus of economic policy in many
countries striving for technological independence and sustainable growth. Under current conditions,
Kazakhstan is also implementing an industrialization strategy, with particular emphasis on supporting
entrepreneurial entities in the production sector. The aim of this article is to analyze international
experience in promoting entrepreneurial activity in the manufacturing industry and to identify the
potential for adapting these approaches to the socio-economic context of Kazakhstan.

The study examines approaches applied in the United States, Canada, South Korea, and Russia. Special
attention is given to such support instruments as tax incentives, concessional financing, subsidies,
innovation and cluster programs, production digitalization, and infrastructure development for small
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). A comparative analysis of the effectiveness of these measures
is conducted, and practices with potential applicability to the Kazakhstani context are highlighted.
The article substantiates the need for institutional strengthening, regional differentiation of support
measures, and enhanced cooperation among business, science, and government.

The findings of the study can be used in the development of state programs for entrepreneurship
support, industrial development strategies, and import substitution mechanisms in the Republic of
Kazakhstan.

Keywords: entrepreneurship, manufacturing industry, stimulation, supportinstruments, government
support

INTRODUCTION

In the context of sustainable economic growth and technological advancement, the
manufacturing industry plays a crucial role as a foundation for generating added value, ensuring
employment, and enhancing a country's innovation potential. Accordingly, the support and
stimulation of entrepreneurial entities in the manufacturing sector has become a priority area of
government policy and assistance [1].

International experience in state stimulation of manufacturing enterprises is particularly
valuable amid globalization and intensifying competition. Developed countries, for instance,
successfully apply a variety of business support tools such as tax incentives, subsidies, special
digitalization programs, and cluster initiatives.

This topic gains special relevance in the context of post-pandemic recovery, sanctions
pressure, and the urgent need for import substitution. Under such conditions, the application
of international experience can contribute to the development of effective measures to support
entrepreneurship and accelerate the modernization of the industrial sector.
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The academic significance of this study lies in its in-depth theoretical reflection and
systematization of international approaches to stimulating entrepreneurship in the manufacturing
industry. By analyzing the support instruments used in different countries, the article contributes
to the development of theories related to state support for small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) and industrial modernization.

Thepurposeofthisarticleistoanalyzeinternational experiencein stimulatingentrepreneurial
activity in the manufacturing industry and to determine the possibilities for its adaptation to the
socio-economic conditions of Kazakhstan.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Research on entrepreneurship and industrial policy in the post-Soviet space has coalesced
around two complementary strands. The first - an institutional-evolutionary strand - emphasizes
the role of the “rules of the game,” conflicts of interest between the state and business, and
the tax-legal architecture (classic works on post-Soviet economies: [4]; reviews of forms and
methods of support: [5]; a comparative analysis of the German SME model: [3]). The second - an
applied strand - focuses on sector-specific mechanisms for modernizing manufacturing through
clusters, innovation, and targeted support instruments: the cluster approach and its adaptation
in Kazakhstan [1]; systemic problems and prospects of state support for the manufacturing sector
[2]. These two lenses converge on the conclusion that policy measures require careful fine-tuning
that accounts for sectoral specificity, firm size, and performance requirements.

Recentinternational literature underscores that the effects of stimulative measures for SMEs
in manufacturing are amplified when financial and tax instruments are bundled with programs
of digital transformation and production modernization. Korean studies indicate that SMEs'
adoption of “smart” technologies is determined by a combination of technological characteristics
and institutional support (competence centers, subsidies, extension-type services) [11]; for smart
manufacturing, key efficiency drivers and operational effects relevant to SMEs have been identified
[12]. These findings align with broader assessments of the impact of government support on
SMEs' innovative activity and firms’ entrepreneurial orientation [22]. Comparative reviews likewise
show that Industry 4.0 as a policy is effective where an implementation infrastructure for small
producers exists (digital diagnostic services, standards, and advisory support) [11][12].

