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PREFACE

Every year, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) project maps out the global
state of entrepreneurship in over 50 countries of the world as national teams survey and
interview more than 2000 experts and entrepreneurs in their countries. The Graduate
School of Business at the Nazarbayev University is proud to contribute to this continuing
global effort to measure the state of entrepreneurship worldwide.
Through more than 2000 interviews, the Kazakhstan National Team collected data
on entrepreneurship in the leading economy of Central Asia, and benchmarked the country’s
results with the neighboring and otherwise comparable countries, the region, and the rest of
the world.
This is the fourth annual report published by the Kazakhstan team at Nazarbayev
University and covers data up to 2017. Our research outlines the strengths and weaknesses
of the key entrepreneurship conditions in Kazakhstan. The country has made significant
progress in a number of areas of the entrepreneurship framework used by the GEM.
However, we have spotted some structural weaknesses that will require improvements. This
year’s major findings are: (a) access to finance for entrepreneurs improved since 2014; (b)
government policies are generally assessed positively, though bureaucracy and corruption
remain major constraints on entrepreneurship; (c) R&D transfer to SME is still insufficient;
(d) many people in Kazakhstan have entrepreneurial intentions and plan to increase number
of employees in the next 5 years; (e) assessment of entrepreneurship opportunities and
motivation for starting a business varies significantly across Kazakhstan.
We hope that decision makers from government, industry associations and
corporate leaders with the ability to improve the business environment will study the results
of this yearly survey and take action to improve the entrepreneurial climate in Kazakhstan.

Prof. Dr. Patrick Duparcq, Dean
Graduate School of Business
Nazarbayev University
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The National Report of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitoring project, which
analyzes the available data, helps to make conclusions for the subsequent strengthening of
entrepreneurial activity, to identify existing problems in the development of business in
Kazakhstan.
The National Chamber of Entrepreneurs of the Republic of Kazakhstan "Atameken",
representing the interests of the business community, considers GEM project as a tool to
recognize existing issues and mechanisms for improving business environment in the
country.
We hope that the National Report will reveal the real state of the entrepreneurship
development in our country and explore the existing problems, which need to be addressed.
We also hope that governmental bodies and business associations will consider these issues
to contribute to the speedy elimination of existing shortcomings in both legislative and law
enforcement practice.
The National Chamber of Entrepreneurs "Atameken" is interested in active
participation in and providing assistance to the GEM project in the future, to apply its results
and recommendations in order to develop and support business community of Kazakhstan!
Rustam Zhursunov
Deputy Chairman of the Board
National Chamber of Entrepreneurs
of the Republic of Kazakhstan "Atameken"

4

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018

CONTENTS
Acknowledgements ................................................................................................................ 2
Preface ................................................................................................................................... 3
Executive Summary ................................................................................................................ 7
1

Introduction and Background .......................................................................................... 9

1.1

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor .........................................................................11

1.2

GEM Conceptual Framework ................................................................................. 12

1.3

GEM Methodology ................................................................................................ 15

2

National Perspective on Entrepreneurship .................................................................... 19

2.1

Kazakhstan’s Economic Performance in 2017 ......................................................... 21

2.2

Entrepreneurship in Kazakhstan ............................................................................. 22

2.3

Societal values about entrepreneurship ................................................................. 24

2.4

Self-perceptions about entrepreneurship ............................................................... 26

2.4.1

Early-stage entrepreneurial activity in Kazakhstan .......................................... 27

2.4.2

Motivation of entrepreneurial activity............................................................ 30

2.4.3

Business discontinuance..................................................................................31
Profile of Entrepreneurs ........................................................................................ 33

2.5
2.5.1

Age distribution.............................................................................................. 34

2.5.2

Gender differences......................................................................................... 35

2.6

Entrepreneurial Impact .......................................................................................... 36

2.7

Regional Differences .............................................................................................. 40

3

Kazakhstan’s Entrepreneurship Ecosystem ................................................................... 45

3.1

National Expert Survey (NES) .................................................................................. 47

3.2

General View of Entrepreneurial Framework Conditions ...................................... 47

3.2.1

Access to finance............................................................................................ 48

3.2.2

Government policies ..................................................................................... 49

3.2.3

Government programs ................................................................................... 52

3.2.4

Education and training .................................................................................... 54

3.2.5

R&D transfer ................................................................................................... 56

3.2.6

Commercial infrastructure ............................................................................. 58

3.2.7

Internal market .............................................................................................. 59

3.2.8

Physical infrastructure.................................................................................... 61

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018

5

3.2.9

Cultural and social norms ............................................................................... 63

3.3

Synthetic View of the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem ................................................. 65

3.4

International Position of Kazakhstan’s Entrepreneurial Ecosystem ........................ 66

3.5

Main Constraints and Facilitators of Entrepreneurship ......................................... 70

3.6

Main Recommendations to Improve the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem ...................71

4

Conclusions and Recommendations ............................................................................73

Notes ................................................................................................................................. 76

6

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Kazakhstan has been participating in the global entrepreneurship monitor (GEM)
since 2014. In this report, we analyze the GEM data on Kazakhstan collected in 2017 against
the background of a larger dataset encompassing the three-year period (from 2014 to 2016).
In addition, we compare Kazakhstan’s data to the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and
South Africa) group of countries, GEM averages, and the averages for the Asia & Oceania
region. Like BRICS countries, Kazakhstan is actively working toward making its economy
competitive globally. Furthermore, Kazakhstan is also making a major emphasis on the
advancement of entrepreneurship that has become a political priority for the Kazakhstan
government in the last several years. GEM helps establishing in what areas of the
entrepreneurship ecosystem Kazakhstan is doing well compared to other economies and in
what areas Kazakhstan needs to do better to stimulate new venture creation and growth,
and in so doing, contribute to the overall economic growth of the country and wellbeing of
Kazakhstan people.
Based on our analysis, entrepreneurship is regarded in Kazakhstan with great
respect. Outstanding entrepreneurs are admired by their countrymen. Moreover, many
individuals in Kazakhstan form entrepreneurial intentions and can be regarded as potential
entrepreneurs. High fear of failure previously observed in Kazakhstan has dissipated. These
are very positive developments.. However, most of the new ventures are necessity based or
created to complement one’s income from traditional employment. Kazakhstan needs more
entrepreneurs pursuing an advantageous opportunity that could lead to the creation of new
industries and new markets and have a tremendous commercial potential. Entrepreneurs
need to think big and exploit most advanced technologies.
Many Kazakhstan entrepreneurs plan to start businesses that will create a great
number of new jobs. This is very promising since new, large businesses created by the
national entrepreneurs could have a positive effect on the employment opportunities in the
country and modernize its economy. Unfortunately, R&D transfer to SMEs in Kazakhstan is
still insufficient. While government policies and programs seeking to promote
entrepreneurship work well they need to be more transparent, consistent and systematic..
The numbers of science parks and incubators are increasing but they also need to be more
effective. National experts point out that corruption remains the major constraint on
entrepreneurship in Kazakhstan. Small businesses also need more protection from large
businesses and quasi-state organizations that may take advantage of their size and influence
to prevent new ventures’ entry and growth. In addition, entrepreneurial education should
become a state priority. It is also important to build a culture of entrepreneurship based on
social and cultural norms favoring private initiative and daring, individual responsibility and
civic duty.
The content of this report, which is based on the GEM data and incorporates our
findings on Kazakhstan’s entrepreneurship, makes it useful and important for researchers
and policy makers, including government agencies. We expect that our findings will facilitate
improvement of the business climate and development of small and medium enterprises in
the Republic of Kazakhstan. We also hope that this report will contribute to further
economic liberalization of the Kazakhstan economy and the growing well-being of its
citizens.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018
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INTRODUCTION
AND BACKGROUND

1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
1.1 GLOBAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP MONITOR

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM)
research program was initiated in 1997 as a
joint venture spearheaded by London
Business School in the United Kingdom and
Babson College in the United States. Its
purpose was to explore and assess the role
of entrepreneurship across the globe,
through the creation of cross-national
harmonized data sets on an annual basis.
Traditional
analyses
of
economic
development and growth tend to focus
primarily on the contribution of large
corporations. In contrast, GEM recognizes
and takes into account the roles played by
new and small businesses in the economy.
The first GEM study was conducted in 1999,
with ten participating countries. In the
ensuing decade GEM has grown to a
consortium of over 100 national teams, and
is now widely regarded as one of the most
important
longitudinal
studies
of
entrepreneurship in the world.
In 2017, 54 economies participated in the
GEM study, comprising approximately 68%
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of the world’s population and 86% of the
world’s GDP. The economies that
participated in the 2017 GEM cycle are
shown in Table 1.1. They are grouped by
geographic
region
and
economic
development level. Since 20081 GEM has
followed the World Economic Forum’s
typology of countries based on Porter’s2
juxtaposition of the three levels of economic
development: factor-driven, efficiencydriven and innovation-driven. According to
the WEF’s classification, the factor-driven
phase is dominated by subsistence
agriculture and extraction businesses, with a
heavy reliance on (unskilled) labor and
natural resources. In the efficiency-driven
phase, an economy becomes more
competition-driven, it goes through an
industrialization and is characterized by
increased reliance on economies of scale,
with capital-intensive large organizations
being dominant. At the innovation-driven
phase, businesses are knowledge-intensive,
and the service sector expands.
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Table 1.1: GEM economies by geographic region and economic development category,
2017

Africa
Asia and Oceania

Factor- Driven
Economies
Madagascar

Efficiency-Driven
Economies
Egypt, Morocco, South
Africa

India, Iran,
China, Indonesia,
Kazakhstan, Vietnam Lebanon, Malaysia,
Saudi Arabia, Thailand

Latin America &
Caribbean

Europe

North America

Argentina, Brazil,
Chile, Colombia,
Ecuador, Guatemala,
Mexico., Panama,
Peru, Uruguay
Bulgaria, Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Croatia,
Latvia, Poland,
Slovakia

Innovation-driven
Economies

Australia, Israel, Qatar,
Republic of South
Korea, Taiwan, United
Arab Emirates, Japan
Puerto Rico

Cyprus, Estonia,
Finland, France,
Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Slovenia,
Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, United
Kingdom
Canada, United States

Source: GEM Global Report 2017/2018

1.2 GEM CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
GEM’s conceptual framework depicts the
multifaceted features of entrepreneurship,
recognizing the proactive, innovative and
risk responsive behavior of individuals,
always
in
interaction
with
the
environment. The GEM survey was
conceptualized with regard for the
interdependency
between
entrepreneurship
and
economic
development, in order to:
•
Uncover factors that encourage or
hinder entrepreneurial activity, especially
related to societal values, personal
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attributes and the entrepreneurship
ecosystem.
•
Provide a platform for assessing
the extent to which entrepreneurial
activity influences economic growth
within individual economies.
•
Uncover policy implications for the
purpose of enhancing entrepreneurial
capacity in an economy.
The GEM conceptual framework derives
from the basic assumption that national
economic growth is the result of the
personal capabilities of individuals to
identify and seize opportunities, and that

this process is affected by environmental
factors, which influence individuals’,
decisions to pursue entrepreneurial
initiatives. Figure 1.1 shows the main
components and relationships into which

GEM divides the entrepreneurial process
and how it classifies entrepreneurs
according to the level of their
organizational development.

Figure 1.1 The GEM Conceptual Framework

Outcome (socialeconomic development)

Social, cultural, political,
economic context
National Entrepreneu
rial
framework
framework
conditions
conditions

Entrepreneurial output
(new jobs, new value
added)

+
+

Social values about
entrepreneurship

-

-+

Basic requirements
Efficiency enhancers
Innovation and
business sophistication

-

Individual attributes
(psychological,
demographic,
motivation)
+

-

-

+
-

+
-

Entrepreneurial activity
Ø By phase
Nascent, new, established,
discontinued
Ø By impact
High growth, innovative,
internationalization
Ø By type
TEA, SEA, EEA

Source: GEM Global Report 2017/2018
The social, cultural, political and economic
context is represented through National
Framework Conditions (NFCs), which take
into account the advancement of each
society through the three phases of
economic development (factor-driven,
efficiency-driven and innovation-driven),
and
Entrepreneurial
Framework
Conditions (EFCs) which relate more
specifically to the quality of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem and include:
entrepreneurial finance, government
policy, government entrepreneurship
programs, entrepreneurship education,
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018

research and development (R&D) transfer,
commercial and legal infrastructure,
internal market dynamics and entry
regulation, physical infrastructure, and
cultural and social norms.
As indicated in Figure 1.1, the GEM
conceptual framework recognizes that
entrepreneurship is part of a complex
feedback system, and makes explicit the
relationships between social values,
personal attributes and various forms of
entrepreneurial activity. It also recognizes
that entrepreneurship can mediate the
effect of the NFCs on new job creation and
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new economic or social value creation.
Entrepreneurial activity is thus an output
of the interaction of an individual's
perception of an opportunity and capacity
(motivation and skills) to act upon this
AND the distinct conditions of the
respective environment in which the
individual is located. In addition, while
entrepreneurial activity is influenced by
the framework conditions in the particular
environment in which it takes place, this
activity
ultimately
benefits
this
environment as well, through social value
and economic development.
Social values toward entrepreneurship:
This includes aspects such as the extent to
which society values entrepreneurship as
a good career choice; whether
entrepreneurs have high societal status;
and the extent to which media attention
to entrepreneurship is contributing to the
development of a positive entrepreneurial
culture.

