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Development of a knowledge economy model based on the application of digital teehnologies
in the republic of Kazakhstan

Abstract

Object: the purpose of the study is to develop a model of the knowledge economy hased onythe use of digital
technologies in the Republic of Kazakhstan. Research methods — questioning, survey, extrapolations'comparison.

Methods: the study was carried out in three stages. At the initial stage, primary data,were collected, 6 question-
naires were developed, 147 people were interviewed.

Findings: the purpose of the study is to develop a model of the knowledge eeconomy based on the use of digital
technologies in the Republic of Kazakhstan. Research methods — questioning surveysg€Xtrapolation, comparison. The
main results of the study: the existing models of the development ofithedknowledge economy were studied, the main
indicators of the knowledge economy in Kazakhstan and abroad weéte, considered, it was revealed due to which
measures taken foreign countries are leading in terms of knowledgegeconemy indicators, forecast calculations of the
main indicators of the knowledge economy were given, a modek for theydevelopment of the knowledge economy was
developed using digital technologies, which will increase thejeountry's competitiveness and move to a new level of de-
velopment and will contribute to the entry of the Republic of‘Kazakhstan into the top 30 most developed countries in
the world.

Conclusions: without knowledge, the developmenbof a post-industrial society is impossible. In this regard, a
new knowledge-based economy stands out. The developed eountries of the world have moved to a new development
model — to the knowledge economy. To increaseithe competitiveness of the Republic of Kazakhstan, it is also neces-
sary to move to a new stage of development<the'knowledge economy. According to a number of indicators, the Re-
public of Kazakhstan lags behind other couniries.

Key words: knowledge economy; digitalitechnologies, knowledge, knowledge management.

Introduction

Currently, humanity hasfentered @aphase of its development when knowledge becomes a key competitive
advantage of an individual;ior@anization, and society. In this regard, there are new requirements for rethink-
ing the many newifastrgrowinggprocesses and developing new effective measures. It becomes relevant not
only to possess scientifiesknowledge, innovations and information, but also the ability to commercialize and
turn this knowledge, int@y,competitive products. It is the “knowledge economy” that becomes a powerful im-
petus for acceleratingitechnological development, increasing the knowledge intensity and competitiveness of
produets, contributing to the diversification of activities, helping to overcome depression and boost produc-
tionGin individual countries and their regions. In modern conditions, the Republic of Kazakhstan lags far be-
hind iniall indjcators of the knowledge economy from highly developed countries. This indicates the problem
of developing a knowledge-based economy.

The purpose of the study is to develop a model of the knowledge economy based on the use of digital
technologies in the Republic of Kazakhstan. Scientific novelty —a model of the knowledge economy based
on the use of digital technologies has been developed.

Literature review

The very first knowledge-based innovation models were linear innovation models. In the 1950s and
1960s, a linear model ofinnovation spreads; it is also called the first generation innovation process. The line-
ar process consists of the following stages: fundamental, development work, design. There is also a linear
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innovation model, known as the traditional phase gate model. There are two versions of this model: the tech-
nology push or spurt model and the demand stimulation model (Becker, 1964).

Economists R. Barro and H. Sala-i-Martin proposed an econometric model of regional and national
growth based on human capital (Barro, Sala-i-Martin, 1992). The peculiarity of this model is that it implies
the absence of diminishing returns.

In 1980, theories of innovation systems were born, founded by C. Freeman (Freeman, 1987) and
B. A Lundvall (1985). According to this theory, the effect of knowledge development depends on university
cohesion and innovation.

The knowledge production function was introduced by Griliches (Griliches, 1979) and describes changes
in the stock of knowledge in an economy or region and suggests a positive relationship between growth and
stock of knowledge.

Pakes and Griliches (1984) further developed the original scheme for modeling the productiontfunction
at the economy, region, and firm levels.

The spatial approach began to be applied in 1988 by L. Anselin (Anselin, 1988) and ldidthe foundation
for the spatial econometrics of innovation and the knowledge economy at the country levely, whieh makes it
possible to explain the innovative activity of agglomerations. The modeling of spatial dependencies occurs
through spatial autocorrelation. The weight matrix is used for accounting.