The practice of leading development institutions confirms the importance of programs aimed
at de-risking private investment and raising technological readiness. Canada’s Strategic Innovation
Fund consolidates large-scale projects to transform production chains and demonstrates
economic and innovation effects according to recent evaluations and impact reports [8][12].
The South Korean ecosystem (KIAT) supports cooperative R&D and industrial projects, setting
selection standards and parameters for grants/co-financing for enterprises, including SMEs [7].
In the United States, federal agency reports (SBA) document institutionalized support for the
sector, including guarantee instruments and manufacturing extension services for small and
medium manufacturers [6]. The Russian model, via the Industrial Development Fund, emphasizes
concessional loans and industrial projects, which is important for comparing instrument design
and performance metrics [9]. Taken together, these practices illustrate a shift away from simple
subsidization toward programs that crowd in private investment, advance digitalization, and raise
productivity.

Kazakhstan's agenda requires further empirical specification of the role of SMEs specifically
within manufacturing. New studies show a statistically significant impact of SMEs’' output on
economic growth, strengthening the case for targeted measures for manufacturing SMEs [10];
sectoral work on innovation activity in industry and mechanical engineering clarifies the channels
of effect - investment, capacity utilization, and technology adoption [13][24]. In this connection,
clusters, quality infrastructure, and export services acquire particular importance as “soft” conduits
for transferring technologies and managerial practices to small producers [1][2], alongside
programs oriented toward SME sustainability and technological transformation [26][7][8].
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Accordingly, the contemporary literature converges on the view that the effectiveness of state
support for SMEs in manufacturing is ensured by a combination of: (i) financial and tax incentives
tied to production outcomes; (ii) digitalization services and a finely grained implementation
infrastructure for small business; and (iii) program-level impact and evaluation procedures that link
budgetary outlays to indicators of productivity, innovation, and exports [11][12][8]. For Kazakhstan,
this implies calibrating existing instruments to account for sectoral specificity, firm size, and the
stages of technological upgrading, drawing on established practices from Canada and the Republic
of Korea as well as domestic empirical evidence on the growth contribution of SMEs.

Contemporary empirical work further specifies the channels through which key policy
instruments affect SMEs in the manufacturing sector. For credit guarantees, positive effects have
been demonstrated for access to debt capital, investment, and firms' TFP (China, quasi-experiment;
Turkey, firm-level) [11; 12]. For R&D tax incentives, additionality in expenditures and innovation
outcomes has been confirmed using data for the United States and the United Kingdom [13; 20].
The export-promotion block has been reinforced by new cumulative assessments: a meta-analysis
of the intensive export margin shows a statistically significant positive effect of programs, and
firms' participation in EPP is associated with growth in export capabilities and productivity [14;
15]. For digital transformation and Industry 4.0 in manufacturing SMEs, the factors of successful
adoption and sustainability - as well as their links to competitiveness and environmental
objectives - have been clarified [16; 17; 18]. For transition economies, SME export intensity is
shown to be strengthened through digitalization and firms’ innovation capabilities [19]. These
results complement Kazakhstani findings on the contribution of SMES’ output to economic growth
and support the case for fine-tuning policy instruments specifically for the manufacturing segment.

METHODS

This study adopts a mixed comparative design that combines qualitative and quantitative
procedures to compare models of government support for entrepreneurship in the manufacturing
sectors of different countries and to assess the transferability of the identified practices to the
Kazakhstani context. The choice of a mixed approach is driven by the need for triangulating
sources - legal norms, program documentation, and statistical performance indicators - which
makes it possible to align de jure instruments with their de facto effects on small and medium-
sized enterprises (SMEs).

The empirical base was formed from three complementary blocks. First, regulatory legal
acts and strategic documents governing SME support and industrial policy in the countries under
review were collected. Second, official statistics from national statistical agencies and aggregated
international databases (OECD, World Bank, UNIDO, UN Comtrade) were used to construct
comparable time series. Third, analytical materials from peer-reviewed publications, reports of
supreme audit institutions, and sectoral research centers were drawn upon, providing program
evaluations and effectiveness metrics. For each document, metadata were recorded (issuing body,
legal status, dates of adoption and amendment, target group, financing parameters), ensuring
traceability of sources.

