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OF MODERNIZATION OF THE ECONOMY OF KAZAKHSTAN

The topic proposed for consideration in this article is very relevant and meets the challenges facing
Kazakhstan on the way to a new growth model in the conditions of global competition. The purpose of
the study is to actualize the consideration of the concept of human capital in the context of its national
development in the Republic of Kazakhstan. Successful modernization is represented by further improv-
ing the quality of human capital: the growth of human productivity, the use of its talents, knowledge,
competencies and other potential capabilities that allow to integrate into the national economic system
and bring the desired positive effect.

The scientific and practical significance of the work consists in concretizing ways to improve the
quality of human capital in the process of the third modernization of Kazakhstan. The methodological
basis of the study was the work of political economics classics and modern researchers of human capital.
In work on the basis of the retrospective analysis of the formation of the concept of human capital, the
transition from a narrow interpretation of this concept to the modern, broader one is shown. The value
of the work lies in the fact that the possibilities are extended and indicators of the use of the category
«human capital» in the formation of the state policy of Kazakhstan are indicated. This study can be use-
ful to industry and government theorists and practitioners using human capital indicators in planning,
analysis and evaluation.
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AAaMM KalnuTaa — K,a3aK,CTaH 9KOHOMMUKACDIH XXaHFbIPTYAbIH, BEKTOPbI

Ocbl MaKaAaAa KapacTbIpyFa YCbIHbIAQTbIH TaKbIPbIM 6Te 63eKTi GOAbIN TabblAaAbl XkaHe >kahaHABIK,
6GaCeKeAeCTiK >KafaalAapblHAQ >KaHa ©Cy YATICIH KaAbINTacTblpy >KOAblHAQ KasakcraH aAabiHa
KOWMbIAFAH MiHAETTepre >kayan 6epeai. 3epTreyaiH makcatbl — Kasakcran Pecrny6avkacbiHAQFbI
YATTbIK, AAMy KOHTEKCIHAE aAamu KarmTaA TY>KbIPbIMAAMAChIH KApacTbIPyAbl ©63eKTEHAIPY. TabbICTbl
JKaHFbIPTY aAaMM KanuTaAAbIH CanacbliH OAAH 9pi YKaKCapTy apKblAbl KAMTamachbl3 eTiAeAl: aAaMHbIH
OHIMAIAITIH apPTTbIPY, OHbIH TAaAAHTbIH, GIAIMIH, KY3bIPETTIAIMH XKOHE YATTbIK, SKOHOMUKAABIK, Xyitere
MHTerpaumsAaHyFa KoHe KaXXeTTi OH HoTuxKe 6epeTiH 6acka Ad DAEYMETTIK MYMKIHAIKTEPAI NaiAaAaHy.

JKYMBICTbIH, ~ FbIABIMW-TIPAKTUKAABIK, MaHbI3AbIAbIFbI  Ka3akCTaHAbl  YLWWIHWI  MOAepHU3aumsiAay
YAEpiCciHAE apaM  KanuTaAblHbIH CanacbliH >KAKCapTy >KOAAAPbIH HaKTbiAQy 6GOAbIN  TabblAAAbI.
3epTTeyAiH 8AICHaMaAbIK, HETi3i Casic SKOHOMMKA KAQCCUMKACbIHbIH, XKOHEe aAamMu KanuTaAAbIH 3aMaHaym
3epTTeyllinepi  GOAbIN  Tabblraabl. AAaMM  KamnMTaAAbIH  TY>XXbIPbIMAQMACbIH  KAAbINTACTbIPYAbIH
PeTPOCNEeKTUBTI TaAAQybl HETi3iIHAE OCbl TY>XKbIPbIMAAMaHbIH Ka3ipri 3amMaHfbl, KeHipeK TYCIHiIKTemMeciHe
oTy. JKyMbICTbIH, KyHbl KasakCTaHHbIH MEMAEKETTIK cascaTbiHbIH KAAbINTaCybl Ke3iHAE «aAaMm
KanuTaAblHbIH» CaHaTbIH ManAaAaHy MyMKIHAIKTEPI KEHENTIAIMN, KepceTiAyiHe 6aiAaHbICTbI. byA 3epTTey
MHAYCTPUAAAbI )KOHE MEMAEKETTIK TEOPETUKTEP MEH NPakTUKTePre aaamm KanuTaAAbIH KepceTKillTepiH
>KOCMapAay, TaAAdy XeHe 6ararayaa KOAAAHyFa nanmaaAbl GOAYbl MYMKIH.