P. Romer built a model of the knowledge economy, according to which te€hnologieal development de-
pends on the total stock of capital in the economy (Romer, 1986). The modelsassumes that the knowledge of
each country is a public good. The source of growth in the model is knowledgefand learning by doing.

In 1992, the Mankiw-Romer-Weil (Mankiw et al., 1992) knowleflge “econamy model was developed,
which is an upgrade of the Solow-Swany model but takes into@ccount human capital. This model is built in
such a way that the better the country develops the greater the rolejplayedhby the quality of human capital.

In 1999, American scientists Marie M. Crossan, Henry V dsine and Roderick E. White propose to use the
knowledge model on the example of their behavior and, consumption (Krugman, 1999).

P. Romer was awarded the Nobel Prize for “Integrating teehnological innovations into long-term macro-
economic analysis”, this theory laid the foundations for the theory of endogenous growth and predicted a
significant impact of scientific ideas, spending on‘seience on the country's economic growth (Romer, 1986).
According to the Mankiw-Romer-Weil knowledge ecenemy model, the more human capital develops, the
better the country develops. Scientists H. Krafner and J. Reihoser built a knowledge management model con-
sisting of 5 phases: 1) management of_knowledge sources and information sources, 2) management of
knowledge carriers and information resources; 3) knowledge supply management, 4) knowledge demand
management, 5) infrastructure mapagement of knowledge processing, information and communication
(Panikarova, Vlasov, 2015).

Next, a model of the typologytef knewledge capabilities appeared, which includes: the capabilities of the
knowledge process and thegtapabilities of the knowledge infrastructure. The capabilities of the knowledge
process include -3P +2Z- thegacquisition, transformation, application and protection of knowledge. Accord-
ing to this model@ythe [knowledge infrastructure depends on technology, organizational culture and struc-
ture (Rinne A., 20179,

KomarovskayayY uu. (Komarovskaya, 2019) developed a knowledge management model, the main in-
dicators of which arefgoals, people, processes, technologies and abilities.

Indhe Republic of Kazakhstan, the model for the development of the knowledge economy based on labor
andéeducationiwas considered by Ramazanov A.A. (Ramazanov, 2011).

Thefdevelopment of a knowledge economy model based on a knowledge-intensive economy and
knowledgesifitensive industries was carried out by such scientists as Satybaldin A. A., Sagieva R. K., Zhu-
parova A. S. (Satybaldin et al., 2019).

Uskelenova A.T., Baidakov A.K., Seitzhanov S.S. identified factors influencing economic growth and
the formation of a knowledge economy in the prism of economic growth models (Uskelenova et al., 2020).

The model of the influence of the knowledge economy on economic growth and development of regions
is considered in their works by such scientists as: Spankulova L. S., Chulanova Z. K., Ibraimova S. Zh.
(Spankulova et al., 2019).
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Methods
The study was carried out in three stages® At the initial stage, primary data were collected, 6 question-
naires were developed™ 147 people were interviewed (Figh 1)

survey of respondents

p Improving iheqlijKty cl tklucaijun: problem; Hid nb”~nwrn uhni
mhLpi ovilemocScal car#

mAjjljbcatioii OFinioi maticn ted*icjliigNe & in the F>.i-nlllk of Kazakhstii
kK pe. iEiliiiienri]lii]uvaflons