The comparative analysis was carried out on a “country-instrument-year” panel covering
2010-2025. The case countries (the United States, Canada, the Republic of Korea, and Russia)
were selected according to the sophistication of their SME support toolkits in manufacturing, the
availability of verifiable documentation, and the relevance of their solutions for policy transfer.
Where the origin of an instrument is critical (e.g., the evolution of R&D tax incentives), the analysis
period was extended retrospectively to account for the measure’s lineage.

Policy operationalization relied on a unified taxonomy of instruments: financial (guarantees,
concessional and subsidized loans, co-financing, quasi-equity); tax (R&D credits and super-
deductions, investment allowances, accelerated depreciation, special economic zone/technology-
park regimes); institutional (industrial and technology parks, cluster and extension services, quality
infrastructure, export promotion, digitalization/Lean/Industry 4.0, workforce development); and
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procurement-based (quotas and preferences for SMEs in public procurement). For each measure,
the implementation level (national/regional), target group (start-ups/established SMEs), intensity
(benefit size, rates, maturities), coverage, conditions for reciprocal commitments (production,
export, “green,” and digital criteria), implementing agency (ministry/agency), and life cycle (launch,
reform, completion) were recorded.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION.

In countries with developed economies, the small and medium-sized enterprise (SME) sector
is considered one of the fundamental drivers of sustainable economic growth. This sector not only
contributes to the creation of a favorable institutional and market environment for the emergence
and development of large business structures but also functions as an independent system that
ensures high employment levels, promotes the implementation of innovative solutions, and enables
rapid adaptation to changing market conditions. The economic resilience of such countries, as well
as their relative social stability over extended periods, has largely been ensured through effective
and balanced interaction between government authorities and the entrepreneurial community [2].

To create favorable conditions for SME development, a comprehensive system of support
measures is implemented. These include tax and investment incentives, subsidies for specific
areas of activity, simplified access to financial and credit resources, opportunities to participate
in the privatization of state and municipal property, assistance in entering foreign markets,
implementation of professional training and retraining programs, simplification of enterprise
registration and liquidation procedures, and the provision of consulting services, including
marketing support [3]. This integrated and strategically oriented support fosters the dynamic
development of the entrepreneurial sector, which in turn positively impacts the overall economy.
Specifically, it leads to a reduced burden on the state budget through lower social spending,
improved quality of goods and services under competitive conditions, increased tax revenues,
lower unemployment rates, and reduced social tensions due to the creation of new jobs [4].

In most countries around the world, entrepreneurial entities are among the highest-priority
recipients of government support and stimulation. Russian researcher I.G. Lemeshko presented
a summarized table of SME support instruments used in various countries (Table 1).

Table 1. Instruments for Supporting Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises

Direction of Government Support Examples of Countries
1. Expansion of loan guarantee volumes for Canada, Chile, Denmark, Finland, Hungary, Italy, Republic of
SME enterprises Korea, Netherlands, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland,

Thailand, United Kingdom, USA
2. Provision of special guarantee conditions Canada, Denmark, Netherlands, Republic of Korea
for startups
3. Increase in government guarantees for Canada, Denmark, Finland, Netherlands, New Zealand,
export-oriented operations Sweden, Switzerland, Spain, United Kingdom, Czech
Republic, Slovakia
4. Government co-financing (including Switzerland, Ireland, Denmark
participation of pension funds)
5. Increase in the volume of direct budget Canada, Chile, Hungary, Republic of Korea, Serbia,
financing for the SME sector Slovenia, Spain
6. Compensation of interest rates on loans Hungary, Portugal, Russia, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom
7. Provision of tax benefits and deferrals on France, Ireland, Italy, New Zealand, Spain, United Kingdom,
tax obligations Russia (particularly for microenterprises)
8. Specialized SME lending programs through Ireland, Denmark
banks; use of negative key interest rates
9. Provision of funding to credit institutions by United Kingdom
the central bank
Note: compiled by the author based on Source 5.
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According to the data in the table, financial and tax instruments dominate, while targeted
institutional and administrative measures are almost entirely absent. This can be explained by
the fact that the institutions necessary for SME development had already been formed earlier -
either as a result of natural historical processes or because the need for such institutions arose
earlier and corresponding measures were taken in a timely manner to establish them.