TyiiiH ce3Aep: aAaM KanuTaAbl, SKOHOMMKAHbI XXAHFbIPTY, TY>KbIPbIMAAMAaChl, MEMAEKETTIK CasicaTbl.

© 2018 Al-Farabi Kazakh National University



Sokira T.S.

Cokupa T.C.

K.3.H., AOLLeHT, Ka3axckui HaLmMoHaAbHbIM YHUBEpPCUTET MeHn aab-Dapabu,
KaszaxcTaH, r. Aamatbl, e-mail: t_sokira@mail.ru

YeroBeueckmi KanuTaa Kak BEKTOp MOoA€EepHHU3aUUU IKOHOMUKHU KazaxcTaHa

Tema, NpeAAOXKEHHAs AAS PACCMOTPEHUS B AQHHOM CTaTbe, BECbMa aKTyaAbHa M OTBEYaeT 3aAavaM,
cToswwmm nepea KaszaxcraHoM Ha MyTH K HOBOM MOAEAM POCTa B YCAOBMSIX TAOGAAbHOM KOHKYPEHLMU.
LleAb MccAepOBaHMS  3aKAIOYAETCS B aKTyaAM3aumMM PacCMOTPEHUS KOHLEMUMKW YeAOBEYEeCKOro
KanuTaAa B KOHTEKCTE HALLMOHAAbHOMO ero pa3BuTus B Pecrybanke KasaxcTaH. YcnelwHoe npoBeaeHme
MOAEPHM3aLIMK MPEACTABASIETCS 3@ CHET AAAbHENLLIEro YAyULLEeHMs KayeCcTBa YeAOBEYECKOro Kanmnraa:
pocTa Npon3BOANTEABHOCTU YEAOBEKA, MCMOAb30BAHWS €r0 TAAQHTOB, 3HAHWI, KOMMETEHUMIA U APYTUX
NMOTEHLMAAbHBIX CMTOCOOHOCTEN, NMO3BOASIOLMX BCTPOUTHCS B HALMOHAABHYIO XO3SCTBEHHYIO CUCTEMY
M NMPUHOCUTb MCKOMbI MOAOXKUTEAbHBIN 3heKT.

HayuHas 1 npakT1yeckas 3HaUMMOCTb PabOTbl COCTOMT B KOHKPETM3ALMM My TEN YAy ULLIEHWS KaYecTBa
YeAOBEYECKOro KamnmTaaa B npouecce Tpeteit MoaepHM3aummn KasaxctaHa. MeToaoAormyeckon 6a3oi
MNCCAEAOBAHMS MOCAY>XKMAWU TPYAbI MOAMTIKOHOMMYECKMX KAQCCMKOB M COBPEMEHHbIX MCCAEAOBATEAEN
YeAOBEYeCKoro Kanvraaa. B pabote Ha ocHoBe peTpoCnekTMBHOrO aHaAM3a CTAHOBAEHUSI KOHLenuum
YEeAOBEYECKOro KanmTaAa, mokasaH rnepexoa oT y3Koro TPakTOBAHWS AQHHOT O MOHSATUS K COBPEMEHHOMY,
6oAee WMPOKOMY. LleHHOCTb paboTbl 3aKAlOHAeTCs B TOM, YTO paclMpeHbl BO3MOXHOCTU U
yKa3aHbl MHAMKATOPbl WMCMOAb30BaHUSI KaTeropum «UeAOBEYECKMd KanmTas» mnpu (HOpMUMPOBaHNMM
rocyAapCTBeHHOM NMoAnTMKKM KasaxcraHa. AaHHOe MCCAEAOBAHUE MOXKET ObITb MOAE3HbIM OTPACAEBbLIM
M rOCYAQPCTBEHHbIM TEOPETHKAM M NMPaKTUKaM, MCMOAb3YIOLLMM MHAMKATOPbl YUEAOBEUYECKOrO KarnmTaAa

B MAQHMPOBAHWUM, aHAAU3E U OLIEHKE.
KAtoueBble cAOBa:  UYeAOBEYECKMI
roCyA@pCTBEHHas MOAMTHKA.