m Hjiowleig”™ Economy Inflox

Figure 1 Survey of respondents on the main indicators of the knewledge economy

Note - compiled by the authors based on a survey ofrespondentse

The first questionnaire — “Improving the quality of educationgproblems and measures taken”, 75 peo-
ple aged 20 to 23 were interviewed, mostly students — undergraduatessof Al-Farabi KazNU, the leading
university in Kazakhstan, included in the QS 300 rating® Thegsecondyquestionnaire was “Improving medical
care”, it interviewed 30 people aged 20 to 50 years old, employees of medical institutions® The third ques-
tionnaire “Application of information technologies in“the Republic of Kazakhstan”, 15 people were inter-
viewed — employees of IT departments, programmer The, fourth questionnaire — “Development of inno-
vations”, in which 10 entrepreneurs who have theirewn business were interviewed” The fifth questionnaire is
the “Knowledge Economy Index”, 12 people were interviewed, mainly employees of the akimat and civil
servants® The sixth questionnaire — “Qualityof life” interviewed 5 people, scientists from the Institute of
Economics® The questionnaire data were carefully analyzed™ At the second stage, based on statistical data, a
comparative analysis of the development ofthe knowledge economy in Kazakhstan and abroad was carried
out 82 countries were analyzed in térms af indicators: knowledge index, knowledge economy index, health
security index, human developmentiindex? The reasons for the success of the Scandinavian countries in
building a knowledge economy” ate, revealed™ Next, the predictive indicators of the knowledge economy in
the Republic of Kazakhstangare ealculated using the extrapolation method”

At the third stage, based”on{primary and secondary data, a model of the knowledge economy for the
Republic of Kazakhstan basedygen digital technologies was built The application of this model will improve
the main indicators ‘of thesknowledge economy, which will increase the competitiveness of the Republic of
Kazakhstan and allew Ttio rise in world rankings”®

R esuits

We bglieve that'these indicators are not enough, they reflect the indicators of the knowledge economy at
the country leveL The results of our survey showed that the following indicators should be applied for the
development®f the knowledge economy: the level of development of science and education, the level of de-
velopment®of innovations and technologies, the use of information and communication technologies, ie®
knowledge index, knowledge economy index, health development, human development (Table !)e

Table L Analysis of the main indicators of the knowledge economy in foreign countries and the Republic of Kazakh-
stan in 2022

Ne Countries Knowledge Index  Knowledge Econ- Health Security Index ~ Human Develop-
omy Index ment Index
2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023
1 Sweden 938 9,38 943 M5 72N 72N 0,947 0,948
2 Finland 922 9,25 933 935 68J 68J 0,940 0,942
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3 Denmark 9.00 9.00 9.16 9.19 70.4 71.2 0,948 0,950
4 Netherlands 8.99 8.99 911 9.11 75.6 75.6 0,941 0,941
5 Norway 8.99 8.99 911 9.11 64.6 64.6 0,961 0,961
6 New Zealand 8.93 8.93 8.97 8.97 54.0 54.0 0,937 0,937
7 Canada 8.72 9.00 8.92 8.92 75.3 75.3 0,936 0,936
8 Germany 8.83 8.89 8.90 8.90 66.0 66.0 0,942 0,942
9 Australia 8.98 8.98 8.88 8.89 75.5 75.5 0,951 0,951
10 Switzerland 8.65 8.65 8.87 8.80 67.0 67.0 0,962 0,962
n Ireland 8.73 8.73 8.86 8.87 59.0 59.0 0,945 0,945
12 USA 8.89 9.00 8.77 8.78 835 835 0,925 0,925
13 Taiwan 9.10 9.10 8.77 8.79 53.0 53.0 0,921 0,921
14 Great Britain 8.61 8.61 8.76 8.77 779 77.9 0,929 0,929
15 Belgium 8.68 8.68 8.71 8.72 61.0 61.0 0,937 0,937
16 Iceland 8.54 8.54 8.62 8.63 65.9 65.9 0,876 0,876
17 Austria 8.39 8.39 8.61 8.62 58.5 58.5 0,916 0,916
18 Hong Kong 8.17 8.17 8.52 8.52 52.0 52.0 0,699 0,699
19 Estonia 8.26 8.26 8.40 8.40 57.0 57.0 0,890 0,890
20 Luxembourg 8.01 8.01 8.37 8.37 56.0 560 0,930 0,930
21 Spain 8.26 8.30 8.35 8.35 55.0 55.0 0,905 0,905
22 Japan 8.53 8.53 8.28 8.28 59.8 60.0 0,800 0,801
23 Singapore 7.79 7.79 8.26 8.26 58.7 584 0,939 0,940
24 France 8.36 8.36 8.21 8.21 68.2 68.2 0,903 0,903
25 Israel 8.07 8.07 8.14 8.14 64.8 64.8 0,919 0,919
26 Czech 8.00 8.00 8.14 8.14 52.0 52.0 0,889 0,889
27 Hungary 7.93 7.95 8.02 8.02 503 50.3 0,887 0,887
28 Slovenia 7.91 7.92 8.01 8.01 67.2 67.2 0,918 0,918
29 South Korea 8.65 8.70 7.97 7.9% 702 70.2 0,925 0,925
30 Italy 7.94 7.94 7.89 789 56.2 57.2 0,887 0,887
K1l Malta 7.53 7.53 7.88 7:89 67.4 67.5 0,918 0,918
32 Latvia 7.68 7.68 7.80 7482 62.9 62.9 0,863 0,863
3 Slovakia 7.46 7.46 7.64 7.65 61.2 61.2 0,988 0,988
34 Portugal 7.34 7.34 7.61 7.62 60.3 60.3 0,866 0,866
35 Cyprus 7.50 7.50 /.56 7.57 51.2 51.2 0,896 0,896
36 Greece 7.74 7.74 051 7.52 52.3 52.3 0,878 0,878
37 Lithuania 7.15 7.15 741 7.42 55.0 55.0 0,875 0,875
38 Poland 7.20 7.20 741 741 55.4 55.4 0,876 0,876
39 Croatia 7.27 7.27 7.29 7.29 533 533 0,782 0,782
40 Chile 6161 6.61 7.21 7.21 58.3 60.0 0,768 0,768
41 Barbados 1.92 7.92 7.18 7.18 30.2 30.2 0,878 0,878
42 United Arah 709 7.15 6.94 6.94 331 331 0,911 0,912
Emirates

