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Abstract. The purpose of the study is identifying the main directions of public policy
in the development and formation of small and medium enterprises in Kazakhstan since
independence in terms of modern historical knowledge. The importance of this research
topic allows us to address an important historical issue about the importance of the
formation of new social groups in Kazakhstan. In particular, it allows us to determine
the nature of the owner in post-Soviet Kazakhstan, its features, as well as the genesis
of the new economic model in real historical conditions of the late XX and early XXI
centuries. The subject of the study identifies and confirms the sources of changes in the
social structure of society during the period of reforms and the emergence of a new type
of people who had no place in Soviet society — entrepreneurs. The relevance of the topic
is determines by modern challenges in improving the concept of public policy for support
and development of small business. The research aim was to study directions of the state
policy in transforming society and its implementation in Kazakhstan mainly in the process
of forming entrepreneurship since independence; from the view of historical knowledge.
This study conducted using the Systematic Literature Review (SLR). Different types of
common reviews on entrepreneurship research of Kazakhstan examined.
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“Eepaszutickuil HayUOHANIbHBII YHUGEPCUMEM
Pecnybnuxa Kazaxcman, Acmana
*Bypsimckuil 20Cy0apCcmeeHHblil YHUGCPCUMEMm
Poccuiickaa @edepayus, Yiau-Yos
‘MynvmumeOutinwlil yHugepcumen

Manaiizus, Kubepocas

*Ceeedckull yHugepcumem

Beneepckas Pecnyonuxa, Cezed

AnHoTanms. llenp wuccienoBaHusi —  BBIABIGHHME OCHOBHBIX  HAallpaBICHHUU
TOCYJJapCTBEHHOH MOMUTUKU B OONACTH Pa3BUTUSA U CTAHOBICHUS MAJOTO U CPEIHETO
npeanpuHuMarenscTsa B KazaxcraHe 3a roisl HE3aBUCUMOCTH C TOYKHM 3PEHUS
COBPEMEHHBIX HCTOPUYECKUX 3HAHUHU. AKTyaJIbHOCTb IAHHOM TEMBbI I03BOJIAET HaM
00paTUTHCSI K 3HAUUTEIBHOMY HCTOPHUYECKOMY BOIPOCY O BaKHOCTH (DOpMHPOBAHMS
HOBBIX coLManbHbIX Ipynn B Kasaxcrane. B yacTHOCTH, OHa IIO3BOJISET ONPENEIUTH
MIPUPOTY COOCTBEHHHKA B TOCTCOBETCKOM KaszaxcraHe, ero 0COOEHHOCTH, a TAKXKE TCHE3HC
HOBOM YKOHOMHYECKONU MOJIENIN B peajIbHbIX HCTOPUUECKUX YCIOBUAX KOHIA XX U Havasa
XXI Bekos. [Ipeamer nccnenoBanus BBISBISET U MOJITBEPK/1a€T NCTOYHUKN U3MEHEHUS
COLIMANIBHOI CTPYKTYpHI 00IIeCTBA B IEPUOA Pe(OPM U MOSIBICHUS HOBOTO THIIA JIFOJCH,
KOTOPBIM He OBIIIO MECTa B COBETCKOM OOIIIECTBE, — MPEANpPUHUMATENeH. AKTyaIbHOCTh
TEMBl OIPENEIIAECTCS COBPEMEHHBIMU BbI30BAMU B COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUU KOHLEIIUU
rOCyapCTBEHHON IOIUTUKH MOAAEPKKM U Pa3sBUTHUs Majoro IpeAlpUHUMATEIbCTBA.
enbto uccienoBanysl sABISETCA U3ydEHME HalpaBJIEHUM IOCYNapCTBEHHOW IIOJIMTUKU
B mpeoOpa3oBaHuM oOIIecTBa M ee peanuzanuu B KaszaxcraHe NperMyIIecTBEHHO
B Tporecce (hOPMUPOBAHUS MPEANPUHIMATEIBCTBA 32 TO/ABI HE3aBUCUMOCTH C TOYKU
3peHMs] UCTOPUUYECKOrO 3HaHMA. DTO UCCIENOBAHHUE IPOBOAMIIOCH C MCIIOIb30BAHUEM
Cucremarndeckoro o63opa mureparypsl (SLR). PaccMoTpeHbl pa3nudHbie BUIBI OOIIHX
0030pOB HCCIEIOBaHUI MAJIOTO U CPEAHEro MpeArpruHIMaTeIbcTBa B Kazaxcrane.