Individual attributes: This includes
different demographic factors (such as
gender, age, geographic location);
psychological factors (including perceived
capabilities, perceived opportunities, fear
of failure); and motivational aspects
(necessity versus opportunity based
ventures, improvement-driven ventures).
Entrepreneurship activity: This is defined
according to the phases of the life cycle of
entrepreneurial ventures (nascent, new
business,
established
business,
discontinuation); according to impact
(high
growth,
innovation,
internationalization); and by type (Total
Early-stage Entrepreneurship Activity –
TEA, Social Entrepreneurship Activity - SEA,
Employee Entrepreneurship Activity –
EEA).
Operational definitions of the business
phases
and
entrepreneurship
characteristics are represented in Figure
1.2.

Figure 1.2 GEM Model of Business Phases and Entrepreneurship Characteristics
Discontinuation of business
Potential
entrepreneur:
opportunities,
knowledge
and skills

Total Early-stage Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA)
Nascent
entrepreneur:
involved in setting
up a business

Conception
Individual attributes
• Gender
• Age
• Motivation (opportunity,
necessity)

Owner-manager
of new business
(less than 3.5
years old)

Firm birth
Early-stage entrepreneurship profile
Industry
• Sector

Ownermanager of
an
established
business
(more than
3.5 years old)
Persistence

Impact
• Business growth
• Innovation
• Internalization

Source: GEM Global Report 2017/2018
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Given that GEM’s goal is to provide a
comprehensive view of entrepreneurship
across the globe, it aims to measure the
attitudes of the population, and the
activities and characteristics of individuals
involved in various phases and types of
entrepreneurial activity. Research teams
in each participating economy collect
primary data through an Adult Population
Survey (APS) of at least 2 000 randomly
selected adults (18 – 64 years of age)
annually. Complementing the APS is a
National Expert Survey (NES), which

gathers in-depth opinions from selected
national experts about the factors that
have an impact on the entrepreneurship
ecosystem in each economy. At least four
experts from each of the entrepreneurial
framework condition categories must be
interviewed, making a minimum total of
36 experts per country. In order to
construct a balanced and representative
sample, the experts are drawn from
entrepreneurs, government, academics,
and practitioners in each economy.

1.3 GEM METHODOLOGY
GEM measures individual participation
across
multiple
phases
of
the
entrepreneurial process, providing insights
into the level of engagement at each stage.
This is important because societies may
have varying levels of participation at
different points in this process; however, a
healthy entrepreneurial society needs to
be active in all phases. For example, to

produce start-ups in a society, there must
be potential entrepreneurs. Later in the
process, people that have started
businesses must have the ability and
support to enable them to sustain their
businesses into maturity.
GEM’s
multi-phase
measures
entrepreneurship are given below:

of

Table 1.2 GEM Entrepreneurship phases
Potential entrepreneurs

those individuals that see opportunities in their
environments, have the capabilities to start businesses and
are undeterred by fear of failure.

Intentional entrepreneurs

those individuals who intend to start a business in the future
(in the next three years).

Nascent entrepreneurs

those individuals who have taken steps to start a new
business, but have not yet paid salaries or wages for more
than three months.

New entrepreneurs

those who are running new businesses that have been in
operation between 3 months and 42 months.

Established business owners

those who are running a mature business, in operation for
more than 42 months.

Discontinued entrepreneurs

those who, for whatever reason, have exited from running a
business in the past year.

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
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15

GEM’s individual-level focus enables a
more comprehensive account of business
activity than firm-level measures of
formally registered businesses. In other
words, GEM captures both informal and
formal activity. This is important because
in many societies, the majority of
entrepreneurs operate in the informal
sphere. In addition, GEM’s emphasis on
individuals provides an insight into who
these entrepreneurs are: for example,
their
demographic
profiles,
their
motivations for starting ventures, and the
goals they set for their businesses. GEM
also assesses broader societal attitudes
about entrepreneurship, which can
indicate the extent to which people are
engaged in or willing to participate in
entrepreneurial activity, and the level of
societal support for their efforts. The GEM
database allows for the exploration of
individual or business characteristics, as
well as the causes and consequences of
new business creation.
A primary measure of entrepreneurship
used by GEM is the Total Early-Stage
Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA) rate. TEA
indicates the prevalence of individuals
engaged in nascent entrepreneurship and
new firm ownership in the adult (18 - 64
years of age) population. As such, it
captures the level of early-stage
entrepreneurial activity in a country.
Every person engaged in any behavior
related to new business creation, no
matter how modest, contributes to the
national level of entrepreneurship.
However, it is important to recognize that
entrepreneurs can differ in their profiles
and impact. For this reason, GEM provides
a range of indicators that describe the
unique, multifaceted entrepreneurial
activity exhibited in each society. It is
therefore important to consider not just
the number of entrepreneurs in an
economy, but also the level of
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employment they create, their growth
objectives, and the extent to which groups
such as youth and women are
participating in entrepreneurial activity.
To ensure reliable comparisons across
countries, GEM data is obtained using a
research design that is harmonized over
all the participating countries. The data is
gathered on an annual basis from the two
main sources:
Adult population survey (APS)
This dataset is a survey of the adult
population, namely people between the
ages of 18 and 64 years. Each of the
participating countries conducts the
survey among a random representative
sample of at least 2 000 adults. The
surveys are conducted at the same time
(generally, between April and June) using
a standardized questionnaire developed
by the GEM consortium. In the interests of
maximum uniformity and control, the
international GEM project team contracts
directly with each country’s APS vendor.
The raw data is sent to analysts at London
Business School for checking and uniform
statistical calculations before being made
available to the participating countries.
2017 Adult Population Survey (APS) in
Kazakhstan was conducted by the National
Entrepreneurship Chamber “Atameken”.
2100 respondents were interviewed
during July-September of 2017. The
questionnaire was translated into Kazakh
and Russian – and face-to-face interviews
were conducted in the respondent’s
language of choice. To ensure that the
sample was representative, area stratified
probability sampling was used. The sample
was stratified by gender and population
group, then by region and community size.
All 14 regions of Kazakhstan as well as the
two biggest cities - Astana and Almaty were included. Three different community
size designations – namely, cities and large

towns, small towns and villages, and rural
– were used.
National experts survey (NES)
The national experts’ survey is an
important component of GEM as it
provides insights into the entrepreneurial
start-up environment in each country. A
number of criteria must be met when
selecting experts, in order to construct a
balanced and representative sample. Four
experts from each of the entrepreneurial
framework condition categories must be
interviewed, making a total of 36 experts
per country. A minimum of 25% must be
entrepreneurs or business people, and
50% must be professionals. Additional
aspects such as geographical distribution,

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
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gender, the public versus private sector,
and level of experience should also be
taken into account when balancing the
sample.
Researchers of Nazarbayev University
were responsible for national experts
survey in 2017. National experts were
selected among professionals who directly
or indirectly impact business climate
development in Kazakhstan. Some
graduates of business skills training
program for top management of SME
organized in the framework of state
program “Business Roadmap 2020”
participated in survey. This program is run
by Graduate School of Business of
Nazarbayev University.
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ON ENTREPRENEURSHIP

2 NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON ENTREPRENEURSHIP
2.1 KAZAKHSTAN’S ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE IN 2017
Over the past 5 years, the average GDP
growth was 3.3% in Kazakhstan. During
this period, growth based on the
expansion of non-oil sector production,
which share increased from 70.2% in 2013
to 76.0% in 2017, amounting to 2/3 of
GDP.
The decline in the industrial sector
observed in 2015 and 2016 (-1.6% and 1.1%) in 2017 turned into a positive with
an increase of 7.3%. At the same time, the
manufacturing industry showed increase
over the past 3 years by 6.4% outpacing
the growth of mining (3.7%).
This is due to growth of the main
processing industries like pharmaceuticals
(growth over the past 3 years by 53.7%),
metallurgy (by 29.6%) and food
production (by 10.4%).
In 2017, real GDP growth was 4%, largely
exceeding the previous forecast of 3.4%.
The main catalysts for growth were the
expansion of production in the traded
sectors, increased investment activity and
a gradual recovery in domestic demand.
The measures undertaken to diversify the
economy affected the qualitative changes
of GDP structure. The share of the mining
industry has decreased from 15.2% in
2014 to 13.6% in 2017.
In 2017 the Third Modernization of the
country was launched. It covers three
important
processes:
economic
modernization through technological
development; political and institutional
modernization and modernization of
public consciousness aimed at increasing
the openness and competitiveness of the
population.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018

The State Program “Digital Kazakhstan”
aimed at transferring the entire economy
and the public sector in a digital was
recently launched. The Program has
significant potential for value creation and
reduction of the costs in the economy.
This is to increase country's GDP growth
rate up to 4.5% per year by 2025.
The “Nurly Zhol” program allowed
improvement of an efficient transport and
logistics infrastructure aimed at the
development of the country's export and
transit capabilities. In the framework of
this program around 1.8 thousand roads
have been built and reconstructed in
order to strengthen the development of
interregional trade and economic
cooperation. The transit corridor Western
Europe - Western China is open for traffic
and new logistics hubs were built in the
country. The dry port "Khorgos - Eastern
Gate" was built on the border with China.
It is the first land port in Kazakhstan and
the largest logistics center in Central Asia.
In the West of the country, to ensure nontransshipment shipment of transit cargo
and the development of multimodal
transfers in the Caspian Sea, a project for
the construction of a ferry complex in the
port of Kuryk was implemented.
In general, the implementation of the
"Nurly Zhol" state program has increased
the volume of transit cargo up to 18
million tons. Revenues from transit traffic
amounted to about $ 1 billion.
At the same time, the Government has
launched the National Export Strategy in
order to diversify the economy and the
export potential of the country. It aims to
reveal new export products and new
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niches in foreign markets to increase
exports. A comprehensive export support
system covering all aspects from
production to delivery of the product to
the final buyer is developed. KazakhExport
is going to be a single operator supporting
exporters.

In order to attract the world's leading
technologies and investments, the
National Investment Strategy focused on
attracting foreign investment in nonprimary sectors oriented towards export is
implemented until 2022.

2.2 ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN KAZAKHSTAN
The development of entrepreneurship is
an important factor affecting the welfare
of a country's economy.
The government implements measures to
reduce administrative barriers, improve
the business climate and support
entrepreneurship.
These
measures
influenced dynamic development of the
small and medium-sized businesses in
Kazakhstan.
Currently there are more than 1.2 million
of SMEs, whose number increased by 3.8%
compared to last year. Over 3 million
people are employed in the SME sector;
the output volume increased by 18.2%
and amounted to 4.6 trillion tenge.
The share of SMEs in GDP according to
preliminary data in 2017 was 25.6%.
Kazakhstan aims to increase SMEs share
up to 50% by 2050.
To achieve this goal the Government
developed systematic measures aimed at
reducing administrative pressure on
business and drastically improving
conditions for business activities.
A large-scale audit of the control and
supervisory regulations, the licensing
system, information tools, as well as all
legislation
allowed
identifying
administrative barriers, business costs and
regulations that impede competition. The
results of this audit were codified in the
Act “On introducing amendments and
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addenda to some legislative acts of the
Republic
of
Kazakhstan
on
the
improvement of business regulation”,
signed by the President of the Republic of
Kazakhstan in May 2018. In total, the Law
introduced about 1000 amendments to 14
codes and 109 laws.
The Act aims at reforming state control
and supervisory activities, improving the
regulation of information flows and the
analysis mechanism of regulatory impact,
reforming mandatory services provided by
natural monopolies and the quasi-state
sector, as well as excluding rules that
impede competition.
This year, the report “Doing Business
2019: Training and Reforms,” ranked
Kazakhstan among the top 30 countries in
the world for ease of doing business.
According to the results of the World
Bank's Doing Business 2019 rating,
published on October 31, 2018,
Kazakhstan took the 28th place, having
increased its rating by 8 points compared
to the previous year.
Kazakhstan was ahead of such countries
as Spain (30th place), France (32), Poland
(33), Portugal (34), Switzerland (38), Japan
(39) and Turkey (43). Among the countries
of the Eurasian Economic Union,
Kazakhstan is in the lead, with Russia (31),
Belarus (37), Armenia (41) and Kyrgyzstan
(70) ranked lower.