43 Bahrain 6.98 6.98 6.90 6.90 34.2 34.2 0,876 0,876
44 Romania 6.63 6.63 6.82 6.82 43.2 43.2 0,767 0,767
45 Bulgaria 6.61 6.61 6.80 6.80 41.2 41.2 0,691 0,691
46 Uruguay: 6.32 6.32 6.39 6.39 59.3 59.3 0,683 0,683
47 Oman 5.87 5.87 6.14 6.14 60.0 60.0 0,998 0,998
438 Malaysia 6.25 6.25 6.10 6.10 62.2 62.2 0,45 0,45

49 Serbia 6.61 6.61 6.02 6.02 52.3 52.3 0,683 0,683
50 Saudi Arabia 6.05 6.05 5.96 5.96 50.2 50.2 0,875 0,875
51 Costa Rica 5.65 5.65 5.93 5.93 51.2 52.2 0,987 0,987
52 Trinidad and Tobago 5.93 5.93 5.91 591 50.9 50.9 0,876 0,876
53 Aruba 4.97 4.97 5.89 5.89 51.2 51.2 0,587 0,587
54 Qatar 5.50 5.50 5.84 5.84 50.1 50.1 0,876 0,876
55 Russia 6.96 6.96 5.78 5.78 44.3 44.3 0,822 0,822
56 Ukraine 6.33 6.33 5.73 5.73 19.9 19.9 0,773 0,773
57 Macedonia 5.63 5.63 5.65 5.65 44.3 44.3 0,598 0,60