KuoueBble ciioBa: npeAnpUHUMATEIbCTBO, YKOHOMHYECKAs UCTOPUSA, aHTPOMOJIOTHUS
Om3Heca, KOpPIIOpaTUBHAS KYJIBTypa, aHTPOIOIOTHSL.

Hayunas cnenmansaocts: 08.00.00 — sxoHOMUYECKast HCTOPHSL.

The process of forming market relations  tions, culture and mentality of its society. His-
in Kazakhstan has a huge impact not only on  torical science is no exception in this respect,
the economy, but also on politics, social rela-  like all spheres of life, is obliged to react when
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changes taking place. Under their influence,
in modern historiography, there is a signifi-
cant shift in research topics and methods of
theoretical comprehension of the material in
the light of modern social requests for histor-
ical works. Thus, interest in the problems of
the history of market development and entre-
preneurial practice has grown immeasurably,
which is due to prevailing social situation, and
on the other hand, to its falsification, deforma-
tion of positive potential of market in Soviet
times. Conclusions about the purely capitalist,
private property, exploitative nature of mar-
ket system in the works of Soviet historians
had a canonized meaning. The roots of this
aberration of the vision of the past lay in the
dominant ideology (Botanov M., 2001).

This study conducted using the Systemat-
ic Literature Review (SLR). Different types of
common reviews on entrepreneurship research
considered.

As for the original history of the word
“entrepreneur”, in different epochs, Western
scholars have given it different interpretations.
The word “entrepreneur” appeared much later
in the literature of economic history; It was
first used by the Irish-French economist Rich-
ard Cantillon in 1755 in his Essay sur la Nature
du Commerce en General. Cantillon’s concept
described the entrepreneur as a risky person
who opens up market opportunities. This
mainly distinguishes the entrepreneur from
the idea of the entrepreneur as an organizer
of factors with its risky, fresh qualities (Chris
Brown and Mark A. Thornton, 2011). Later,
until the end of the XIX century this idea were
developed by Adam Smith, Jean-Baptiste Say,
Karl Marx. According to the classical view, an
entrepreneur is neither a capitalist, nor a land-
owner, nor a manager. According to Blaug, an
entrepreneur “must be a decision-maker ...
Only his activity and this function, worthy
of the name” entreprenecurship” (Blaug, M.,
2000). However, the significant achievements
of the second industrial revolution in the early
twentieth century provided new evidence for
the existence of forces other than the condi-
tional distribution and coordination of pro-
duction factors that contribute to economic
development.

In 1934, Joseph Schumpeter described the
entrepreneur as an innovator who developed
new technologies. Joseph Schumpeter took a
completely different approach to economic de-
velopment (Schumpeter, J.A., 1926). He saw
economic growth, progress and development
as the result of entrepreneurial innovation,
which neoclassical economists hate: creatively
disrupting the static economic balance through
the introduction of new combinations of factors
of production, including technical innovation,
thus shaping the country’s economic develop-
ment. The creative destruction caused by in-
novation and entrepreneurial leadership is not
unique to a market economy. He believed that
this phenomenon could flourish in a socialist
economy or in a primitive horde as a ubiquitous
phenomenon in different historical contexts
and in different social and political contexts.

In 1579, Bodo described the entrepreneur
as a responsible manager, planner, and orga-
nizer of the enterprise. In 1964, Peter Druck-
er described an entrepreneur as a person who
makes the most of every opportunity. In 1985,
Robert Hizrich described entrepreneurship
as a process of emergence of new things with
cost. These concepts are widely used, mainly
in Western countries. The idea of continuous
structural changes arising from entrepreneur-
ship, which stimulates economic development,
has had a huge impact on economic thinking
(Li H.,2013). The theory of growth (Abramow-
itz, Solow) has influenced the study of the dy-
namics of innovative firms (Porter), economic
history, which studies the relationship between
institutional change and the economy (Cassis,
Youssef and Minoglou, loannaPepelasis, 2005).