At the same time, it should be noted that the stimulation of small and medium-sized
enterprises has its own specific characteristics across different industries and sectors of the
economy.

United States. The policy of stimulating and supporting entrepreneurship in the U.S.
manufacturing sector is aimed at fostering innovation, developing production capacity, creating
jobs, and enhancing global competitiveness. It is worth noting that the United States has several
institutions that support entrepreneurship in the manufacturing industry, each of which operates
in specific areas (see Table 2).

Table 2. Institutions and Measures for Stimulating the Development of Entrepreneurship
in the Manufacturing Industry

No. Key Institutions Area of Stimulation
1. Small Business Administration (SBA) A federal agency providing loan guarantees, consulting
services, and funding programs for small and medium-sized
businesses, including manufacturing enterprises.
2. U.S. Department of Commerce Support industrial development through infrastructure
and its Economic Development investments, innovation grants, and regional programs.
Administration (EDA)

3. Manufacturing Extension Partnership A national network of support centers for small and medium-
(MEP) sized manufacturing enterprises under the National Institute
of Standards and Technology (NIST). Offers consulting,
digitalization services, sustainability programs, and lean
manufacturing implementation.
Note: compiled by the author based on Source 6.

He U.S. policy framework provides financial and economic incentives to support
entrepreneurship in the manufacturing sector by offering research and development (R&D) tax
credits, which allow manufacturing companies to reduce their taxable income through expenses
related to innovation and technological development [6].

Additionally, investment loans and grants are used to modernize production processes
and implement clean technologies. The government also applies a support mechanism through
the preferential allocation of contracts to small manufacturing enterprises, implemented via the
public procurement system.

TheU.S.experienceinsupportingentrepreneurshipinthemanufacturingsectordemonstrates
the effectiveness of a comprehensive approach based on close coordination between federal
and regional levels, active participation of the private sector, prioritization of innovation and
technology, and the recognition of SMEs as key drivers of technological development.

This experience serves as a model for the integration of financial, institutional, and
technological instruments to stimulate entrepreneurship in industry.

South Korea. South Korea's industrial policy is characterized by active government
involvement in shaping the country’s industrial structure. The South Korean government has
made significant investments in strategic sectors, thereby creating a favorable environment for
the private sector and fostering the development of robust manufacturing clusters.

South Korea's policy for supporting and stimulating entrepreneurship in the manufacturing
industry is comparable to the U.S. model. The country also has several dedicated institutions
whose activities are aimed at supporting the manufacturing sector across various dimensions
(see Table 3).

Ne 4 (69) 2025



CENTER FOR
ESEP e

EVALUATION

Table 3. Institutions and Measures for Supporting Entrepreneurship
in the Manufacturing Industry in South Korea

No. Key Institutions Area of Stimulation

1. Ministry of Trade, Industry and  Coordinates theimplementation ofindustrial programs, including
Energy (MOTIE) subsidies, investment incentives, and production digitalization.

2. KOTRA (Korea Trade-Investment Provides assistance to export-oriented enterprises.
Promotion Agency)

3. KIAT (Korea Institute for Manages technology programs, grants, R&D support, and
Advancement of Technology) technology transfer.

4. Ministry of SMEs and Startups Specializes in supporting small manufacturing enterprises.

Note: compiled by the author based on Source 7.