58 Jamaica 6.18 6.18 5.65 5.65 16.2 16.2 0,598 0,598
59 Belarus 6.62 6.62 5.59 5.59 353 35.3 0,808 0,808
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60 Brazil 6.05 6.05 5.58 5.58 59.7 59.7 0,754 0,754
61 Dominica 5.50 5.50 5.56 5.56 24.0 24.0 0,567 0,567
62 Mauritius 4.62 4.62 5.52 5.52 275 275 0,639 0,639
63 Argentina 6.54 6.54 5.43 5.43 58.6 59.0 0,589 0,589
64 Kuwait 5.15 5.15 5.33 5.33 46.1 46.1 0,568 0,568
65 Panama 5.32 5.32 5.30 5.30 194 194 0,789 0,789
66 Thailand 5.25 5.25 521 521 73.2 73.2 0,639 0,639
67 South Africa 511 511 521 521 54.8 54.8 0,553 0,553
68 Georgia 4.49 4.49 5.19 5.19 52.0 52.0 0,639 0,639
69 Turkiye 4.81 4.81 5.16 5.16 524 524 0,855 0,855
70 Bosnia and 4.97 4.97 5.12 512 42.8 42.8 0,639 0,639
Herzegovina
71 Armenia 4.84 4.84 5.08 5.08 50.2 50.2 0,639 0;639
72 Mexico 5.13 5.13 5.07 5.07 57.6 58.1 0,639 0,741
73 Kazakhstan 5.40 5.40 5.04 5.04 40.7 40.7 0,821 0,812

Note - developed by the authors on the basis ofstatistical data

As can be seen, among 82 countries, the Republic of Kazakhstan lags behind in allsifdicators. Accord-
ing to the knowledge index and the knowledge index, the health security indexgandithe human development
index, Kazakhstan is in 73rd place. As can be seen from Table 1, Sweden lea@lsdn terms of the knowledge
index, the knowledge economy index due to the introduction of innovations; Significant funding for scientific
research and the use of digital technologies. Finland ranks segondgin the, knowledge index, the knowledge
economy index. It has such high performance due to the development ofinformation technology. The use of
the Internet is more common in Finland than in the EU average, (e=banking and the use of digital technolo-
gies in business are developed). Finland has especially,advanced ithe'use of cloud programming, as well as
in the creation of artificial intelligence, which is one ofthe mast relevant and discussed technologies in 2023.
The “National Program for the Development of Artificial\lntelligence” was adopted, which aims to achieve
leadership in its use (European Commission, 2022)This makes it possible to create and strengthen chains of
links between companies and some government organizations, as well as universities, research institutes, etc.
Thirdly, to develop information and digital technologies that provide a breakthrough in development.

Forecast calculations of the main indicatars of the knowledge economy in the Republic of Kazakhstan
are given.

If we consider the overall indicators ‘@f the knowledge economy in the Republic of Kazakhstan, they are
very low (Table 2).

Table 2. Forecast of key indicators<of the"knowledge economy for 2024

Ne Countries Knowledge Index Knowledge Econo-  Health Security ~ Human Development
my Index Index Index
1 Sweden 9,38 14.55 721 0,944
2 Finland 9,23 9.34 68.7 0,941
3 Penmark 9.00 9.19 70,8 0,949
4 Netherlands 8.99 9.11 75.6 0,941
5 Narway 8.99 9.11 64.6 0,961
6 New Zealand 8.93 8.97 54.0 0,937
7 Canadla 8,86 8.92 75.3 0,936
8 Germany 13,27 8.90 66.0 0,942
9 Australia 8.98 8.85 755 0,951
10 Switzerland 8.65 13.27 67.0 0,962
n Ireland 8.73 13.29 59.0 0,945
12 USA 8,94 13.20 835 0,925
13 Taiwan 9.10 13.65 53.0 0,921
14 Great Britain 8.61 13.14 77.9 0,929
15 Belgium 8.68 8.72 61.0 0,937
16 Iceland 8.54 12.93 65.9 0,876
17 Austria 8.39 8.65 58.5 0,916
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18 Hong Kong 8.17 8.52 52.0 0,699
19 Estonia 8.26 8.40 57.0 0,890
20 Luxembourg 8.01 8.37 56.0 0,930
21 Spain 12,41 8.35 55.0 0,905
22 Japan 8.53 8.28 59.9 0,805
23 Singapore 7.79 8.26 58.7 0,940
24 France 8.36 8.21 68.2 0,903
25 Israel 8.07 8.14 64.8 0,919
26 Czech 8.00 8.14 52.0 0,889
27 Hungary 7.95 8.02 50.3 0,887
28 Slovenia 7.92 8.01 67.2 0,918
29 South Korea 13 7.97 70.2 0,925
30 Italy 7.94 7.89 56.7 0,887
31 Malta 7.53 11.82 67.5 0,918
32 Latvia 7.68 11.71 62.9 0,863
3 Slovakia 7.46 11.46 61.2 0,988
34 Portugal 7.34 7.61 60.3 0,866.
35 Cyprus 7.50 7.56 51.2 0,896
36 Greece 7.74 11.27 52.3 0878
37 Lithuania 7.15 7.45 55.0 0,875
38 Poland 7.20 741 55.4 0,876
39 Croatia 7.27 7.29 53.3 0,782
40 Chile 6.61 7.21 59.15 0,768
41 Barbados 7.92 7.18 30:2 0,878
42 United Arab Emirates 7.12 6.94 33.1 0,915
43 Bahrain 6.98 6.90 342 0,876
44 Romania 6.63 6.82 43.2 0,767
45 Bulgaria 6.61 6.80 41.2 0,691
46 Uruguay 6.32 6.39 59.3 0,683
47 Oman 5.87 6.14 60.0 0,998
48 Malaysia 6.25 6.10 62.2 0,45