In Kazakhstan, “entrepreneurship” legally
introduced only in the 90s, but the history of
entrepreneurship dates back to antiquity and
has its own peculiarities. In the ancient Turkic
era, the city of Semirechye was not only a stop,
but also a center of trade and crafts. In the XIII
century and the first quarter of the XV centu-
ry through the territory of South Kazakhstan
passed the West-East international trade route,
which played an important role in the develop-
ment of trade. In the XVIII century, Kazakhs
traded in the kingdoms of Central Asia, Russia,
China and Iran — cattle, horses, leather, wool
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and hunting products. Caravans sent from Cen-
tral Asia to Russia via Kazakh lands. Trade
through Orenburg, Tobol and Semipalatinsk
was very important (Akhmetova G., 2012).

In the first half of the XIX century, the
development of salt mining began. In addition,
mining of copper, tin, silver, coal began, and
smelting and tanning plants began to open. In
the second half of the XIX century, the division
of subsistence farming followed by the contin-
uation of Kazakhstan’s trade relations with
Russia, Central Asia and China. The influx of
Russian and foreign capital greatly contributed
to the development of industry in Kazakhstan
in the early twentieth century. The most wide-
ly developed was the bank’s capital. Stationary
and fair trade are very well developed. Fair
trade began to take on an All-Russian char-
acter. During this period, the impact of for-
eign capital was very significant. The impact
of the February and Kazan revolutions led to
the weakening of market economic ties. Prior
to the reorganization, entrepreneurship not of-
ficially allowed in the Kazakh Soviet Socialist
Republic.

After the collapse of socialist system,
radical political and economic changes had
occurred in most former socialist countries.
According to Hesse, former socialist countries
have a number of common characteristics:

1) a transition from one party rule to the
multi-party, pluralist system with democratic
and accountable government;

2) the de-concentration
centralization of political power;

3) the creation of distinct spheres of eco-
nomics and politics;

4) economic liberalization (Hesse J., 1993).

No socialist country has yet completed
full process of economic liberalization. This
is mainly due to task of transforming a former
socialist economy 1is significantly more com-
plicated than the issues facing a typical devel-
oping country. Even rudimentary institutions
that can easily converted to market concepts
and terminology. The processcharacterized not
simply by a transition to a new economic sys-
tem but also as a fundamental transformation
of whole society and all of its institutions in
line with market philosophy.

and de-

The collapse of Soviet totalitarian system
significantly shaken such approaches and led
to de-ideology of historical science. Modern
researchers of market and entrepreneurship,
studying the prospects of market economy, are
trying to show that they are very significant in
comparison with Soviet planned system based
on excessive centralization of the economy. To-
day, many works are devoted to the history of
market and entrepreneurship. Some of them are
of scientific value due to introduction of new
factual material into scientific circulation, de-
velopment of original conceptual approaches.
Other part of the works suffers from an ex-
tremely emotional approach, an unconditional-
ly enthusiastic tone in assessing the phenome-
non of the market, which is no less dangerous
for science than previous ideological dogmas.
Such an influx of works on topic of market, un-
doubtedly, actual study of this problem in his-
torian aspect (Aktamov E, 2016).

The pre-revolutionary official historiog-
raphy dedicated to problem of development
of market relations and entrepreneurship in
Kazakhstan characterized by an obvious ten-
dentiousness. Most of Russian researchers
inflated the ‘civilizing’ role of the tsarist gov-
ernment, trying to ascribe positive phenome-
na to it. Official historiography limited itself
to throwing remarks to express its contempt
for the peoples of the national borderlands.
The studies of tsarist officials praised the co-
lonial policy of ‘Tsarism’.