Introduction

The existing problem of the need to further
develop the sustainable development of Kazakhstani
society in the conditions of global competition,
limited resources, constant digitalization of the
economy, leading to the disappearance of some and
the creation of fundamentally new industries, require
more modern approaches for their implementation.
In order to solve it, the third modernization of
the economy was proclaimed in Kazakhstan.
Human capital (Cheka) was the central vector in
modernization.

At present, in the advanced countries of the
world, it has become almost universally accepted to
consider the Cheka as the basis of the state, society
and economy. In the modern postindustrial society
ofthe leading states of the world, the life and creative
potential, human capabilities are the core of all socio-
economic processes. In the development of political
decisions in the context of designated challenges, it
is extremely important to appeal specifically to the
modern interpretation of the Cheka.

Undoubtedly, the future of Kazakhstan at
this stage depends on accelerated technological
modernization of the economy, cardinal
improvement and expansion of the business
environment, macroeconomic stability, as noted
in the Address of the President of the Republic of
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KanuTaa,

MOAEPHM3aLMS  IKOHOMMKM,  KOHLLenums,

Kazakhstan [Nazarbayev NA, 2017: 3]. However,
it is not feasible without using all the diversity and
wealth of the Nation’s Cheka and its competitive
advantages. According to the World Bank, based
on the study of the economies of 192 countries, 55
percent of economic growth is determined directly
by human capital.

Above stated circumstances determine the
relevance of the topic and are determined by the
general interest and the need to study this category,
despite the factthatithas arich tradition of research
for more than three centuries. In its development,
it went through several stages of development,
but it differs insufficiently exhaustive content, it
requires clarification and adaptation to the modern
realities of the development of the economy of
Kazakhstan.

As an object of research, we have defined the
historically established concepts of the Cheka. The
subject of the study are the criteria of the Cheka.

The aim of the study is to actualize the review
of the concept of the Cheka in the context of its
national development.

Research hypothesis: the interpretation and
content of the concept of the Cheka has a rich
tradition of study, but at the present stage of the
development of the economy of Kazakhstan, it is
necessary to clarify and specify the criteria for its
content.
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Materials and methods

In the solution of the private task, which we
have identified in the article, aimed at achieving
the goal of updating the concept of the Cheka as
applied to the modern stage of modernizing the
economy of Kazakhstan, the current international
experience in the development and application of
this concept is being analyzed. In the process of
solving this problem, a retrospective analysis of
the different views of scientists on the Cheka was
given in various literary sources over the last three
centuries.

The methodological basis for the study was both
general scientific and special methods of scientific
knowledge. Priority was given to the use of content
analysis.

Literature review

In the process of solving the task, a retrospective
analysis of various existing conceptual views and
views of scientists on the Cheka was carried out. The
basis for the substantiation was the works of many
authors, considered by us in connection with various
historical stages. The works of foreign scientists
S.W. Petty, G.S Becker, T. W. Schultz, J. Mincer,
R. Collins, J.J. Heckman and others. The countries of
the near abroad are the works of A.G. Aganbegyan,
V.I. Marcinkiewicz. Among domestic authors, the
basis for reasoning was Zh.G. Zhanbirova, Sh.M.,
Kantarbaeva, Z.Zh. Tursynbekova.

Results of discussion

The concept of the Cheka for several centuries
has developed its way mainly in Western economic
science. At each stage of its advancement, an
approach was developed reflecting the system of
views characteristic of the existence at that time of
scientific economic schools. Therefore, it can be
rightly noted that the development of the concept of
the Cheka in economics is a process of accumulating
knowledge and scientific views that do not reject the
legacy of economic thought, but rather a process
of evolution, the synthesis of the achievements
of various scientific schools, the accumulation of
ideas and views on man, in the economy and social
production.

Scientists, our contemporaries, make attempts to
synthesize these more than three-century scientific
views, isolating conceptual bases from them. We
will retrospectively analyze and, in our opinion,
consider the most significant results of research at

various stages of the formation and development of
the concept of the Cheka.