South Korea's industrial policy encompasses key elements such as support for high-tech
manufacturing, the development of SMEs as suppliers for large corporations, and a strong focus
on export orientation.

The South Korean government provides state subsidies and grants aimed at modernizing
production facilities, implementing green and digital technologies, and improving productivity. It
also offers tax incentives for R&D activities and capital investment, as well as preferential financing
and loans through state-owned banks. Additionally, it implements export insurance programs
and supports SME participation in global value chains.

South Korea's experience in government support for entrepreneurship in the manufacturing
sector demonstrates high effectiveness, particularly due to its clear strategic focus, systematic
support for SMEs, and state investment in innovation and digital manufacturing [7].

The South Korean model can serve as an example for countries seeking to modernize their
manufacturing industries, raise the technological level of production, and ensure sustainable
growth of entrepreneurship within the industrial sector.

Canada. Canada has a diversified economy in which the manufacturing industry plays a
significant role, contributing substantially to GDP, exports, and employment. The government's
policy is focused on supporting the sustainable development of the manufacturing sector through
innovation, modernization, digitalization, and the growth of small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs).

The Canadian support model is characterized by a multi-level system of assistance: federal,
provincial, and municipal levels each develop their own programs within a unified national
strategy. Canada's support policy places primary emphasis on technological advancement,
economic resilience, export orientation, and inclusive regional development.

The implementation of Canada’s policy to support entrepreneurship in the manufacturing
sector is carried out through several key support institutions (see Table 4).

Table 4. Institutions and Measures for Supporting Entrepreneurship
in the Manufacturing Industry in Canada

No. Key Institutions Area of Stimulation

1. Innovation, Science and Coordinates industrial and innovation policy; implements
Economic Development Canada digitalization strategies and sustainable growth initiatives.
(ISED)

2. Business Development Bank of A specialized state bank providing financing, venture capital, and
Canada (BDC) consulting services to small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).

3. Canada Economic Development Regional agencies (e.g., FedDev Ontario, Western Economic
Agencies Diversification Canada) focused on developing the manufacturing

sector in specific geographic areas.

4. National Research Council Supportsappliedresearch andtheimplementation oftechnological

(NRC) solutions in manufacturing.

Note: compiled by the author based on Source 8.
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The Government of Canada, as part of its support for entrepreneurship in the manufacturing
sector, provides R&D tax credits, as well as grants and interest-free loans to companies engaged
in production modernization, automation, and the adoption of green technologies. In addition,
within the framework of regional support, individual provinces implement their own industrial
subsidy programs [8].

Thus, Canada is building a flexible and adaptive model for stimulating entrepreneurship
in the manufacturing industry. This model is based on the active role of the state in financing
modernization and innovation, strong tax incentives for R&D, and broad regional differentiation
of support programs.

Russia. In the context of advancing technological sovereignty, import substitution, and the
urgent need to modernize the real sector of the economy, Russia is actively developing state
support instruments for the manufacturing industry. Special attention is given to stimulating
entrepreneurship, particularly among small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), as a key
element in fostering innovation-driven growth and economic diversification.

The Russian government implements support measures through preferential financing,
which includes subsidizing interest rates on investment loans. In terms of tax incentives, benefits
are provided to residents of special economic zones, industrial parks, and territories of advanced
socio-economic development. In addition, Russia’s policy includes infrastructure support aimed
at establishing industrial parks, techno parks, and special economic zones that offer preferential
terms and ready-to-use infrastructure for manufacturing businesses [9].

Russia’s model for stimulating entrepreneurship in the manufacturing sector combines
financial, infrastructural, and institutional support. It includes active participation from
development institutions and regional authorities. However, challenges remain, such as limited
access to long-term financing for SMEs, and low SME involvement in innovation and in the supply
chains of large corporations [10].

Thus, the Russian experience reflects an effort to establish a systematic approach to
industrial policy, with a focus on supporting entrepreneurship, modernizing production capacities,
and developing new manufacturing value chains.