Doing Business 2019 leading country is
New Zealand. The top ten leaders also
include Singapore, Denmark, South Korea,
Hong Kong, Georgia, Norway, USA, UK and
Macedonia.

The World Bank has noted Kazakhstan
among the countries that have
implemented regulatory reforms in the
context of more than three indicators of
ease of doing business in 2017-2018.

Table 2.1 Kazakhstan in World Bank’s “Doing Business” ranking
Indicators

2018 ranking

Starting a Business

41

2019
ranking
36

Deterioration/
improvement
+5

Dealing with Construction Permits

52

35

+17

Getting Electricity
Registering Property

70
17

76
18

-6
-1

Getting Credit

77

60

+17

Protecting Minority Investors

1

1

Paying Taxes

50

56

-6

Trading across Borders

123

102

+21

Enforcing Contracts

6

4

+2

Resolving Insolvency

39

37

+2

Source: World bank’s “Doing Business 2019” Report
All in all, Kazakhstan was evaluated on 10
basic indicators. Of the 10 basic indicators,
Kazakhstan has improved its position on 6
indicators.
According to the indicator “Protecting
Minority Investors”, Kazakhstan has been
recognized as the world leader for the
second year in a row.
Kazakhstan showed a significant increase
in the indicators “International Trade”
(+21), “Obtaining loans” (+17), “Obtaining
a construction permit” (+17), “Opening
enterprises” (+5), “Ensuring the execution
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of contracts” (+2)
Resolution" (+2).

and

"Insolvency

Kazakhstan’s accession to 30 countries for
ease of doing in the Doing Business rating
was made possible by the ongoing
systemic work of the Government on
reforming current legislation, improving
the licensing system, simplifying business
creation procedures, streamlining state
control and supervision activities, and
improving the business climate in the
country and Kazakhstan's position in
international rankings.
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2.3 SOCIETAL VALUES ABOUT ENTREPRENEURSHIP
Societal values about entrepreneurship
measure the status or prestige associated
with being an entrepreneur in a certain
country. In addition, they reflect the
attractiveness of a career as a small
business owner, and measure the level of
media attention to entrepreneurship.
Allegedly,
in
cultures
where
entrepreneurship is held in high esteem,
entrepreneurial intentions are likely to be
higher.
However,
the
perceived
attractiveness of small business ownership
could also be due to the shortages and
low pay that could make it more likely that
individuals venture out on their own. In

2016, in Kazakhstan, entrepreneurship
was considered as a good career choice by
about 75% of the respondents. In 2017,
the numbers were much lower (59.7).
That could be because the economic
situation in the country has been
improving. This made small business
ownership less attractive as a career
choice compared to getting a job at an
existing company. However, this could
also reflect the fact that small business
ownership is regarded with some
condescension as not being very
glamorous.

Table 2.2 Societal Values about Entrepreneurship in Kazakhstan

Good career choice
High status to successful entrepreneurs
Media attention for entrepreneurship

2014

2015

2016

2017

78.6*
74.4
83

76.9
83.9
80

74.3
82
75

59.7
80.1
50.1

*Read as 78,6% of respondents think that entrepreneurship is a good career choice
This is why successful entrepreneurs,
typically owners of innovative ventures or
big companies, as opposed to owners of
small businesses are regarded as
individuals enjoying high status in
Kazakhstan (80.1%). Finally, our survey
shows that the media in Kazakhstan may
not
pay
enough
attention
to
entrepreneurship (50.1 %). Compared to
the GEM averages, Kazakhstan’s results on
entrepreneurship as a good career choice
are the closest to innovation-driven
economies (59.7 % vs. 57%). Kazakhstan’s
results on successful entrepreneurs’ status
(80.1%) are much higher than any GEM
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averages. Among the BRIC countries, they
come the closest to China and South
Africa. Finally, Kazakhstan’s results on
media attention to entrepreneurship are
much lower than all the GEM averages.
Among the BRICS countries, only India has
lower indicator of media attention to
entrepreneurship.
The
discrepancies
between Kazakhstan’s lowering opinion of
entrepreneurship as a career choice and
media attention to entrepreneurship, on
the one hand, and very high opinion
regarding successful entrepreneurs’ status
are thought-provoking.

Figure 2.1 Comparative position of Kazakhstan: societal values, 2017
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South Africa

Table 2.3 Societal Values about Entrepreneurship in Kazakhstan compared to GEM
averages, 2017

Good career choice
High
status
to
successful
entrepreneurs
Media attention for
entrepreneurship

Kazakhstan

Factordriven

Efficiencydriven

Innovationdriven

GEM
averages

59.7
80.1

64.6
66

65.7
66

57.0
60

70
70

50.1

57

70

62

61

One can venture a guess that initiating a
small business in Kazakhstan is not very
lucrative, at least in the beginning. This
affects
the
perception
of
entrepreneurship as a career. Since there
are not that many successful businesses,
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the
media
is
not
covering
entrepreneurship very often or sufficiently.
And yet, successful entrepreneurs are
extremely popular and held in high
esteem.
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2.4 SELF-PERCEPTIONS ABOUT ENTREPRENEURSHIP
Self-perceptions about entrepreneurship
measure how highly residents of a certain
country assess the opportunities available
to them for starting a new business, their
own capabilities, the extent to which they
are fearful of starting a venture and their
resulting entrepreneurial intentions. In
2017, the three indicators measuring
entrepreneurial readiness (opportunities,
capabilities and intentions) in Kazakhstan
were sky-high. At the same time, fear of
failure was extremely low. Judging by
these indicators, Kazakhstan residents
can’t wait to start a business. These
results are surprising given that the
perceptions of entrepreneurship as a
career choice in Kazakhstan are very low.
For comparison sake, Kazakhstan’s results
on perceived opportunities for starting a
venture (50.7%) are much higher than all
the GEM averages that are all in the low
40s. This puts Kazakhstan in the 18th place
in the world in this category. Among the
BRICS countries, these results are superior
even to Brazil that is one country that
beats almost any other country on these
indicators. Similarly, Kazakhstan’s results
on perceived capabilities are incredibly
high (64.7%). They are higher than the
GEM averages for factor-driven economies
that are the highest among the GEM

averages. Once again, Kazakhstan’s results
are even much higher than Brazil’s, the
nation known for its high self-assessments
of entrepreneurial capabilities. Kazakhstan
is in the 6th place in the world in this
category. To top it off, Kazakhstan’s
results on fear of failure (18.4%) are very
low. Only one country among all the GEM
nations has lower fear of failure than
Kazakhstan. Finally, Kazakhstan’s results
on entrepreneurial intentions (46.4%) are
very high. Kazakhstan is in the 6th place in
the world in this category. So, how should
we read these surprising results? One
interpretation is that many residents of
Kazakhstan see lots of entrepreneurial
opportunities, believe in themselves, are
not apprehensive of potential failure and
consider starting one’s own business very
seriously. Another interpretation is that
residents of Kazakhstan may be somewhat
optimistic. This optimism might be fueled
by the continuing Government’s support
for SMEs in the country. Several state
programs supporting start and growth of
business are available both in urban and
rural areas. These programs provide
financial and non-financial support like
grants, low-rate loans, free of charge
accounting and legal services to help
establish and manage new businesses.

Table 2.4 Self-perceptions about entrepreneurship in Kazakhstan
Potential Entrepreneurs
Perceived good opportunities
Perceived capabilities
Fear of failure
Entrepreneurial intentions

2014
26.5*
52.5
23.8
15.4

2015
48.7
52.1
75.4
17.5

2016
44.2
50
30.5
16.8

2017
50.4
64.7
26.6
46.8

*Read as 26.5% of adult population perceived there were good opportunities to start
business
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Figure 2.2 Comparative position of Kazakhstan: entrepreneurship perceptions, 2017
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Table 2.5 Self-perceptions about entrepreneurship, comparative table, 2017
Kazakhstan
Perceived opportunities
Perceived capabilities
Fear of failure
Entrepreneurial intentions

50.4
64.7
26.6
46.8

Factordriven
42
54
37
30

Efficiencydriven
44
54
34
26

Innovationdriven
43
43
40
15

2.4.1 Early-stage entrepreneurial activity in Kazakhstan
GEM identifies and measures several
distinct
manifestations
of
entrepreneurship
–
nascent
entrepreneurship and new business
ownership that make up the total
entrepreneurial activity (TEA), employee
entrepreneurial activity (EEA), and
established business ownership (EB). In
addition, business discontinuance rates
allow getting a more accurate picture of
the state of entrepreneurship in a certain
country.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018

Early-stage entrepreneurial activity is a
key indicator that measures the
percentage of the adult population (18–
64 years) that are in the process of
starting a new business or who have just
started a new business. This indicator
covers two types of entrepreneurs:
nascent entrepreneurs and new business
owners.
Kazakhstan’s TEA in 2017 was higher than
in 2016. This number is smaller than in
factor-driven economies (16.4) and in
efficiency-driven economies (14.9), but is
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higher
than
in
innovation-driven
economies
(9.1).
The
fact
that
Kazakhstan’s TEA comes the closest to
innovation-driven economies can be
interpreted positively. It means that the
Kazakhstan economy creates many jobs so
that most individuals prefer and can

obtain regular employment. Among the
BRICS nations, Kazakhstan’s TEA is
practically the same as in China (9.2). In
contrast, Brazil has the highest TEA rate
among the BRICS nations (20.0) due to job
shortages.

Table 2.6 Entrepreneurial activities in Kazakhstan from 2014 to 2017.
2014
Nascent entrepreneurial rate
8.1*
New business ownership rate
6.1
TEA
13.7
Established business ownership 7.4
rate
Discontinuance of business
2.9
EEA rates

2015
8
3.2
11
2.4

2016
6.9
3.4
10.2
2.4

2017
8.1
6.6
11.6
3.9

3.1

3.4
0.7

5.2
4.1

*Read as 8.1% of adult population were engaged in nascent entrepreneurship

Figure 2.3 Comparative position of Kazakhstan: structure of entrepreneurial activities,
2017
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Table 2.7 Entrepreneurial activities, comparative table, 2017
Kazakhstan
FactorEfficiencydriven
driven

Innovationdriven

TEA

11.6

16.4

14.9

9.2

EEA

3.9

1.4

1.2

5.1

EB

5.2

15.7

8.9

6.8

Business discontinuance

4.1

5.4

5.4

3.6

The established business rate (EB) is the
percentage of the adult population that
are owners/managers of businesses that
have been in operation for more than 42
months. Information on the level of
established businesses is important as it
provides some indication of the
sustainability of entrepreneurship in an
economy. These businesses have moved
beyond the nascent and new business
phases, and are able to contribute to a
country’s economy through the ongoing
introduction of new products and
processes and a more stable base of
employment. In 2017, Kazakhstan’s
established business rate (3.9) was much
lower than in factor-driven economies
(15.7) and in efficiency-driven economies
(8.9) and was lower than even in
innovation-driven economies (6.8). Among
the BRICS nations, only South Africa has a
lower EB rate (2.2) than Kazakhstan.
Global GEM Report suggests that
imbalance between TEA and EB rates
“could indicate that there has been a
recent surge in start-up activity that has
not yet had time to make its way to
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maturity”3 or there might be issues in
survival of new businesses.
Entrepreneurial Employee Activity (EEA)
indicator includes the development of
new activities for an individual’s main
employer, such as developing or launching
new goods or services, or setting up a new
business unit, a new establishment or
subsidiary. EEA rate in Kazakhstan (4.1)
has considerably improved compared to
previous years moving the country much
closer to innovation-driven economies
where this rate, though, is much higher
(6.1).
Overall, Kazakhstan’s TEA, EB and EEA
rates has been slightly increasing since
2015. Growing TEA rate correlated with
the growing EB rates, however Business
discontinuance rate has also increased.
This might indicate higher rate of business
failures. On the other hand EEA rate has
increased by 6 times in 2017 compared to
2016. Although it is early to make sound
conclusions, this rise might indicate that
business owners have started to motivate
their employees to apply entrepreneurial
approach in their companies.
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Figure 2.4 : Total early-stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA) in the GEM economies by phase
of economic development, 2017.
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2.4.2 Motivation of entrepreneurial activity
A primary objective of GEM is to explore
differences in national levels and types of
entrepreneurship and to link these to job
creation and economic growth. The
relative prevalence of an opportunityowned business versus necessitymotivated (no other options for work)
entrepreneurial activity provides useful
insights into the quality of early-stage
entrepreneurial activity in any given
economy.
According to the Motivational Index
published in the Global Report for 2017,
there were 2.3 times as many
improvement-opportunity
driven
or
independence driven (IDO) entrepreneurs
than necessity driven entrepreneurs in
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factor-driven economies (i.e., 67.6% of
entrepreneurs were opportunity driven).
Overall, in 54 nations that participated in
the 2017 survey, 74% of the respondents
chose opportunity pursuit as the main
reason for starting a business. The
numbers were the highest in North
America (82.6%) and the lowest in Africa
(70.9%). In Kazakhstan, 69.5% of new
business founders were opportunity
driven. Obviously, this number is relatively
low. It would certainly be beneficial if
more new businesses in Kazakhstan were
started to pursue an advantageous
opportunity. However, among the BRICS
countries, only South Africa was above
Kazakhstan in this category with 75.1%.