It is known that the pre-industrial stage of the
concept formation, which lasted until the beginning
of'the XIX century, was characterized by the agrarian
way of the economic system and the traditionalist
nature of social relations. During this period, the
man and his knowledge were not recognized by
economists [Petty 1899 (1691)] as a special, specific
production asset, however they did not deny his
monetary value. The knowledge, abilities and labor
competencies of a person were considered not as an
asset, but rather as personal qualities of a person.
Often a person was persecuted for striving for
knowledge, for dissent, up to deprivation of life.
The state and the church guarded their monopoly on
knowledge, controlled university education, which
was mostly theological in nature. The population,
in its bulk, remained illiterate. The then existed
production system of production, basically practiced
the transfer of professional skills and competencies
from father to son [Castel 1995].

The stage of the beginning of mass training,
is observed by researchers in the XIX and first
half of the XX centuries. It is at this time that the
prerequisites for the birth of the concept of the
Cheka are formed. However, this process was quite
long and difficult. And even though the authoritative
economists of the period under consideration, such
as A. Smith, who discusses «the useful abilities of
man» and K. Marx, who claims to be a man and
knowledge as the most important in the future
components of the productive forces, etc., opinion
and attitude to the person and his knowledge did not
change significantly.

At the enterprises, cruel exploitation was
observed. Labor was considered by employers as an
organic, easily replaceable machine analog. Using
the situation of labor redundancy and the prevalence
of unemployment, they set low wages and at the
same time increased labor standards and burdens.
The simple ability to work of an employee was
valued, and not his talent, abilities and knowledge.
Therefore, care for the employee was determined
not by strategic investments in its development,
but, at best, in social assistance, for example, in
the construction of factory settlements [Rosenberg,
Birdzell 1986].

Meanwhile, in this period, mass education is
gradually developing. However, investments in
education did not immediately become part of the
investment strategy. In the post-Soviet space by
the 1920s and 1930s, literacy and education began
to be recognized as an important factor in the
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country’s economic development, and therefore,
it was possible to observe an increase in interest
in the economic evaluation of the effectiveness of
investments in people [Strumilin 1966], economists
have already distinguished capital and current costs
for the employee, however, on the whole, the proper
development of the Cheka theory did not continue.
The reasons for this situation lie in the planned
economy and in the fact that education was free,
there were no labor and human capital markets
[Didenko 2015].

In Western Europe and the United States,
the situation developed in a different way. The
development of industry and technology, the
emergence and use of on-line production, the
transition to innovative entrepreneurship, required
employers to use new combinations of factors
of production, including knowledge, social and
innovation activity, and the commercialization
of innovations [Schumpeter 2008 (1934)]. And,
finally, at the end of the 19th and the beginning of
the 20th centuries, we are witnessing the beginning
of the formation of vocational training institutes
that are gradually becoming the objects of state
regulation, providing the needs of the economy in
skilled workers.

The next, late industrial stage is rather short,
but important for the development of the Cheka,
is in the 1960-1970s. During this period, another
technological breakthrough took place, but, most
importantly, the core of the Cheka theory was
formulated.

In the 1960s, in the face of growing international
competition and high energy prices, the US and
other industrial countries faced the problem of
finding internal factors of sustainable growth and
progressive social and economic development. The
traditional investment of capital in natural wealth,
physical means of production, technology, finance
in themselves were no longer able to guarantee
sustainable economic and social growth in the
long term. To ensure technological breakthrough,
new forms of ownership, as well as awareness of
intangible factors of production, primarily the Cheka,
were needed. As a result, the conceptual value of the
worker and the various aspects of his knowledge and
skills as a factor of the country’s competitiveness,
sustained economic growth and growth of personal
well-being were finally embodied in conceptually
tangible forms.

Throughout the world, the development of the
Cheka theory is associated with the names of the
economists of the Chicago School who are followers
of the theory of methodological individualism
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[Blaug 1992: 209]. This Nobel laureate G. Becker
[Becker 1962], T. Schulz [Schultz 1960; 1961] and
J. Mincer [Mincer 1958; 1962]. In their opinion,
individuals accumulate knowledge, being driven
primarily by the desire to maximize utility while
meeting a stable set of preferences in the field of
education and enlightenment. The theorists proposed
a whole research program that scientifically justifies
investing in people.