Since the early 1990s, a new methodolog-
ical approach has emerged, which has been
the “subjective dimension” of the past in the
development of historical science. In 1989 at
the “round table” of the magazine “Questions
of History” it noted that historiography is di-
vided into “totalitarian” and “revisionist”. The
subject of study of the “totalitarian” school
was the absolutization of power, its control and
influence on society. The independence of so-
ciety, its independence from the decisions of
the authorities, the “return of man to history”
became the object of study of the “revisionist”
school (Moiseeva L., 2004). Within the frame-
work of the “totalitarian” school, the issues of
the New Economic Policy began reconsidered,
and the possibility of repeating its experience
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not ruled out (B. Gimpelson et al.). The works
of D. Valova, A. Osipov, L. Gordon, E. Klop-
ov, N. Greenin and others are devoted to the
problems of Russian society deprived of en-
trepreneurs (Osipov A., 1990). Written in the
spirit of the “revisionist” school, these works
introduced into the scientific community many
new sources that reflect the changes in the en-
tire socio-political and economic structure of
society. The direction of modern historiogra-
phy determined by the publication of collective
research, as result of the struggle between the
“totalitarian” and “revisionist” directions. As a
result, we see that the study of Soviet everyday
history (the school of “everyday life history”)
has relegated to the background by direct-
ing society to the transition to the market. A
characteristic feature of the historiography of
1990—1991 was the strengthening of the readi-
ness of the masses to accept the market reality
and private property. During this period, ways
to overcome the consequences of the systemic
crisis sought. A. Shkuropat, Y. Osipov, S. Zhi-
linsky and others (Shkuropat A., 1990).Other
authors believe that a systemic crisis logically
requires systematic measures to eliminate it.
Nowadays in modern historiography goes a
productive process of overcoming the ideology
approach, in assessing importance and role of
market and entrepreneurship in history of the
development of society.

Kazakhstani scientists emphasize that
there are number of historians today have a
penchant for mythmaking (Masanov N.E.,
AbylkhozhinZh. B., Erofeeva I., 2007). One of
the reasons for this situation is the weakness
of the theoretical and methodological founda-
tions of historical science. Many modern his-
torians are engaged in solving this problem.
In the article “Some aspects of theoretical and
methodological problems of the historiography
of Kazakhstan” K. Nesipbaeva clearly outlined
the tasks of modern historiography: ‘to estab-
lish the basic theoretical and methodological
principles characteristic of this period, struggle
of opinions around them, replacement of some
prevailing theories and concepts with others’
(Nesipbaeva K., 2008).

A review of theoretical and methodolog-
ical literature indicates that scientists are ac-

tively developing the problem of the specific
of transformation of traditional society and
transition to market model. Nowadays, they are
widely introducing into scientific circulation
works that previously considered reactionary,
pseudoscientific. Works of foreign scientists,
where access was previously limited and inten-
sively studied. Under the influence of foreign
researcher’s works, the theory of modernization
is becoming widespread in modern historiog-
raphy. Proponents of the theory of modernisa-
tion sought to prove that “modernization” is a
certain type of steady changes that are a con-
sequence of industrialization and urbanization,
development of institution of private property
and entrepreneurial activity. From logic of rea-
soning of the supporters of this concept, it fol-
lows that whole complex of measures carried
out by the metropolis in relation to the colonial
national periphery is positive.

Zh. Abylkhozhin says that there are still
many unexplored horizons in front of the
historical science of Kazakhstan: ‘It cannot
be said that degree of penetration of scien-
tific knowledge into the essence of ongoing
socio-economic processes and phenomena has
reached limiting parameters, i.e. rather clear
prospects for growth are seen here. The prereq-
uisites for this formed against background of
the priority inclusion of moments of the inten-
sive series and deepening of the theoretical and
methodological context of problem, complica-
tion of cognitive tools. It is in the outlined plan
that strongest impulses are localized, capable
of stimulating process of real increment of his-
torical knowledge (AbylkhozhinZh., 1987).