Table 2.8 Motivation of TEA in Kazakhstan
Necessity-driven (% of TEA)
Opportunity-driven (% of TEA)
Improvement-driven (% of TEA)
Ratio of necessity vs. opportunity
(motivational index))

2014
26.3*
69.1
33.6
driven 1.2

2015
27.5
68.9
24
0.9

2016
25.4
68.9
21.4
0.8

2017
17.8
69.5
31.8
1.8

*Read as 26.3% of adult population were motivated by necessity

Figure 2.4 Comparative position of Kazakhstan: motivation of TEA, 2017
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2.4.3 Business discontinuance
An
important
characteristic
of
entrepreneurial activity in any country is
its business discontinuance rate, that is,
the percentage of respondents who have
closed their enterprises or in any other
way ceased to be entrepreneurs. Business
discontinuance rates in Kazakhstan (5.2)
are only slightly lower than in factordriven and efficiency-driven economies
and higher than in innovation-driven
economies. Overall, this signals the need
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
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for improvement in terms of business
survival.
Moreover, it is important to look into the
reasons for business discontinuance as
these may indicate potential problems
that could be resolved.
In 2017, only 19.8% of businesses stopped
operations due to a lack of profits. This
favorably compares to a much higher
number observed in 2016 (46.8%) and
earlier years running in the 30s.
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Table 2.9 Reasons for business exit in Kazakhstan
Sell, retire, exit, another
opportunity
Unprofitable
Problems with finance
Bureaucracy
Personal Reasons

2014
26.6

2015
14.5

2016
16.7

2017
22.8

33.9*
14.2
16

36.5
12.5
3.7
24.2

46.8
5.6
5.4
18

19.8
9.2
5.3
30.5

*Read as 33.9% of respondents exit business because it is unprofitable
Compared to the GEM averages,
Kazakhstan is closer to factor-driven
economies that show slightly higher
results in this category (21.6%).
Unprofitable businesses exited more often
in both efficiency-driven economies
(38.7%)
and
in
innovation-driven
economies (26.4%) than in Kazakhstan.
Problems with finance were also less
characteristic of Kazakhstan businesses
that ceased to exist (9.2%) compared to
factor-driven economies (21.1%) and
efficiency-driven economies (15.2%).
Kazakhstan’s numbers, overall, were
similar to innovation-driven economies
(10.1%).
Bureaucracy was a minor reason for
business exit in Kazakhstan (5.3%). It was
an even less important reason in factordriven economies (1.3%). In both
efficiency-driven economies (7.1%) and

innovation-driven economies (10.1%)
bureaucracy loomed larger as the reason
for business discontinuance.
Sell, retire, exit and other was a more
common reason for business exit in
Kazakhstan (22.8%). It was in line with
efficiency-driven economies (20.9%) and
much smaller than in both factor-driven
economies (33.9%) and innovation-driven
economies (33.7%). Finally, the personal
reasons category was the most frequently
cited
explanation
for
business
discontinuance in Kazakhstan (30.5%). This
number is much higher than in factordriven economies (22%), efficiency-driven
economies (18%) and innovation-driven
economies (19%). Small businesses in
Kazakhstan are typically lifestyle ventures
that explains why their owners often exit
once their personal circumstances have
changed.

Table 2.10 Reasons for business exit, comparative table, 2017
Kazakhstan
Sell, retire, exit, another
opportunity
Unprofitable
Problems with finance
Bureaucracy
Personal Reasons
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22.8

Factordriven
33.9

Efficiencydriven
20.9

Innovationdriven
33.7

19.8
9.2
5.3
30.5

21.6
21.1
1.3
22.0

38.7
15.2
7.1
18.0

26.4
10.1
10.1
19.0

Figure 2.5 Comparative position of Kazakhstan: business discontinuance reasons, 2017
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Among the BRICS countries, Kazakhstan
also stands out in the category of personal
reasons for business discontinuance. Even
South Africa (18.5%) does not get close to
Kazakhstan (30.5%). Kazakhstan also looks
unusual in the categories of lack of
profitability and problems with finances
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where its numbers are much smaller
compared to the BRICS countries. This
could be just a one-year phenomenon,
though, since Kazakhstan’s numbers in
these two categories were much higher in
previous years.

2.5 PROFILE OF ENTREPRENEURS
In order to determine the profile of the
Kazakhstan entrepreneur, an analysis was
performed using the demographic and
other characteristics of businessmen. This
analysis made it possible to evaluate
entrepreneurs’ composition (in terms of
age, gender, ethnicity, and education),
and their motivation.
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The study identified some problematic
issues and opportunities for promoting
greater participation of various social
groups in the economy.
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2.5.1 Age distribution
According to the GEM Report “the highest
prevalence of entrepreneurial activity is
among those aged 25–34 years and 35–44
years across all three development
phases”4. In Kazakhstan, this was not the
case in 2017 as the highest prevalence of
entrepreneurial activity was observed in
the group of 18 – 24 years old. In contrast,

the next age groups showed relatively less
involvement in entrepreneurship. One can
venture a guess that in Kazakhstan many
young people are eager to start their own
business and do so. However, as they
become older, get married and have
children, many end up switching to regular
jobs.

Table 2.11 TEA by age group in Kazakhstan
Age

2014

2015

2016

2017

18-24

12*%

10.1 %

9.4%

15%

25-34

16.8%

15.9 %

16.5%

9.3%

35-44

14.1%

8.2 %

7.4%

13.4%

45-54

11.1%

10.6 %

9.6%

10%

55-64

6.9%

7.6 %

8.4%

9.3%

*Read as 12% of 18-24 olds were engaged in early-stage entrepreneurship
Figure 2.6 TEA’s age distribution in Kazakhstan, 2017
Kazakhstan, 2017
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35-44

45-54

55-64

Table 2.12. Comparative table of TEA age distribution, 2017
Kazakhstan

Factor-driven

Efficiencydriven

Innovationdriven

18-24

15%

16%

13%

8%

25-34

9.3%

17%

18%

12%

35-44

13.4%

18%

17%

11%

45-54

10%

14%

14%

9%

55-64

9.3%

18%

9%

6%

Kazakhstan’s other numbers are in line
with other nations. It appears that in
Kazakhstan people begin coming back to
entrepreneurship in their forties and
fifties as they build more wealth or
possibly to complement their regular

employment
compensation
with
additional income. A critical factor is that
they may have accumulated needed
resources such as networks, personal
savings and access to other financial
resources.

2.5.2 Gender differences
Previous global GEM reports have shown
that although the ratio of male to female
participation
in
early
stage
entrepreneurial
activity
varies
considerably across the total sample of
GEM countries, reflecting differences in
culture and customs regarding female
participation in the economy, a consistent

finding is that men are more likely to be
involved in entrepreneurial activity,
regardless of level of economic
development5. In Kazakhstan, men
(11.8%) and women (11.4%) have
practically the same TEA rates. This
differentiates the country from other GEM
economies.

Table 2.13 TEA rates by gender (as % of adult population for each gender involved in TEA)
2015
2016
2017
11.1%
11.8%
Male TEA (% of Adult Male
12 %*
Population)
10.2%
11.4%
Female TEA (% of Adult Female
10,1 %
Population)
71%
67
Male TEA Opportunity (% of Adult
70 %
Male Population)
64%
73
Female TEA Opportunity (% of
67,7 %
Adult Female Population)
25%
22
Male TEA Necessity (% of Adult
26,3 %
Male Population)
32%
14
Female TEA Necessity (% of Adult
28,9 %
Female Population)
*Read as 12% of adult male population is engaged in early-stage entrepreneurship
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Global GEM report also indicates that
women are more likely to start businesses
out of necessity in some regions, and in
other regions, there is no difference in
motivation between male and female
entrepreneurs6. In Kazakhstan, women are
slightly more driven by opportunity than
by necessity in their entrepreneurial

pursuits compared to men. Kazakhstan’s
averages in terms of gender distribution
are similar to factor-driven economies in
terms of an almost equal representation
of males and females in TEA. However, the
fact that women are more likely than men
to pursue opportunity entrepreneurship
makes
Kazakhstan
rather
unique.

Table 2.14 TEA rates by gender (as % of adult population for each gender involved in TEA):
comparative table, 2017
Female
Male TEA
Male TEA
Female TEA
TEA
Stage of economic
necessity (% necessity (%
(% of adult
(% of adult
development
of male TEA)
male
female
of female
population)
population)
TEA)
Factor-driven
16.6
16.2
23.8
23.2
Efficiency-driven
16.9
12.8
23.2
30.9
Innovation-driven
11.3
7.1
16.1
19.1
Kazakhstan
11.8
11.4
22
14

2.6 ENTREPRENEURIAL IMPACT
In studying the impact of entrepreneurs,
GEM
recognizes
that
while
all
entrepreneurs are important, they have
differing impacts on their societies. Job
creation expectations and level of
innovation are the principal indicators
used in GEM to assess the predictors of
economic growth in a certain country.

GEM survey inquires how many
employees
(except
the
owners
themselves) the business currently has
and how many more it is planning to hire
in the next five years. The difference
between the current and expected
number of staff characterizes the
expectation of growth.

Table 2.15 Job growth expectations as % of early-stage entrepreneurs
0 jobs
1-5 jobs
6 or more jobs

2014
27.4
16.3*
14.9

2015
41
24.7
34.4

2016
47.9
19.1
33.1

*Read as 16.3% of early-stage entrepreneurs plan to create 1-5 jobs in 5 years
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2017
38.5
20.5
41

In Kazakhstan, only 38.5% of early-stage
business owners do not expect to create
any jobs. This is a low number compared
to 63.8% in factor-driven economies. Even
43.2% in efficiency-driven economies is
quite larger than in Kazakhstan.
Respectively, 20.5% of the respondents in
Kazakhstan expect to create from one to
five jobs in the next five years whereas
41% expect to create more than 6 new

jobs in the next five years. The last
number
is
particularly
impressive
compared to factor-driven economies
(24.9%), efficiency-driven economies
(38.3%) and innovation-driven economies
(32.5%). To sum up, Kazakhstan
entrepreneurs have big plans and would
like to ramp up their new businesses very
fast!