49 Serbia 6.61 6.02 52.3 0,683
50 Saudi Arabia 6.05 5.96 50.2 0,875
51 Costa Rica 5.65 593 51.7 0,987
52 Trinidad and Tobago 5.93 591 50.9 0,876
53 Aruba 4.97 5.89 51.2 0,587
54 Qatar 550 5.84 50.1 0,876
55 Russia 6:96 5.78 44.3 0,822
56 Ukraine 6.33 573 19.9 0,773
57 Macedonia 5.63 5.65 44.3 0,595
58 Jamaica 6.18 5.65 16.2 0,598
59 Belarus 6.62 5.59 35.3 0,808
60 Brazil 6.05 5.58 59.7 0,754
61 Dominica 5.50 5.56 24.0 0,567
62 Mauritius 4.62 552 275 0,639
63 Afgentina 6.54 5.43 58.8 0,589
64 Kuwait 5.15 533 46.1 0,568
65 Panama 5.32 5.30 194 0,789
66 Thailand 5.25 521 73.2 0,639
67 South Africa 511 521 54.8 0,553
68 Georgia 4.49 5.19 52.0 0,639
69 Turkiye 481 5.16 52.4 0,855
70 Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.97 5.12 42.8 0,639
71 Armenia 484 5.08 50.2 0,639
72 Mexico 5.13 5.07 57.85 0,370
73 Kazakhstan 5.40 5.04 40.7 0,815

Note - Developed by the authors on the basis ofstatistical data
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Forecast calculations show that, if no measures are taken, all indicators of the knowledge economy in
the field of science and education, the level of development of innovations and technologies, the use of in-
formation and communication technologies, the knowledge index, the knowledge economy index, healthcare
development and human development in the Republic of Kazakhstan will remain at the same level and in all
ratings in the knowledge economy, Kazakhstan will occupy the last places. Therefore, based on the experi-
ence of developed countries, it is necessary to develop our own model of the knowledge economy.

A model for the development of the knowledge economy using digital technologies has been developed.

The low indicator of the knowledge economy indicates a weak government regulation of the knowledge
economy. The analysis carried out revealed the need to include such components as planning, forecasting,
regulatory legal acts in the model for the development of the knowledge economy, and digital technologies
must be included. Thus, for the development of the knowledge economy at the country level, agtive state
regulation is necessary (Fig. 2).

Figure 2. Model ofthe development of the knowledge economy at the state level

Note -“devéloped by the authors

This model includes the following elements that contribute to the development of the knowledge econ-
omy:

1) in the field of education and science:

a) bring the ranking of all universities in Kazakhstan to QS 300, using the principle of the triple helix
and the development of world-class schools,

b) measure the quality of knowledge — by the index of students' knowledge, with the help of which it is
possible to predict the development ofthe student in the future and conduct a comparative analysis.