K. Kozybayev has a number of works
where determined the vector of scientific re-
search in modern historiography on qualita-
tive new conceptual basis. His works are most
interested today not only from the viewpoint
of specific content of works that have turned
into historiographical facts, but the spirit of
the times has also been preserved in his works.
‘History and Modernity’, ‘Problems of Rus-
sian history: methodology, historiography and
sources’ in 2 volumes and many other research-
es defines a number of key problems of modern
historiography (Kozybayev M., 1999). He iden-
tified following problems related to the topic
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of our research: history of the formation of the
entrepreneurial elite of the Kazakh society; de-
velopment of Kazakh entrepreneurship proper
in the pre-revolutionary period; problems of
international capital in the mining and manu-
facturing industry of Kazakhstan in the second
half of the XIX — early XX century.

In H.M. Abzhanov’s works, there were a
very wide range of problems in Russian his-
tory being generalized and determined prom-
ising lines of research, which impetus for the
renewal of the problems of historical research
and the acquisition of a new quality. Particu-
lar attention paid to the study of the Kazakh
history of second half of XIX — early XX cen-
turies, when there was a large-scale process of
adaptation of the Kazakh society to the market.
According to the scientist, this process was not
(as it still seems to some researchers) a passive
adaptation of the degrading traditional society.
It was a promising process of socio-historical
adaptation, in which there was a positive civi-
lizational dynamics. In the course of this pro-
cess, the internal preconditions of market re-
lations developed in Kazakh society, and their
social carriers appeared in a certain amount. In
general, the Kazakh society gradually began to
take new starting positions for development in
the XX century (Nazarbayeva G., Abzhanov
H., 2003).

It is important to note that there were spe-
cific features of entrepreneurial activity, main-
ly innovation (innovativeness) and ownership
factors of production, among economists (be-
fore there is still no unity in approaches). They
identified four main approaches.

The first approach (J.B. Say, Austrian
school, Soviet economic school) describes
characteristic features of business activities
where entrepreneur has ownership of means
of production and innovative Nature of activ-
ity. Representatives of Soviet economic school
consider the formation and development of
concept of ‘entrepreneurship’ in its close con-
nection with concept of property, where entre-
preneurship and property considered as two
sides of same process developing during time
and space.

According to the second approach, entre-
preneurial activity requires ownership of the

means of production, but the innovative nature
of activity is not necessarily required. Such
views held by and adhered to by most scientists
and economists such as A. Smith, J. Baudot,
I. Lipsits, A. Busygin (Grishaeva L., 2012).

A proponent of the third approach (R. Cat-
illon) believes that an entrepreneur can be the
owner of a business, or maybe only a manager,
where innovative character activity is optional.
This approach is the largest in terms of cover-
age of economic units.

Representatives of the fourth approach
(J. Schumpeter, P. Drucker, V.1. Kushlin) be-
lieve that the main thing in entrepreneurship
is an innovative activity, where ownership of
the enterprise is not an essential feature of en-
trepreneurship, thus how entrepreneurship is
possible without own capital (for example, with
using borrowed funds or at the expense of gov-
ernment subsidies). Innovation as J. Schumpet-
er clearly separates the specific entrepreneurial
function from the functions of the owner and
the factors of production and the manager (Ra-
daev V., 1994).

Nowadays, small and medium enterprises
in Kazakhstan face a number of difficulties in
their developments. The lack of professionals
who know the ins and outs of entrepreneurship,
poor quality of its training in higher education
have led to a shortage of strong professionals in
this field. The globalized developed countries
are conquering world markets and building a
strong economic system by bringing innova-
tion to entrepreneurship. If this trend continues
in Kazakhstani businesses, then the share of
entrepreneurship in the economy will increase.
Conversely, the low level of innovation directly
related to the poor quality of this knowledge.
Thus, the predominance of exports of raw ma-
terials, the low share of SMEs in Kazakhstan’s
GDP, the relative underdevelopment of enter-
prises is producing added products. The share
of small and medium-sized businesses in 2010
GDP averaged 20.6 %, in 2019 was 30.8 %, and
in January-March 2020 reached 27.7 % (Sta-
tistics Committee of the Ministry of National
Economy of the Republic of Kazakhstan).