Figure 2.7 Comparative position of Kazakhstan: job creation, 2017
70
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0
0 jobs
Kazakhstan

1-5 jobs
Asia & Oceania

Factor-driven

Innovation and entrepreneurship are
closely connected concepts. Innovation
goes beyond just creating new products
and services. Entrepreneurs need to
identify new market niches and develop
creative ways to offer, deliver and
promote their products. Innovation
capabilities are important to economies’
ability to become competitive, particularly
in higher-productivity sectors.
Innovation rates in Kazakhstan (23.5) are
currently at the level of efficiency-driven
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6 or more jobs
Efficiency-driven

Innovation-driven

economies (23.1) but much lower than in
innovation-driven economies (31.2).
It should be noted that innovation rates in
Kazakhstan has been improving slowly
since 2014. In 2017 Kazakhstan ranked
36th among 54 participating GEM
economies. Among BRICS countries only
Brazil (13.9) has lower innovation rate
than Kazakhstan. All others’ innovation
rates are higher than 25. Thus, Kazakhstan
needs to improve stimulation of
innovative potential of the population in
general.
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Figure 2.8 Innovation levels among early-stage entrepreneurs
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
Kazakhstan, 2014

Kazakhstan, 2015

Kazakhstan, 2016

Kazakhstan, 2017

Average Asia & Oceania, 2017

Average Factor-driven, 2017
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GEM tracks entrepreneurs the world over
in a variety of industries, striving to assess
the intensity of entrepreneurship activity
measured by early entrepreneurial activity
(TEA) in the top ten industries, which are
then clustered in five groups: agriculture,

mining,
manufacturing/transportation,
wholesale/retail and ICT /Finance/Services.
Entrepreneurs in both factor-driven and
efficiency driven economies start over
50% of new businesses in wholesale/retail
sectors. In innovation-driven economies,
these numbers are much lower.
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3.6
6.9
41.4
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Average Efficiencydriven, 2017

7.5
2.8
10.6
51.5
27.5

Average
Factordriven, 2017

Kazakhstan, 2017

11.4
3.8
8.9
46.6
24.2

Average
Asia
Oceania, 2017

Kazakhstan, 2016
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Kazakhstan, 2015

&

Table 2.16 Distribution of TEA by Sector

13
3
8
55
22

5
5
13
51
26

4
6
10
31
50

In Kazakhstan, 41.4% of new ventures in
2017 were in the wholesale/retail sector.
Thus, Kazakhstan is located somewhere inbetween the factor- and efficiency-driven
economies, on the one hand, and
innovation-driven economies, on the
other hand, in terms of the prevalence of
new
ventures
created
in
the
wholesale/retail
sector.
Similarly,
Kazakhstan is located in-between factorand efficiency-driven economies, on the
one
hand,
and
innovation-driven

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
National Report: Kazakhstan 2017/2018

economies, on the other hand, in the
ICT/Finance/Services sector as its numbers
are higher than in the first group of
nations and lower than in the second
group of nations. In the manufacturing
and transportation sector, Kazakhstan’s
numbers seem to be rather low. Further
improvement
in
this
regard
is
recommended based on the available
GEM data.
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2.7 REGIONAL DIFFERENCES
Starting a new business requires the same
number of procedures and costs across
Kazakhstan. However, the perceptions
regarding the ease of starting a business in
different parts of the country differ
substantially (Figure 2.9). Interestingly,
Astana, Atyrau, Zhambyl, Kyzylorda, and
Karagandy show strong growth in this

respect compared to 2016. In contrast,
other regions of the country show strong
decline (e.g., Almaty and West
Kazakhstan), or some decline (East
Kazakhstan) compared to earlier time
period.

Figure 2.9 Starting business in Kazakhstan’s regions
100%
90%
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70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

2017

Figure 2.10 displays the motivation
structure of Kazakhstan’s entrepreneurs
across the country observed in 2017.
Thus, most entrepreneurs of Aktobe and
Pavlodar regions as well as businessmen in
Astana city during this period were
opportunity-driven.
In contrast, in the North Kazakhstan
region, all of the surveyed entrepreneurs
were necessity-driven.
Almost half of the entrepreneurs of
Almaty region chose a combination of the
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2016
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Atyrau

Almaty region

Aktobe

Akmola

Almaty city

Astana city

0%

2015

two above reasons, so that an equal
number of entrepreneurs in the region is
engaged in entrepreneurial activities out
of necessity and to pursue opportunities.
In 2017, Kostanay displayed the highest
level of opportunity entrepreneurship.
Astana came in second with 80% of new
ventures being opportunity driven.
Zhambyl, South Kazakhstan and Pavlodar
also had rather high levels of opportunity
entrepreneurship.
Almaty,
West
Kazakhstan Atyrau and Mangystau had

higher rates of new business founding for
additional income. In both Akmola region
and Almaty region, West Kazakhstan and

Kyzylorda, necessity entrepreneurship
motivated many new business founding.

Figure 2.10 Entrepreneurship motivation in Kazakhstan’s regions, 2017
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Figure 2.11 illustrates the possibilities of
business opportunity realization in
different regions. In 2017, residents of the
Atyrau region more often than others
responded that they have enough
opportunities to implement business ideas.
This is followed by responses of Almaty
city, Aktobe and Akmola regions’ residents.
The
least
confidence
in
the
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90%

100%

implementation
of
entrepreneurial
initiatives was among the population of
the East Kazakhstan, North Kazakhstan
and Kostanay regions.
On average, about half of the respondents
in each region believe that they have the
opportunity to realize entrepreneurial
initiatives.
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Figure 2.11 Evaluation of entrepreneurship opportunities in Kazakhstan’s regions
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Figure 2.12 Evaluation of one’s ability to overcome fear across Kazakhstan’s regions, 2017
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Figure 2.12 demonstrates self-assessment
of individual capabilities to overcome fear,
of failure – and start a new venture broken down by the region.
In 2017, East Kazakhstan, respondents
from West Kazakhstan and Aktobe
.
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showed the greatest optimism in assessing
their presumed ability to overcome fear of
failure.
Respondents from Pavlodar,
Akmola and Mangistau regions seemed to
have more apprehensions in this regard.
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KAZAKHSTAN’S
ENTREPRENEURSHIP ECOSYSTEM

3 KAZAKHSTAN’S ENTREPRENEURSHIP ECOSYSTEM
3.1 NATIONAL EXPERT SURVEY (NES)
The National Experts Survey (NES)
assesses various elements of the local
economic, and social infrastructure that
facilitate the development and nurturing
of entrepreneurial activity. The NES was
initiated due to a lack of nationally
harmonized measures that could be used
as indices of specific Entrepreneurial
Framework Conditions (EFCs). The NES
remains the sole source of harmonized,
internationally comparable data that
specifically addresses the environmental
factors that enhance (or hinder) new and
growing firms’ performance.
Each year at least 36 experts in each GEMexamined economy are personally

interviewed or complete the NES
questionnaire. The NES questionnaire is
used to collect the views of experts on a
wide range of items, each of which was
designed to capture a different dimension
of a specific EFC.
The NES was carefully designed and
refined to capture informed judgments of
national, and in some cases regional, key
informants regarding the status of EFCs in
their own country/region’s economies.
National and regional experts are selected
based on their reputation and experience
(through a convenience sample approach).

3.2 GENERAL VIEW OF ENTREPRENEURIAL FRAMEWORK CONDITIONS
An
entrepreneurship
ecosystem
represents the combination of conditions
that shape the context in which
entrepreneurial activities take place. GEM
assesses the following entrepreneurship
conditions: financing, government policies,
taxes and bureaucracy, government
programs, school-level entrepreneurship
education and training, post-school
entrepreneurship education and training,
R&D transfer, access to commercial and
professional
infrastructure,
internal
market dynamics, internal market burdens,
access to physical and services
infrastructure, and social and cultural
norms.
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A representative sample of experts from
Kazakhstan assessed a wide set of blocks
of items for each entrepreneurship
condition using Likert scales from 1
(completely false) to 9 (completely true)
to rate each proposed statement. The
average scores 1-4 mean different degree
of disagreement of experts with the
statement, 5 means neutral position and
6-9 indicate different degree of agreement
with the statement. Average scores of
these evaluations are presented in Tables
3.1-3.11. Next, we present the GEM
averages regarding e
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3.2.1 Access to finance
Entrepreneurial finance is a very
important EFC since many entrepreneurs
need initial and additional infusions of
money to start and ramp up a new
venture.
Kazakhstan
experts
assessed
the
opportunities for equity funding in
Kazakhstan much higher in 2015 (3.38)
than in 2014 (2.0) and even higher in 2016
(3.57). This trend continued in 2017 (3.82).
Similarly, the average scores for debt
funding have grown significantly from 2.51
in 2014 to 3.64 in 2015 and to 4.78 in
2016. In 2017, the experts gave an even
higher mark to debt financing in the
country (5.89). Obviously, the assessments

of debt funding are higher than the
assessments of equity funding. This
reflects the fact that debt funding is much
more available in Kazakhstan than equity
funding. Of course, equity financing
should be advanced and become available
for innovation-driven ventures.
Kazakhstan experts also gave quite high
assessments to the availability of
government subsidies for new and
growing firms in 2016 (6.51) compared to
2015 (4.11), and especially, compared to
2014 (2.74). In 2017, though, the average
was slightly lower (6.11).

Table 3.1 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment of financing for entrepreneurs
there is sufficient equity funding available for new
and growing firms
there is sufficient debt funding available for new and
growing firms
there are sufficient government subsidies available
for new and growing firms
there is sufficient funding available from informal
investors (family, friends and colleagues) who are
private individuals (other than founders) for new
and growing firms
there is sufficient funding available from
professional Business Angels for new and growing
firms
there is sufficient funding available from venture
capitalists for new and growing firms
there is sufficient funding available through initial
public offerings (IPOs) for new and growing firms
there is sufficient funding available through private
lenders' funding (crowdfunding) available for new
and growing firms

2017
3.82*

2016
3.57

2015
3.38

2014
2.0

5.89

4.78

3.64

2.51

6.11

6.51

4.11

2.74

6.92

6.16

5.15

2.27

4.94

5.16

3.21

1.82

3.86

4.51

3.50

1.74

2.94

3.19

2.79

2.0

4.69

5.3

3.87

2.51

* Read as: experts think that equity funding is not available for new and growing firms
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Figure 3.1 Evaluation of access to finance
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

1

2

3

4
2014

2015

1 = Equity funding
2 = Debt funding
3 = Informal investors
4 = Business angels

The availability of informal funding also
has been assessed quite highly in 2016
(6.16) relative to 2015 (5.15) and 2014
(2.27). Informal funding was assessed
even higher in 2017 (6.92) than in 2016
(6.16). This is a good sign since informal
funding is still prevalent in the country.
Assessments of business angel (BA)
funding were rather high in 2016 (5.16)
compared to 2015 (3.21) and 2014 (1.82).
This indicator has fallen somewhat in 2017
(4.94). Although not as high as BA
assessments, assessments of venture
capitalist (VC) funding were much higher
in 2016 (4.51) than in 2015 (3.50) and
2014 (1.74). In 2017, though, the
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5 = Venture capital
6 = IPO
7 = Crowdfunding
8 = Government subsidies

assessment was much lower (3.86). This
reflects the fact that VCs are still hardly
present in Kazakhstan.
Similar dynamics characterise experts’
assessments of the possibility of financing
via IPOs: in 2014 - 2.00, in 2015 - 2.79 and
in 2016 - 3.19. The number was lower in
2017 (2.94). Certainly, IPOs are still quite
rare forms of exit for young,
entrepreneurial firms. Finally, the
availability of crowdfunding was assessed
quite favourably in 2016 (5.3) compared
to 2015 (3.87) and 2014 (2.51).Once again,
the assessment was lower in 2017 as
crowdfunding is still developing in the
country.

3.2.2 Government policies
Our table below combines the two
categories from the Global GEM Report:
(1) government policy: support and
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
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relevance; and (2) government policy:
taxes and bureaucracy. Kazakhstan
experts’ assessments of the first category
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that could be described as government
policies and the relative ease of starting a
venture have become more positive from
2014 to 2015 and to 2016. Thus, the
average score of experts’ assessments of
the favourability of government policies
toward entrepreneurship has increased
from 2.97 in 2014 to 4.20 in 2015, and just
slightly decreased to 4.05 in 2016.
Importantly, the score has increased
considerably to 4.76 in 2017. Similarly, the
experts gave higher scores to the
statement that support for new ventures
is a priority in Kazakhstan at the national
level. The averages in 2015 (6.06) and
2016 (6.05) were higher than in 2014

(4.06). However, the experts were more
critical in 2017 (5.73). Perhaps, there
should be an even greater emphasis on
helping new businesses in Kazakhstan on a
national level. Importantly, the experts
were less positive in assessing the
statement that support for new ventures
is a priority in Kazakhstan at the local level.
Thus, the respective average in 2015 was
5.26, in 2016 it was 5.51 and in 2014 it
was 3.39. In 2017, the average was 5.16.
Thus, while supporting entrepreneurship
is a strong priority in Kazakhstan, the data
indicates that even more should be done
to help the local entrepreneurs.