CONCLUSION

The conducted analysis of international practices for stimulating entrepreneurship in
the manufacturing sector has revealed several key insights. The experience of countries such
as the United States, South Korea, Canada, and Russia demonstrates the effectiveness of
combining institutional, financial, and human capital development mechanisms to enhance the
competitiveness of industrial enterprises.

The novelty of this study lies in identifying adaptable policy tools that can be successfully
implemented in Kazakhstan, taking into account its socio-economic context, institutional
framework, and technological development priorities. Among the most relevant measures are:

- Institutional strengthening - improving the efficiency of development institutions,
ensuring transparency, and reducing administrative barriers;

- Human capitaldevelopment - expandingengineering education and digitalmanufacturing
competencies to meet the needs of Industry 4.0;

- Financial accessibility - introducing blended financing instruments, concessional lending,
and venture capital support for innovative industrial projects.

At the same time, the successful adaptation of foreign experience requires a flexible
transformation of international approaches, rather than their direct replication. Implementing
modern support mechanisms for entrepreneurship in the manufacturing sector is essential for
building a sustainable, competitive, and technologically advanced economy in Kazakhstan. Future
research should focus on assessing the effectiveness of these instruments and developing digital
policy frameworks tailored to the country’s industrial priorities.
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AHpaTna. OHAeyLli eHepKaCinTi AaMbITy — TEXHONOMUANbIK AepbecTikke XaHe TypakKTbl 3KOHOMMU-
Kanblk ecyre ymTbinatblH KenTereH engepaiH, SKOHOMUKaNbIK, CasCaTbIHbIH, Heri3ri 6aFbITTapbiHbIH,
6ipi 6bonbin Tabblnagbl. Kasipri xargarija KasakctaH fa MHAYCTpUSNaHAbIPY CTpaTerusicbiH Xxysere
acblpbIN XaTbIp, OHbIH, aACbiHAA OHAIPICTIK CEKTOPAafbl KCiNKepnik cybbekTinepiH Konjayra epekile
KeHin 6eniHesi. Ocbl Makanagarbl MakcaT - eHJeYLLi eHepKacin canacbiHAaFbl KaCinkepik 6enceH-
AiNiKTi bIHTaNaHAbIpyFa bafFbITTanFaH LWeTengik TaxipnbeHi Tangan, oHbl KasakCcTaHHbIH, aneymeT-
TiIK-9KOHOMUKaNbIK XafFAalrinapbliHa 6eimaey MyMKiHAIKTEPIH aHbIKTay.
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3eptTeyae AKLL, KaHaga, OHTyCTik Kopesi XaHe Peceli engepiHie KonAaHblnaTbiH TaCiNAep KapacTbl-
pblnagbl. Herisri Hazap canbiKTblK XeHingikTep, XeHingeTinreH KapXblnaHasipy, cybcnansnay, MHHO-
BaLMANbIK XXAHe KnacTepik 6barfapnamanap, eHaipicti umdpnaHabIpy, COHAAN-aK, LWaFbIH XaHe opTa
613HeCTi Kongayra bafbiTTanFaH MHGPaKypbIIbIMAbLI AAMbITY CUAKTBI KONAAY KypanjapblHa ayAapbl-
najbl. ATanfaH LapanapablH TUiMAiniriHe canblCTbipManbl Tangay Xyprisinin, KasakcraH xarganbiH-
fa KonjaHyra 6onatbiH TaxXipnbenep aHblKTanbl. Makanaga MHCTUTYLMOHANABIK 9neyeTTi KyLLUenTy,
KONAAYAbIH OHipAiK capanaHybl XaHe BU3HeC, FblIbIM MeH MeM/eKeT apacbiHAaFbl 63apa balinaHbl-
CTbl HbIFANTY KAXeTTIiNiri Herisgenea,.