According to the World Bank, the share
of SMEs is ranging between 62—63 % in most
developed countries. The highest rate among
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the EAEU countries is in the Kyrgyz Repub-
lic, which is 39.3 %. In modern globalization,
developed countries are building a strong eco-
nomic system by conquering world markets
through innovation in entrepreneurship. By
improving education system, we receive high
quality specialists in the field of entrepreneur-
ship. New ideas will create new business op-
portunities for citizens where they can raise
their income, hence a transparent support from
government will be very important (<DAMU»
Entrepreneurship Development Fund, 2020).

According to statistics, Kazakhstan’s
innovative products in 2018 were at 1.9 % of
GDP. Entrepreneurship development, which
is the basis of a market economy, is current-
ly a strategic priority for Kazakhstan, and it
planned to increase the share of small and
medium-sized businesses in the country’s
economy to 36 % by 2030 and 50 % by 2050.
Thus, entrepreneurship is an important element
of Kazakhstan’s economy. From this point of
view, measures to support entrepreneurship by
the state are very appropriate, and development
of domestic entrepreneurship, improving the
structure of various business sectors and their
effective use will allow Kazakhstan becoming
a stable, industrialized country.In 2006, the
Forum of Entreprencurs of Kazakhstan and
Almaty Association of Entrepreneurs with the
support of the Center for International Private
Entrepreneurship CIPE conducted a research to
understand the current situation of small and
medium-sized businesses and improve the sit-
uation in the business environment. The objec-
tives of this survey were: to study the opinions
of entrepreneurs on the existing problems as-
sociated with the “shadow” economy and cor-
ruption in the Republic of Kazakhstan; study
of the reasons for entrepreneurs leaving the
“shadow”; identification of economic, legisla-
tive and administrative measures to reduce the
size of the “shadow” economy.

According to the survey, representatives
of small businesses in Kazakhstan did not feel
ready to compete with imported goods. It noted
that almost a third of the interviewed entrepre-
neurs, 31.7 %, are unequivocally sure that they
will not be competitive. The study showed that
special forms of state support for the develop-

ment of entrepreneurship are undeveloped.
Thus, 59 % of entrepreneurs believe that such
a form of support as business incubators is not
sufficiently developed. 53 % of respondents be-
lieve that techno-parks need special attention
due to insufficient development.Entrepreneurs
are confident that shadow economy has pene-
trated into all spheres of public life and is an
integral part of the state’s economy. Moreover,
53.2 % of respondents believe that the level of
development of the shadow economy in the
country undermines its national security. More
than a third of entrepreneurs believe that the
level of the shadow economy is 40 to 50 per-
cent of GDP. Only 9.9 % of entrepreneurs agree
with the official statistics, estimating the level
of the shadow economy at 20-30 % of GDP.
The researchers found that from the entrepre-
neurs’ perspective, the state needed to imple-
ment a comprehensive program of protective
measures in order to maintain the competi-
tiveness of small and medium-sized businesses
and successfully enter the 50 most competitive
countries in the world. There is a need to re-
move administrative barriers; fight smuggling;
ensure transparency in public procurement;
to form a new customs and tariff policy. Only
with such integrated approach is it possible to
change the situation for the better and take a
worthy place in the international community.
Moreover, 82.1 % of respondents believe that
entrepreneurs do not have opportunity to pro-
tect themselves from corruption. The majority
of entrepreneurs 69.2 % are sure that govern-
ment officials are interested in maintaining
corruption, which complicates the solution of
this issue. With regard to VAT, 48.7 % of the
respondents identified 5 % as the most accept-
able rate. 12.5 % of entrepreneurs expressed
the opinion that in order to increase business
transparency, VAT should totally cancelled.
Entrepreneurs had expressed unanimity re-
garding the corporate income tax (CIT). 90.1 %
of respondents believe that for the full legaliza-
tion of a business, the optimal CIT rate should
be 15-20 % (‘DAMU’ Entrepreneurship Devel-
opment Fund).