Table 3.2 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment of the impact of government policies, taxation
and red tape on the creation and scaling up of entrepreneurial ventures
Government policies (e g, public procurement)
consistently favour new firms
the support for new and growing firms is a high
priority for policy at the national government
level
the support for new and growing firms is a high
priority for policy at the local government level
new firms can get most of the required permits
and licenses in about a week
the amount of taxes is NOT a burden for new
and growing firms
taxes and other government regulations are
applied to new and growing firms in a
predictable and consistent way
coping with government bureaucracy,
regulations, and licensing requirements it is not
unduly difficult for new and growing firms

2017

2016

2015

2014

4.76*

4.05

4.20

2.97

5.73

6.05

6.06

4.06

5.16

5.51

5.26

3.39

3.68

3.3

4.05

2.27

4.74

5.16

4.38

3.09

4.92

5.38

5.51

3.14

3.27

3.57

3.70

2.26

* Read as: experts think that government policies do not favor new firms

Turning to the second category in the
Global Report (government policies: taxes
and bureaucracy), experts were clearly
concerned regarding the time needed to
acquire all the permits and licenses
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required for starting a new venture.
Experts gave a very low score to this item
in 2014 (2.27). A much better score was
given in 2015 (4.05) but it dropped
considerably in 2016 (3.3). In 2017, a

higher score of 3.68 indicates some
progress but the numbers are still low. In
contrast, the scores for the favourability
of tax policy for entrepreneurship have
steadily increased from 3.09 in 2014, 4.38
in 2015 and to 5.16 in 2016. The lower
score of 4.74 in 2017 reflects the fact that
the taxes on new businesses could still be
perceived as high by many entrepreneurs
and analysts. Similarly, the experts have
been more and more positive in their
assessments of the predictability and
consistency of tax policy, with scores
increasing from 3.14 in 2014 to 5.51 in
2015 and slightly falling to 5.38 in 2016. In
2017, the assessments were lower (4.92).
Finally, the experts clearly believe that
coping with government bureaucracy
remains a significant problem for
Kazakhstan entrepreneurs as average
scores have somewhat increased from

2.26 in 2014 to 3.70 in 2015 and then
decreased to 3.57 in 2016. Further
decrease to 3.27 in 2017 shows that
bureaucracy remains a serious problem in
the country.
Comparing Kazakhstan experts’ opinions
and GEM’s averages, one can see that
Kazakhstan’s assessments of government
policies geared toward providing support
for new and growing ventures are rather
high. In 2016, Kazakhstan with the score
of 5.27 was in the 9th place among the
GEM countries in this category
(government
policy:
support
and
relevance). In 2017, Kazakhstan’s experts
gave high grades to the relevance of
government policy in support of
entrepreneurship (5.2) which is higher
than any of the GEM averages.
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Figure 3.2 Evaluation of government policies
1= Government policies support new firms
2= Support of new firms is national
government’s priority
3= Support of new firms is local government’s
priority
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4= Licenses and permits are received in about
a week
5= Taxes are not a burden
6 = Regulations are predictable
7= Coping with bureaucracy is easy
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Although the assessments of government
policy in terms of taxes and the impact of
bureaucracy on new venture founding
were lower (4.2) they were still in line with
innovation-driven economies and superior
to other GEM averages. This does not
mean that Kazakhstan does not have
problems in these areas, but it is coping
with these problems quite effectively
compared to other nations.
As noted, Kazakhstan experts were most
negative in their assessments of the
government bureaucracy. With the score
of 4.3, Kazakhstan was in the 24th place in
that category (government policy: taxes
and bureaucracy) among the GEM
countries in 2016. In 2017, it was in the
20th place with the score of 4.2. The GEM
average for factor-driven economies in
this category was 3.9, while for efficiency-

driven economies it was 3.6 and for
innovation-driven economies it reached
4.2.
Kazakhstan scored very high in both
categories (1) government policies:
support
and
relevance
and
(2)
government
policies:
taxes
and
bureaucracy compared to other GEM
countries, and especially, compared to
BRICS countries that we have selected as
an appropriate comparison group for
Kazakhstan.
Despite an apparent progress, it is very
important to continue reducing the impact
of
government
bureaucracy
on
entrepreneurial ventures so that nascent
entrepreneurs could readily realize their
entrepreneurial intentions.

3.2.3 Government programs
Kazakhstan experts thought rather highly
in 2015 (4.41) and even more highly in
2016 (5.57) about the ability of
entrepreneurs to obtain a wide range of
assistance via a single agency. That
represented a huge leap compared to
2014 (3.00).
In 2017, though, the
numbers were much lower than in 2016
(4.6). In contrast, experts’ assessments of
science parks’ and business incubators’
ability
to
provide
support
for
entrepreneurs were much lower in 2014
(2.47), in 2015 (4.00) and 2016 (4.03).
Especially in 2016, a very high assessment
of the ability of entrepreneurs to obtain all
services through one agency (5.57)
contrasts with much sourer outlook on
science parks’ and business incubators’
effectiveness (4.03). In 2017, the score
was higher (4.20) showing that some
progress has been made.
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Experts thought that the number of
government
programs
supporting
entrepreneurship was sufficient, with
extremely high scores in 2015 (6.09) and
2016 (6.05) contrasting with much lower
score in 2014 (3.76). In 2017, the score
was somewhat lower (5.61). However,
experts’ evaluation of the competence
and effectiveness of government support
agencies’ employees were much lower in
2014 (2.53), 2015 (3.66) and 2016 (3.59).
Importantly, the numbers were much
higher in 2017 (4.20). Similarly, the scores
regarding an individual’s ability to find
support for a new venture were rather
low: 2014 (2.6), 2015 (3.8), 2016 (4.11)
and 2017 (4.11).
Finally, the overall assessment of the
effectiveness of government programs
was steadily growing: 2014 (2.88), 2015

(4.26) and 2016 (4.54). In 2017, it was
lower (3.97). Kazakhstan’s average in the
programs category (4.2) was higher than
the GEM average for factor-driven

economies (3.9), higher than GEM average
for efficiency-driven economies (4.0) and
lower than GEM’s average for innovationdriven economies (4.7).

Table 3.3 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment of governmental programs for entrepreneurs
a wide range of government assistance for new and
growing firms can be obtained through contact with a
single agency
science parks and business incubators provide
effective support for new and growing firms
there are an adequate number of government
programs for new and growing businesses
the people working for government agencies are
competent and effective in supporting new and
growing firms
almost anyone who needs help from a government
program for a new or growing business can find what
they need
Government programs aimed at supporting new and
growing firms are effective

2017

2016

2015

2014

4.16*

5.57

4.41

3.0

4.20

4.03

4.0

2.47

5.61

6.05

6.09

3.76

4.42

3.59

3.66

2.53

4.11

4.11

3.80

2.6

3.97

4.54

4.26

2.8

* Read as: experts think that getting assistance with a single agency is not possible for new firms

Figure 3.3 Evaluation of government support programs
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Compared to 2016, experts decreased
their evaluations of entrepreneur’s ability
to obtain all the needed services through
one agency but increased their
assessment of the competence of
government employees providing support
to new ventures in 2017. In addition,
experts gave higher evaluations to the

ability of business parks and accelerators
to provide support for new ventures.
However, experts’ opinions about the
number and efficiency of programs
providing support to entrepreneurs
available to entrepreneurs in Kazakhstan
was lower in 2017 than in 2016.

3.2.4 Education and training
Kazakhstan experts’ responses to the
statement that teaching in primary and
secondary
institutions
encourages
creativity, self-sufficiency and personal
initiative, have become more positive
from 2014 (2.67) to 2015 (3.81), lost some
points in 2016 (3.38) but regained them in
2017 (3.59). Experts were somewhat more
negative in responding to the statement
that teaching in primary and secondary
institutions provides adequate instruction

in market economic principles with the
scores ranging from the lowest in 2014
(2.55) to the highest in 2015 (3.64) and
medium in 2017 (3.27). Experts had the
least positive opinion of teaching
entrepreneurship and new venture
creation in primary and secondary
institutions. The lowest score in 2014
(2.03) was followed by a higher score in
2015 (3.09) and lower score in 2016 (2.54).
It was even lower in 2017 (2.25).

Table 3.4 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment on entrepreneurial education and training
teaching in primary and secondary education
encourages creativity, self-sufficiency, and personal
initiative
teaching in primary and secondary education
provides adequate instruction in market economic
principles
teaching in primary and secondary education
provides adequate attention to entrepreneurship and
new firm creation
Colleges and universities provide good and adequate
preparation for starting up and growing new firms
the level of business and management education
provide good and adequate preparation for starting
up and growing new firms
the vocational, professional, and continuing
education systems provide good and adequate
preparation for starting up and growing new firms

2017
3.59*

2016
3.38

2015
3.81

2014
2.67

3.27

3.22

3.64

2.55

2.25

2.54

3.09

2.03

2.78

3.32

3.56

2.39

3.81

4.3

4.49

2.94

4.27

4.97

4.88

2.87

*Read as: experts think that primary and secondary education does not sufficiently encourage
personal initiative
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Experts had a more positive opinion about
the ability of universities to teach
entrepreneurship and new venture
creation, the lowest average score in 2014
(2.39) was followed by the highest score in
2015 (3.56) and medium score in 2016
(3.32). In 2017, it was lower (2.78).

higher score in 2015 (4.88), and even
higher score in 2016 (4.97). Once again,
the score was lower in 2017 (4.27).
Kazakhstan experts’ low assessments of
entrepreneurial education at school stage
(2.9) are in line with the GEM averages.
Thus, GEM average in this category for
factor-driven economies was 2.9, for
efficiency-driven economies - 3.0, and for
innovation-driven economies it was 3.5.
Experts’ assessments of school education
have become more positive whereas
experts’ assessments of post-school
education have become more negative.
Overall, Kazakhstan’s averages in this
category are rather low compared to the
GEM averages. This indicates that
entrepreneurship education in Kazakhstan
needs to be improved.

Experts gave higher marks to management
and business education, and its ability to
teach entrepreneurship and new venture
creation. The lowest average score in 2014
(2.94) was followed by the highest score in
2015 (4.49) and medium score in 2016
(4.3). In 2017, it was lower again (3.81).
Finally, experts thought most highly about
the ability of vocational, professional and
continuing education to prepare for an
entrepreneurial career. In 2014, the
average score was 2.87, followed by much
Figure 3.4 Evaluation of education
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2= School education includes teaching on basics of market economy
3= School education includes teaching on basics of entrepreneurship
4= Universities and colleges provide good preparation
5= Education in business and management provides good preparation
6 = Vocational training provides good preparation
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3.2.5 R&D transfer
Kazakhstan experts clearly have some
concerns with regard to the effectiveness
of knowledge transfer from universities
and public research institutions to new
and growing firms. In 2014, the average
score for this item given by Kazakhstan
experts was merely 1.85. Although the
scores were increasingly higher in 2015
(2.89), 2016 (2.86) and 2017 (3.03), these
are still quite low compared to the
innovation-driven
economies
(4.4).
Similarly, the experts disagreed with the
statement that new and growing firms in
Kazakhstan have as much access to
knowledge and R&D as large established
firms. Low score in 2014 (1.97) was
followed by a higher but still rather low
scores in 2015 (2.89), 2016 (2.92) and
2017 (2.94).

In 2014 there was low agreement (1.76)
with the statement that new and growing
firms can afford the latest technology. In
2017, the score was considerably higher
(3.44), showing some progress. Scores
were higher in response to the statement
that the government provides adequate
subsidies allowing new and growing firms
to acquire new technology. The lowest
2014 (2.64) was followed by a higher score
in 2015 (3.32), even higher score in 2016
(3.65) and 2017 (3.76) Experts expressed
more scepticism, however, about the
statement presented in the survey that
science and technology base in Kazakhstan
facilitates creation of world-class ventures.
Scores ranged from 2.64 in 2014 to 3.32 in
2015, 3.65 in 2016 and 3.25 in 2017.