Discussions
The knowledge index of students will be assessed by the Ministry of Education on a quarterly basis and
analyze trends in its change:
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Students' knowledge index = Satisfaction with the quality of education + Acquisition of new knowledge
+ Application of new knowledge.

The constant calculation of this index will allow to raise the level of education and the knowledge
economy index.

1) in terms of the level of development of innovations and technologies — the formation of a
knowledge exchange and a platform for trading shares of high-tech firms,

2) in terms of the level of application of information and communication technologies — the develop-
ment of a software application that reflects the main indicators of the knowledge economy,

The proposed model has a number of advantages: testing it will improve the quality of life, increase the
level of human development, improve the quality of education and medical services based on the developed
software, strengthen control through the creation of a special subordinate body to regulate knowledge econ-
omy issues. This model describes the impact on the knowledge economy not only of costs and technelogical
innovations, but also takes into account planning, forecasting, regulations and digital technolegies:

Conclusions

It is the “knowledge economy” that becomes a powerful impetus for acceleratingatechnological devel-
opment, increasing science-intensive and competitiveness of products, contributing(to_thefdiversification of
activities, helping to overcome depression and boost production in individual ,éountries_and their regions.
Half of all the information that a person uses in the modern world has been obtained over the past 15 years.
The global amount of information doubles every 7 years. The dynamics ofghe geonomic growth of an enter-
prise, country and region is largely determined by investments in sciencefand human capital. Thus, the
choice of a knowledge economy model depends on many parameters: marketiimfrastructure, industry affilia-
tion, organizational form, firm size. In turn, knowledge began to“play._an ever-increasing role. The study
notes that the Republic of Kazakhstan lags far behind other countries in all indicators characteristic of a
knowledge economy. In order to solve the problem, it isfneeessary to switch to a new model of the
knowledge economy at the state level. The application o0f this medel will raise all key indicators of the
knowledge economy: education, information technology;iinnovation, knowledge index, knowledge economy
index, indicators of health security and human cépital develgpment.
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A.M. Hypranuesa, H.A. ToBma, /. BuaHuun
Lindpnbik; TexHoNOrMsnapabl nanganady Hensw/ge 6LLIM sKoHOMUKACBIHbIL, MOfENL 33!prey

AugaTna:

MaucaTbl: KasakcTaH Pecry6nnkacbiHia LMGpsbiK TeEXHONOrManapabl Kongady Henswae 6 TM 3KOHOMUKACHI-
HbIL, MOZE/LL Xacay.

ddici: Cypay, cayanHama, 3KCTpanonauus, canbiCTbIpy.

LlopbIThiHABI: B TM 3KOHOMMKACLIH AaMbITyabIL KongaHbicTari‘Mosensiepl sepaeneHal, KasakctaHgars! »KaHe
WweTengen 6 TM 3KOHOMMKACBIHbIL, HEN3M KepceToLWTepl kapaniblimkaObligaHaTbiH Lwapanap ecebLleH WeT engepaen
3KOHOMMKA KepceTiowTepL, 6 T™M geureT 60ibIHWA Kelubaciubl ekelhaHbiKTanabl, 6 TM 3KOHOMMKACbIHbIL, HEM3M
KepceTrolTepLuLy 6omxkamabl ecenteynepl kentipugl, LngphbiK TeXHONOFMANapabl NaiganaHa oTbipbin, 6 TM 3KOHO-
MMKacblH fambITy mMogenl azlpneHal, 6yn enguy 63cekere KaGWeTTTELL apTTbipadbl XaHe AaMmyfblll Xaua felreiiiie
Kewwenl, COHbIMeH KaTap KasakcTaH Pecny6/nKachIHbIL,31eMHLL HerypibiM fambiraH 30 el KaTapbiHa lopyLue bik-
nan eTeTw 6onagpl.