3epTTey HaTwxenepi KasakcrtaH PecnybnvkacbiHAa KaCiNKepAiKTi Konjay >XeHiHAeri memiekeT-
TiK BaFjgapnamManapjpbl, 6HepKkacinTi AaMbITy cTpaTernsinapbiH XaHe MMMNOPTTbl afIMacTbipy Mexa-
HU3MZAEPiH 33ipneyae Nnangananbliybl MyMKiH.

TyiiH ce3pep: kacinkepnik, eHAeyLUI eHepKacin, bIHTaNaHAbIPY, KoN4ay Kypanjapbl, MEMIEKETTIK
Kosiaay.
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AHHOTauus. Pa3suTne obpabaTbiBatoLLei MPOMBILLIEHHOCTU SABASETCA KAHOUYEBbIM HanpaB/ieHW-
€M 3KOHOMMWYECKOM NOJINTUKM MHOTUX CTPaH, CTPEMSLLMXCA K TEXHONOMMYEeCKOM He3aBUCUMOCTA 1
YCTONUMBOMY pOCTy. B coBpeMeHHbIX ycoBusax KasaxcTaH Takxke peanusyeT cTpaTermio NHAyCcTpu-
anvsaunn, B KOTOpPOoK 0coboe BHUMaHMe yaenseTcs nojdepxke cybbekTos npeanpriHMMaTensCcTea
B MPOV3BOACTBEHHOM cekTope. Llesb HacTosLen cTaTby - NPOoaHaAn3npoBaTh 3apy6exHblii OnbIT
CTUMYSIMPOBaHNS NPeanpUHNUMAaTENbLCKON akTUBHOCTU B 0bpabaTtbiBatoLLeli NPOMbILLAEHHOCTY 1
onpeAenTb BO3MOXHOCTV ero agantaymm K counanbHO-3KOHOMUYECKUM YC10BUSAM KasaxcTaHa.

B nccnegoBaHMn paccmaTprBaloTCa noaxodbl, npumMeHsiemble B CLUA, KaHage, FOxHol Kopee u
Poccnn. Ocoboe BHUMaHVE yaenseTca TakuM UHCTPYMEHTaM NOAAEPXKN, KaK Hanorosble NbroThbl,
NbroTHoe GpUHaHCMpoOBaHMe, cybcnapoBaHne, NHHOBALMOHHbBIE N KNacTepHble NporpaMmel, Lne-
poBM3aLUusA NMPOU3BOACTB, a TakxXe Pa3BUTUI0 NHGPACTPYKTYPbl ANS Manoro 1 cpegHero busHeca.
MNpoBeséH CpaBHUTENbHBIN aHann3 3¢PeKTUBHOCTU JaHHbIX Mep U BbljeNneHbl NPakTuUKK, obnaja-
toLMe NoTeHUMaNoM 418 NPYMEHEHWS B Ka3aXCTaHCKOM KOHTeKCTe, B aHHOI cTaTbe 060CHOBaHa
HeobX04MMOCTb UHCTUTYLIMOHANLHOMO YKPernaeHus, perMoHaneHoi gnddepeHumanmm noaepxkm
N YyCUNEHNs CBA3eN Mexy BU3HeCoM, HayKo U rocyAapcTBOM.

MoslyueHHble pe3ynbTaThl MOTYT 6bITb UCMOJIb30BaHbI NPY paspaboTke rocyfapCcTBEHHbIX MPorpamMm
NoAAEPXKN NMpeanprHNMaTeNbCTBAa, CTpaTern PasBuTUS MPOMBbILLNEHHOCTU U MeXaHU3MOB VM-
nopTto3samelleHns B Pecny6anke KasaxcraH.

KnioueBble cnoBa: npejnpuHNMaTensCTBO, 0bpabaTeiBatoLLast NPOMbILLNEHHOCTb, CTUMYNMPOBa-
HVe, UHCTPYMEHTbI NOAAEPXKW, roCyAapCTBEHHAas NoAAepXKKa.
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