Table 3.5 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment of R & D-transfer to entrepreneurs
new technology, science, and other knowledge
are efficiently transferred from universities and
public research centres to new and growing firms
new and growing firms have just as much access
to new research and technology as large,
established firms
new and growing firms can afford the latest
technology
there are adequate government subsidies for
new and growing firms to acquire new
technology
the science and technology base efficiently
supports the creation of world-class new
technology-based ventures in at least one area
there is good support available for engineers and
scientists to have their ideas commercialized
through new and growing firms

2017
3.03*

2016
2.86

2015
2.89

2014
1.85

2.94

2.92

2.89

1.97

3.44

2.76

3.09

1.76

3.76

3.65

3.32

2.64

3.25

3.49

3.43

2.15

3.75

2.97

2.83

2.12

* Read as: experts think R&D transfer to new firms is not effective
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Finally, there was even greater scepticism
among the experts regarding the
statement that support is available for
scientists and engineers in Kazakhstan
that may wish to commercialize their
ideas. The scores were respectively: 2014
(2.12), 2015 (2.83) and 2016 (2.97).
However, the much higher score of 3.75 in

2017 demonstrates that there is some
advancement observed in this area.
GEM average in the category of R&D
transfer in factor-driven economies was
3.6; in efficiency-driven economies - 3.6;
in innovation-driven economies - 4.4. With
the score of 3.1, Kazakhstan clearly needs
to do more heavy lifting in this area.

Figure 3.5 Evaluation of R&D transfer
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1= R&D transfer to companies
2= Access of companies to R&D
3= Latest technology is affordable
4= Government subsidies to access latest
technology

5= Science supports creation of new
technology-based ventures
6 = Support of research commercialization

Based on our data, R & D, technology and
knowledge transfer to new and growing
firms in Kazakhstan remains insufficient.
Even though the government subsidies
have increased, this has not translated as
of yet into new technology adoption by
new and growing firms. This puts new and
growing firms at a competitive
disadvantage compared to large and
established firms. Nevertheless, the
situation in this area is improving albeit
very slowly. Technology commercialization
opportunities remain insufficient even

though some progress in this area, judging
by experts’ assessments is under way.
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R & D transfer to new and growing firms
should be prioritized, science and
technology institutions should actively
forge relationships with new and growing
firms as well as actively start new firms
specializing in creation of advanced
technologies. It is also important to create
the environment making it easier for
scholars and engineers to commercialize
their ideas.
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3.2.6 Commercial infrastructure
Kazakhstan’s experts’ assessments of the
statement that “the numbers of
subcontractors available to support new
and growing ventures in Kazakhstan were
sufficient” have become more positive
from 2014 to 2016, with the averages
scores growing from 2014 (3.00) to 2015
(4.83), falling in 2016 (4.7) and showing
growth in 2017 (5.19). Assessments of
affordability of subcontractors were

somewhat less positive (4.14). Averages
were lower in 2014 (2.4) and grew less in
2015 (3.48) although there was a rise in
2016 (4.24). Experts thought that it was
not very easy for new and growing firms
to gain access to subcontractors: 2014
(3.55), 2015 (3.95), and 2016 (4.32). In
2017, the assessment has not changed
much (4.30).

Table 3.6 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment of commercial and professional infrastructure
for entrepreneurs
there are enough subcontractors, suppliers, and
consultants to support new and growing firms
new and growing firms can afford the cost of using
subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants
it is easy for new and growing firms to get good
subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants
it is easy for new and growing firms to get good,
professional legal and accounting services
it is easy for new and growing firms to get good
banking services (checking accounts, foreign
exchange transactions, letters of credit, and the
like)

2017
5.19*

2016
4.7

2015
4.83

2014
3.0

4.14

4.24

3.48

2.4

4.30

4.32

3.95

2.55

5.84

6.14

6.22

3.46

7.0

6.78

6.13

3.83

* Read as: experts think that subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants to support new and growing
firms are not enough

In contrast, obtaining high-quality legal
and accounting services, judging by
experts’ scores, has become much easier
in Kazakhstan in the last four years. Thus,
the rather low score in 2014 (3.46) was
followed by a much higher score in 2015
(6.22), 2016 (6.14) and 2017 (5.84). Finally,
the experts were most positive about the
availability of high-quality banking services
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in Kazakhstan with the scores getting
higher and higher: 2014 (3.46), 2015
(6.13), 2016 (6.78), and 2017 (7.0).
Kazakhstan’s average for commercial and
legal infrastructure in 2017 was 5.1
putting it in the same league with the
innovation-driven economies (5.1) and
above the GEM average (4.9).

Figure 3.6 Evaluation of commercial infrastructure
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1= Enough subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants to support new and growing firms
2= Affordable subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants
3= Easy access to subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants
4= Legal and accounting services are accessible
5= Banking services are accessible

Kazakhstan is doing particularly well in
terms of making banking and accounting
services available for new and growing
firms. Kazakhstan has also grown the
numbers
and
affordability
of
subcontractors for new and growing firms

although to a lesser degree compared to
accounting and banking services.
It is very critical, however, to make
subcontractors not only more available
but also more affordable for new and
growing firms.

3.2.7 Internal market
Kazakhstan experts have changed their
assessments of consumer good market
dynamics considerably during the
observed period. In 2014 (3.03), the
experts thought of consumer goods
market as rather stable. This category is
tricky since low scores may indicate that
there is some stagnation in the
marketplace whereas high scores may
indicate that there is some turbulence in
the marketplace. In 2015, the experts
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
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thought of consumer goods market as
more dynamic, and perhaps, more
unstable (6.13). Finally, in 2016 (4.78) and
2017 (4.74), the experts thought of
consumer goods market as more stable
compared to the previous year’s
exceedingly high assessments, perhaps, in
reaction to recent market shocks. Similarly,
the experts thought of the markets for
business-to-business goods and services
as quite stable in 2014 (3.06), very
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unstable in 2015 (5.72), and more stable
again in 2016 (4.68) and 2017 (4.47).
Regarding the ability of new and growing
firms to enter new markets, the experts
were quite sceptical in 2014 (2.5), much
more positive in 2015 (4.3) and even more
positive in 2016 (4.62) and 2017 (4.57).
Similarly, the experts assessed the
affordability of new market entry by new
and growing firms as low in 2014 (2.29).
In 2015 (4.38), the experts were much
more optimistic apparently viewing new
markets as more affordable for new and
growing firms. In 2016 (4.43), experts gave
even more positive assessments to new
markets affordability for new and growing
firms. In 2017, the score was lower (3.97)
showing that entry affordability remains
an issue for many entrepreneurs. However,
the experts were less optimistic in their

assessments of the fairness of business
competition in Kazakhstan. In 2014 (2.27),
many experts thought that new and
growing firms can be blocked from market
entry by established firms. In 2015 (3.93),
experts were more positive on this issue
but a bit less positive in 2016 (3.84).
However, in 2017 (4.46) the score was
much higher showing that new and
growing firms are currently more
protected from anti-competitive behavior
of big firms. Finally, in 2014, the experts
expressed a lot of scepticism regarding the
effectiveness of anti-trust legislation in
Kazakhstan (2.42). However, the experts
apparently viewed the situation more
positively in 2015 (4.28). The scores were
lower in 2016 (3.38) but bounced back in
2017 (4.26)

Table 3.7 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment of internal market status
the markets for consumer goods and services
change dramatically from year to year
the markets for business-to-business goods and
services change dramatically from year to year
new and growing firms can easily enter new
markets
the new and growing firms can afford the cost of
market entry
new and growing firms can enter markets
without being unfairly blocked by established
firms
the anti-trust legislation is effective and well
enforced

2017
4.74*

2016
4.78

2015
6.13

2014
3.03

4.47

4.68

5.72

3.06

4.57

4.62

4.30

2.5

3.97

4.43

4.38

2.29

4.46

3.84

3.93

2.27

4.26

3.38

4.28

2.42

* Read as: experts think that consumer goods and services market changes annually
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Figure 3.7 Internal market dynamics
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GEM averages for internal market
dynamics were high in factor-driven
economies (5.6), but lower in efficiencydriven (5.0) and innovation-driven ones
(5.1). Kazakhstan’s score (4.6) was lower
than all the GEM averages. It is important
to realize that high market volatility is
dangerous. GEM averages for ease of
market entry were as follows: factordriven economies (4.1), efficiency-driven
economies
(4.0),
innovation-driven
economies: (4.5). Kazakhstan’s score (4.2)
is a little lower than in innovation-driven

2016
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5= Market entry is not blocked by established
firms
6 = Anti-trust legislation is effective and well
enforced

economies indicating that more work is
needed to be done to make it easier for
new and growing firms to compete with
large, resource-rich companies.
New and growing firms continue to face
significant obstacles due to cost
disadvantages, and established companies’
unfair competitive behaviour as anti-trust
legislation is not sufficiently enforced.
Nevertheless, experts’ assessments in all
these areas have improved considerably
showing that things are getting better.

3.2.8 Physical infrastructure
Kazakhstan’s experts assessed the state of
the physical infrastructure in 2014 (2.89)
quite negatively. However, experts gave
much more positive evaluations of
physical infrastructure in 2015 (4.24) and
2016 (3.97). In 2017, the average was
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
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even higher (4.0). Experts’ assessments of
the cost of new and growing firms’ access
to communications were even more
positive. The average score was 3.83 in
2014, and it steadily grew up to 6.70 in
2017. The statement regarding the ability
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of a new or growing firm to get access to
communications in a week also improved:
from 4.11 in 2014 to 7.13 in 2017.
Similarly, experts’ assessments of the
affordability of basic utilities were rather

high: 3.91 in 2014 and 6.70 in 2017. Finally,
experts were somewhat concerned
regarding the ability of new and growing
firms to get access to basic utilities in a
month: 5.68 in 2017.

Table 3.8 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment on physical infrastructure and services status
the physical infrastructure (roads, utilities,
communications, waste disposal) provides good
support for new and growing firms
it is not too expensive for a new or growing firm to
get good access to communications (phone,
Internet, etc.
a new or growing firm can get good access to
communications (telephone, internet, etc. ) in about
a week
new and growing firms can afford the cost of basic
utilities (gas, water, electricity, sewer)
new or growing firms can get good access to utilities
(gas, water, electricity, sewer) in about a month

2017
4.0*

2016
3.97

2015
4.24

2014
2.89

6.70

6.68

6.02

3.83

7.13

7.22

6.93

4.11

6.76

6.68

6.36

3.91

5.68

5.16

5.75

3.03

* Read as: experts think that physical infrastructure does not provide sufficient support for new
companies

Figure 3.8 Evaluation of physical infrastructure
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
1

2

3
2014

1= Physical infrastructure provides good
support to new firms
2= Basic utilities are affordable
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4= Access to communications can be
completed in about a week
5= Access to basic utilities can be completed
in about a month

GEM average in this category for factordriven economies was 6.0, for efficiencydriven economies - 6.4 and for innovationdriven economies - 6.8. Kazakhstan’s
average of 4.6 puts it in the 32nd place
among the 54 economies. Although some
of Kazakhstan’s averages are high such as
the affordability of basic utilities, others
are low. Thus, the ability of the physical
infrastructure to provide support for new
ventures (4.0 in 2017) is higher than in
previous years but much lower compared
to many other countries.

Kazakhstan has improved the state of its
physical infrastructure and the ability of its
new and growing ventures to gain access
to communications and basic utilities.
However, its 32nd place in this category
suggests that further improvements are
needed. Kazakhstan should continue to
grow its physical infrastructure and make
basic utilities more accessible within a
shorter period of time.

3.2.9 Cultural and social norms
In 2014, Kazakhstan experts gave a
relatively low assessment to support of
individual success achieved through
personal effort in the country (3.62).
However, in 2017 the assessments were
much higher (5.16). Similarly, experts’
assessments of the emphasis on selfsufficiency, autonomy and personal
initiative were higher in 2017 (5.03) than
in 2014 (3.43). Similar dynamics were
characteristic of experts’ assessments of

the encouragement of entrepreneurial
risk-taking in Kazakhstan: in 2014 - 3.09
and 4.29 in 2017. Assessment of the
national culture’s encouragement of
creativity and innovativeness has risen
from 3.47 in 2014 to 4.74 in 2017. Finally,
the experts gave somewhat lower marks
to emphasis on the responsibility of the
individual for managing his or her life in
Kazakhstan: 2014 - 3.43, 2015 - 4.76, 2016
- 4.54, and 4.42 in 2017.