All data related in Kazakhstan shows
that the development of entreprencurship in
Kazakhstan has achieved a success. This ev-
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idenced by the achievements of Kazakhstan
in the World Bank Report 2020 in doing busi-
ness. It has dramatically improved from 37th
to 25th place in last 3 years.On the other hand,
as shown by Kazakhstan’s experience on trans-
formation, the destruction of the old office of
the state apparatus does not automatically lead
to the birth of a new system of governance and
public service; it needs a package of measures
and aims at radical staffing update. It is clear
that an economy could not be competitive with-
out the state apparatus and transparent national
companies. Therefore, as international expe-
rience shows that any ‘administrative reform’
usually begins for several reasons, this may
be due to financial and economic problems,
public awareness of the inefficiency, existing
management system and interaction between
state and society. At times, this awareness
comes to the country’s leadership, which sees
that the bureaucracy did not have time to re-
spond to the objective needs of economic and
political development. The result of maturing
internal bureaucratic tension, when the lower-
level bureaucrats can no longer get richer and
the upper does not want to share. Furthermore,
the voltage should somehow remove, including
through ‘administrative reform’.

The diversity of circumstances in the re-
gions of Kazakhstan, in turn, requires individ-
ual policy clarification at the regional level. In
terms of economic structure, the regions of Ka-
zakhstan differ significantly from each other.
These differences need to take into account, for
which Kazakhstan needs to improve regional
and international coordination. In addition, it
requires the implementation of a more trans-
parent mechanism for the distribution of funds
between regions, based on strategic priorities.
In turn, akimats should be able to adjust pol-
icies to meet the needs of small and medium-
sized businesses in their region, in particular
to focus on creating a more favorable business
environment for those active in international
trade. In particular, local targeted support can
focused on export development, product quali-
ty improvement and professional development.

Kazakhstan’s economy dominated by
state-owned enterprises (SOEs) and large pri-
vate industrial and financial conglomerates,

which are the legacy of the Soviet central plan-
ning system. In the early 1990s, 87 -% of the
workforce worked in state-owned enterprises,
and structural changes such as privatization
were still ahead. Many major changes have
taken place since then, but the transition period
is not over yet, and redefining the role of the
state in the economy, as well as accelerating the
development of the private sector, remains an
important task. There is no generally accept-
ed methodology for estimating the share of the
state in GDP, and any such calculation is highly
dependent on the procedure and distribution
that apply to enterprises owned jointly (public-
private) or fully or partially controlled by pub-
lic organizations.

In addition, there are many critics of the
ineffectiveness of these programs. Pradumna
Bikram Rana, an expert at the Asian Develop-
ment Bank and a scientist at Nanyang Techno-
logical University, wrote in ‘Strategic Reforms
in Transition Economies: The Case of Asian
Countries’ that ‘a market economy planning
policy cannot immediately replace a central-
ized system’. It is a mistake to think that an
independent market develops at the same time
and destroys the centralized system. It is one of
the necessary steps in a market economy. The
development of the market in the economy will
be difficult and long if the institutions of the
state not ensure the development of the mar-
ket(Rana, Pradumna B., 1995).Summarising
the results of the program, the following sys-
tem errors occurred:

1) Inefficient mobilization of available re-
sources;

2) Lack of connection with other individu-
al inter-sectoral programs;

3) Lack of speed of action between local
authorities and development institutions;

4) Lack of a common methodology for
data collection, monitoring, aggregation.

Thus, market economy policy and plan-
ning mechanisms have not yet replaced the
previous systems. ‘It is wrong to presume that
a free market will develop overnight if central
planning is eliminated and the market freed.
Scrapping the central planning system is ob-
viously a necessary step toward the evolution
of a market economy, but unless existing in-
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stitutions can readily be converted to facilitate
production and distribution under market con-
ditions, the transition process will be difficult
and lengthy’To sum up, a good government
must have a firm belief and stable continuous-
ly practiced professional staff to achieve great
goals in order to be an efficient, effective and
non-corrupt. There is a need to shift from ‘pub-
lic administration’ to ‘public management’; the
emphasis should be placed more on the man-
agerial functions, rather than representational.
This means more independence and opportuni-
ties in the manifestation of initiatives for gov-
ernment agencies, which creates a high level of
responsibility of public sector and leads for fur-
ther development of entrepreneurship. It is es-
sential to improve governance in Kazakhstan,
which provides an accurate diagnosis of the
political situation in order to identify options
for optimizing the control system as well as to
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