Ty>KbipbiMgama: bTM C3 NOCTUHAYCTpManabl KoravHbIl gamybl MyMIOH emec. OcbiraH 6GaiinaHbiCTbl 6TMre
Hen3genreH Xawa 3KOHOMUKa epekLueneHeal dneMHIL fambirad engeplaamyabiy, >xaua Mmogenlde, Ariy 6 TM 3KOHO-
MUMKacblHa KowTl., KasakcTaH Pecny6nmkacbidbly, 03cekere kablneTTilrlH apTThipy YW AaMy/bill XKaua KeseljHe —
6TM 3KOHOMMKacblHAa Kelly KaxeT. blpkarap KepcertiowwTep 6olibiHWwa KasakctaH Pecriybnmkackl 6acka engepgeH
apTTa Kasbin oTbIp.

KTT cB3gep: 6 TM 3KOHOMVKACH!, ‘WUDPALIK TexHonornsnap, 6 Tm, 6TMMeH 6ackapy.

Al Hypranuesa, H.A. ToBma, L. BuaHun
PassnTreMoaen 3KOGHOMNKIN 3HAHWIA HA OCHOBE MPUMEHEHNSA LUGPPOBbLIX TEXHOIOMUIA

AHHOTaUuA:

Lenb mMccaenoBaRKs 3aknouaeTcs B pa3paboTke MOAenn 3KOHOMUKW 3HaHUIA Ha OCHOBE MCMO/b30BaHUs LMppo-
BbIX TEXHOMOrMIAB Peciybimke KasaxcraH.

Me T ofibli, AHKETNPOBaHWE, OMPOC, IKCTPaNoALMS, CpaBHEHNe.

Pe3yfbTaThl uccnefoBaHusa: 3yyeHbl CYLLECTBYIOLLME MOLENN PA3BUTUS 3KOHOMUKMN 3HAHWUI, PaCCMOTPEHbI OC-
HOBHbIE IOKA3aTENN IKOHOMMKM 3HaHWI B KasaxcTaHe M 3a pybeKoM, BbIABNEHO, 33 CUET KakMX MPUHUMaEMbIX Mep
3apy6exXHbIEfCTPaHbl MAUPYIOT MO YPOBHIO 3HaHWUIA MOKasaTeseil 3KOHOMUKMW, MPUBEAEHbI MPOFHO3HbIE pacyeTbl Oc-
HOBHbIX NOKa3aTenein 3KOHOMUKM 3HaHWi, pa3paboTaHa MOAe/b Pa3BUTMS IKOHOMUKM 3HaHUIA C MCNO/b30BaHWEM Lind-
POBbIX TEXHONOMMA, YTO MOBLICUT KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOOHOCTL CTPaHbl M NepeiiaeT Ha HOBbIV YPOBEHb pasBuTUsA U 6yaeT
CMoCo6CTBOBATL BXOXKAEHMIO Pecnybnmkmn KasaxctaH B uncno 30 Hanbosee pasBuThIX CTpaH Mypa.

BblBogbl: Be3 3HaHUIi HEBO3MOXKHO pasBuTMe MOCTUHAYCTPUaNbHOMO 06LiecTBa. B 3TOM OTHOLLEHUM BbIAENSETCS
HOBasl 9KOHOMMKa, OCHOBaHHas Ha 3HaHUAX. Pa3BuTble CTpaHbl MUpa NepeLuny K HOBOM MOZEeNN pa3BUTUA — K SKOHO-
MUKe 3HaHWIA. [119 NOBbILLEHNS KOHKYPeHTOCnoco6HOCTM Pecnybnmkn KasaxcTaH Takoke He06X04MMO NepeiTy Ha Ho-
BblIli 3Tan Pa3BMTUA — 3KOHOMUKY 3HaHWiA. Mo pagy nokasateneil Pecny6nmka KasaxcTaH OTCTaeT OT Apyrux CTpaH.

Kntouesble coBa: 3KOHOMUKA 3HAHWIA, LU(POBbIE TEXHOMOMN, 3HAHWS, YIPABIEHNE 3HAHNSMU, HOBbI YPOBEHb
pasBnTUS, LIMPOBbIE TEXHOMO UMW,
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