Table 3.9 Kazakhstan experts’ assessment of the impact of social and cultural norms on
entrepreneurship
the national culture is highly supportive of individual
success achieved through own personal efforts
the national culture emphasizes self-sufficiency,
autonomy, and personal initiative
the national culture encourages entrepreneurial risktaking
the national culture encourages creativity and
innovativeness
the national culture emphasizes the responsibility that
the individual (rather than the collective) has in
managing his or her own life

2017
5.16*

2016
5.57

2015
5.09

2014
3.62

5.03

5.16

5.02

3.43

4.29

5.05

4.65

3.09

4.74

5.16

5.02

3.47

4.42

4.54

4.76

3.43

* Read as experts think that national cultural is neutral in encouraging individual success
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Figure 3.9 Evaluation of cultural and social norms
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1= Individual success is highly appreciated
2= Culture encourages self-sufficiency
3= Culture encourages risk-taking

4= Culture encourages creativity
5= Culture emphasizes responsibility

GEM averages in this category in 2017
were respectively: 4.8 for factor-driven
economies, 4.6 for efficiency-driven
economies and 5.1 for innovation-driven
economies. Kazakhstan’s score (4.68) was
somewhat low (it was in the 32nd place).
Therefore, it is important to put even
more emphasis in Kazakhstan on the
responsibility of the individual for
managing his or her life as this item

received lower scores compared to other
items measuring the favorability of
cultural and social norms for advancement
of entrepreneurship in the country.
Entrepreneurial risk-taking should also be
encouraged. It would also be important to
praise innovation and creativity as highly
desirable characteristics for individuals
and organizations.
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3.3 SYNTHETIC VIEW OF THE ENTREPRENEURIAL ECOSYSTEM
The principal components factor analysis
was used to summarize the data by
calculating the synthetic indicators that
describe the average status of the
entrepreneurial framework conditions.
These indicators ordered by average score
- from highest to lowest - are reported in
Figure
3.10.
We
evaluated
entrepreneurship framework conditions
on a 9-point scale, where 1 = highly
insufficient and 9 = highly sufficient.

Summarizing our analysis of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem in Kazakhstan,
one can state that Kazakhstan’s
entrepreneurial ecosystem has a number
of strengths. Specifically, government
support
for
entrepreneurship
in
Kazakhstan
is
beyond
doubt,
entrepreneurship programs are working
and both physical infrastructure and
commercial and legal infrastructure
provide support for new ventures.

Figure 3.10 Averages for entrepreneurship ecosystem in Kazakhstan, 2017
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At the same time, entrepreneurial
education, both at the school and postschool stages need improvement.
Moreover, R & D transfer also requires
significant work as it is currently
insufficient. Research institutions should
share knowledge with new and growing
firms, while legislation seeking to prevent
anti-competitive behaviour of the
established firms should be improved and
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firmly enforced. Furthermore, science
parks and business incubators should
receive more support, their number
should be increased and they should learn
how to operate more effectively.
Furthermore, within each category, there
may be some weaknesses in the
entrepreneurial ecosystem that require
continual improvement. For example,
equity financing in Kazakhstan is
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insufficient which makes it difficult for
high-tech ventures to get started and scale
up. Our analysis of the BRICS countries’
averages and their comparison with
Kazakhstan’s averages suggests that

Kazakhstan should learn from countries
leading in each category. For example,
Kazakhstan could learn from India and
China in the area of entrepreneurial
finance and R & D transfer. .

3.4 INTERNATIONAL POSITION OF KAZAKHSTAN’S ENTREPRENEURIAL ECOSYSTEM
We compare Kazakhstan to BRICS
countries, GEM, Asia & Oceania average
synthetic indicators describing the basic
conditions of the entrepreneurship
ecosystem (Figures 3.11 to 3.13)
As one can see, Kazakhstan measures up
very well against all the four groups.

However, the main areas of weakness are
education at school and post-school level,
R&D transfer, physical infrastructure and
cultural and social norms. These areas of
the entrepreneurship ecosystem need
further improvement in Kazakhstan.

Figure 3.11 Average status of Kazakhstan’s ecosystem compared to GEM and Asia &
Oceania ecosystems, 2017
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Figure 3.12 Average status of Kazakhstan’s ecosystem compared to factor-driven nations and GEM ecosystems, 2017
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Figure 3.13 Comparative position of Kazakhstan’s ecosystem, 2017
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Table 3.10 Comparative data on entrepreneurship ecosystems, 2017
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3.5 MAIN CONSTRAINTS AND FACILITATORS OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP
This
section
summarizes
experts’
responses regarding the three main
constraints on entrepreneurship in
Kazakhstan, and respectively, the three
main facilitators of entrepreneurship in
Kazakhstan.
Corruption continues to loom large in
experts’ evaluations of the main
constraints to entrepreneurship in
Kazakhstan. Almost every expert pointed
out that corruption, including theft and

extortion, remains a difficult problem that
makes it challenging for potential
entrepreneurs to start and ramp up a
business. Financial support also remains
an important issue since equity finance in
Kazakhstan is undeveloped. Moreover,
obtaining bank loans is difficult as
entrepreneurs do not have the required
collateral and many banks refuse to
finance small businesses as they believe it
is too risky.

Table 3.11 Topics cited by GEM experts from Kazakhstan as main constraints and supports
for entrepreneurship, 2017
Constraints

%

Supports

%

Corruption

54.5

Government programs

48.7

Financial support
Government policies
Internal Market Openness
Economic climate
Work Force Features
Political, Institutional and Social Context
Education &Training
Physical Infrastructure Access
Cultural & Social Norms
Information
R&D transfer
Government programs
Commercial Infrastructure

50.6
44
32.7
28
17.2
13.8
10.8
8.6
8.1
5.6
2.9
2.9
2.9

Government policies
Political, Institutional and Social Context
Economic climate
Capacity for Entrepreneurship
Financial support
Education &Training
Labor costs, access and regulation
Internal Market Openness
Internationalization
Cultural & Social Norms
Commercial Infrastructure
Perceived population composition
Information

45.8
41.1
38.3
24.6
22.4
22.2
19.7
9.4
9.4
6.7
3.1
3.1
2.8

2.9

Economic crisis

2.8

Capacity for Entrepreneurship

*Note: experts could indicate several constraining and supporting factors

Furthermore, many experts suggest that
small businesses are taxed excessively.
Experts also point out that some
government policies may hamper the
advancement of entrepreneurship in
Kazakhstan. This can happen if
government policies are non-transparent
and difficult to predict as well as
unsystematic and uninformed, remote
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from the actual economic and business
situation, on the ground. Experts also
discussed the internal market openness as
problematic. On the one hand, the
economy is oriented toward imports.
However, it is hard for new ventures to
compete with strong international rivals.
Moreover, Kazakhstan ventures oriented

toward export do not get enough support
to become sufficiently competitive.
At the same time, experts view
government programs beneficial for small
businesses as the most important
facilitator of entrepreneurship in the
country.
Furthermore,
government
policies, in general, provide a stimulant for
new and growing companies. Thus, one
expert suggested that “High political will
of the government helps to develop
entrepreneurship in Kazakhstan.” Experts
also suggested that political, institutional
and social context is working in favour of
entrepreneurship
in
Kazakhstan.
Specifically, there are many active people,
with a good business acumen, who desire
to create new businesses. Importantly,

experts view economic climate as both a
constraint on entrepreneurship and a
facilitator of entrepreneurship. Thus, low
level of competition, the existence of
multiple niches or unfulfilled needs in
certain goods and services is both a
negative factor and a facilitator of
entrepreneurship. Finally, experts believe
that people in Kazakhstan have a high
level of intelligence and capacity for
entrepreneurship. This coincides with high
self-assessments of Kazakhstan residents
regarding
their
capacity
for
entrepreneurship and ability to discern
advantageous opportunities that can be
quickly exploited leading to new venture
founding.

3.6 MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE ENTREPRENEURIAL ECOSYSTEM
Kazakhstan experts suggested a number of
opportunities
for
improving
the
entrepreneurship ecosystem in the
country. Many experts discussed how to
make
government
policies
more
entrepreneur-friendly (58.2%). Experts
suggested easing the tax burden,
simplifying the regulation system, making
it easier for new businesses to obtain
licenses
and certification,
moving
entrepreneur support from state agencies
to the private sector, adapting
entrepreneur support to different regions
of the country, creating feedback loops to
make the system more flexible and
responsive. A related topic was how to
improve labor costs, access and regulation
(42.1%), education and training (24.32%).
Thus, experts stressed the need for
entrepreneurial education at all levels,
state support for SMEs, raising
competence of various advisors, helping
SMEs operating in other countries and
exposed to currency fluctuation. Experts
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
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also discussed how to improve financial
support for new and growing ventures
(31.6%). They emphasized the importance
of developing business incubators and
accelerators, creation of venture funds,
supporting stock exchange and making it
viable, suggested introducing various
preferences and subsidies for innovative
SMEs. An equally important way for
improving entrepreneurship ecosystem,
according to many experts, is to work on
the quality and effectiveness of
government programs (31.5%). Experts
also proposed many initiatives for the
purpose of improving economic climate in
Kazakhstan (31.4%). Curiously, even
though experts described corruption as he
main constraint on entrepreneurship in
Kazakhstan, there were fewer suggestions
as to how to fight corruption (14.2%). That
could be because corruption represents a
major societal problem that is not specific
to entrepreneurship. Discussions of ways
to improve entrepreneurial education
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were well represented (22.5%) in experts’
discussions. Overall, experts offered
suggestions
regarding
all
the
entrepreneurial
conditions
including

internal market openness, cultural and
social norms, and political, institutional,
and social contexts in Kazakhstan.

Table 3.12 Topics cited by GEM experts from Kazakhstan to make recommendations to
improve the entrepreneurship ecosystem, 2017
Recommendations
Government policies

58.2

Labor costs, access and regulation

42.1

Financial support

31.6

Government programs

31.5

Economic climate

31.4

Education &Training

22.5

Corruption

14.2

Internal Market Openness

11.9

Cultural & Social Norms

11.5

Political, Institutional and Social Context

11.4

Information

8.6

Information

8.6

R&D transfer

5.8

Physical Infrastructure Access

5.6

Commercial Infrastructure

2.8

Capacity for Entrepreneurship

2.7

* Note: experts could indicate several areas and recommendations
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CONCLUSIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This report analyzes the Kazakhstan GEM data collected in 2017 against the
background of a large dataset of GEM data on Kazakhstan encompassing a three-year period
from 2014 to 2016. Overall, one can observe a number of accomplishments and positive
dynamics regarding the entrepreneurship ecosystem in Kazakhstan. Judging by the APS and
NES surveys, Kazakhstan residents are highly entrepreneurial and entrepreneurially
motivated. Many individuals discern excellent opportunities for creating a new business and
have little fear of failure as they believe in themselves and have a high sense of self-efficacy.
Curiously, fear of failure has dwindled in 2017 compared to previous years, there is more
optimism, perhaps, even over optimism, among the potential and fledgling entrepreneurs.
Still, the motivational index shows that most would-be entrepreneurs seek to start a new
business out of necessity or to complement their income rather than to pursue an
opportunity. Interestingly, more women among potential entrepreneurs compared to men
are opportunity seekers.
NES shows that corruption remains a major constraint on entrepreneurship in
Kazakhstan. At the same time, government policies and programs supporting
entrepreneurship are effective. It is important to further develop these policies and
programs making it clear that advancement of entrepreneurship in Kazakhstan is a political
priority. Experts are quite positive about the growing opportunities for entrepreneurial
financing in the country (Kazakhstan’s score in this area is higher than in innovation-driven
economies!). However, experts also point out significant problems related to
entrepreneurial finance since equity finance remains insufficient. Entrepreneurial education
is also a problem that needs to be addressed. R&D transfer got lower scores than in most
factor-driven economies. Thus, it is important to investigate what prevents transfer of
innovative technologies to new and growing businesses, and how to facilitate access of new
and growing businesses to advanced technologies.
Experts regard the commercial infrastructure in the country as well developed. In
fact, Kazakhstan got the same score in this area as the average for innovation-driven
economies. Physical infrastructure, however, remains less advanced and needs more
attention. Experts are also concerned about market dynamics. Competing with much more
experienced and sophisticated rivals is not easy. Kazakhstan businesses need help that could
come through national alliances that would put an emphasis on training and support that
new and growing businesses may receive from their larger brethren. Cultural and social
norms could also be influenced through the media featuring success stories and praising
commercial acumen and individual responsibility. Overall, the 2017 GEM data evidence that
Kazakhstan is embracing entrepreneurship and help identify remaining problems that could
be resolved through joint effort.
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