To the investments in the Cheka, these authors
already at the earliest stage of development included
the following its constituent criteria [Schultz 1961]:

1) expenses for medicine, health and nutrition;

2) professional development at the workplace,
organized by employers;

3) the system of education of different levels,
in particular the school, as well as the primary,
secondary and higher professional;

4) additional public education programs for
adults.

The developed paradigm of the Cheka by the
economists of the Chicago School is still one of
the most productive not only in modern economic
science, but also in the field of public administration.

In the United States, the need for skilled labor
increased with the growth of industrial production,
while the possibilities for investing in the Cheka
remained insufficient due to the underdeveloped
system of state support for additional and basic
education, which «required large investments of
resourcesy» [Schultz 1960: 571], and high cost of
medical services. The basic costs of education and
medicine fell on the shoulders of the population and
employers and began to be viewed as a common
human capital. Investments in additional education
began to be attributed to investments in specific
human capital.

The division of the Cheka into a general and
specific one became the basic feature of the theory of
the Cheka [Becker 1962; 1993]), which determined
the way for subsequent research. It was found that
the bonus to workers with a more developed specific
Cheka, as well as the practice of co-investing in a
specific Cheka, are reflected in greater employment
stability for such workers (Oi 1962). Investments
in a company-specific set of knowledge and skills
produce additional profit not only for employers, but
also for workers (Becker 1993).

Based on the general proposition that time is
required for any process [Becker 1965], G. Becker,
after his colleagues [Mincer 1958], suggested
measuring the number of years spent on training.
In a work that became classical [Mincer 1974], the
boundaries of the empirical measurement of the
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Cheka were broadened (see: [Becker, Chiswick
1966]). Its indicators included, in addition to the
number of years of training, the potential experience
in the labor market, measured in terms of the number
of years of work that have elapsed since graduation,
as «a rough but very useful measure of seniority and
an indicator of in-service training» [Becker 1993:
393]. Realizing the social importance of the Cheka
[Lange, Topel 2006], modern research also studies
the social return on investment in education, which
is measured not through income differences, but
through differences in productivity levels.

The first post-industrial stage, which occurs in
the 1980s and the 2000s, is characterized by growing
inequality and diversifying the interpretations of
human capital. The emergence in this period of
new types of jobs, the transition to a new model of
the economy was accompanied by a change in the
whole society, its social structure. The very notion
of «work» was transformed, which was associated
with the transition to «information work» [Bell 1999
(1973)]. Nonphysical work has become dominant,
new professional groups are emerging, [ Lounsbury,
Kaghan 2001]. The professional structure of the
workforce has been transformed into a sharp increase
in specialists and technical personnel [Blau, Duncan
1967; Dunkerley 1975; Porat 1977; Kumar 1978;
Routh 1987; Wyatt, Hecker 2006; Anikin 2013al].

Because of the changes that took place, the
so-called new middle class, formed from skilled
managers and intellectual workers, began to position
itself as the most mass group. The new middle class
of owners of quality Cheka has gradually become
the leading group in the society in which there is an
active accumulation of Cheka and its use as a key
means of production. In assessing these changes,
it can be argued that the professional structure
is not only an important structural aspect of the
nation’s Cheka, it also contributes to the formation
of motivation for its growth and preservation,
providing the country with a competitive advantage
in international markets [Berger, Earle, Sabirianova
2001]. Foreign researchers have shown at the same
time that the quality of the development of the
Cheka depends, in a number of cases, not so much
on institutions as on the qualifications of managers
who are responsible for the effectiveness of the
integration of new technologies imported into the
country [Acemoglu, Aghion, Zilibotti 2006], as well
as from the experience gained in the framework of a
professional group [Kambourov, Manovskii 2009].
So, according to these researchers, with other things
being equal, every five years of work by profession
lead to an increase in wages by 10-20%.

Today, the areas of Cheka analysis are actively
developing that are alternative to the microeconomic
approach associated with assessing the role of
professions, organizations and institutions in
investing in the Cheka. Begin to develop and
macroeconomic studies of the Cheka, which by
the 1980s. were formed in a separate scientific
direction. Thus, Barro showed that not only the
number of years of education in the adult population
over the age of 25, but also the ratio of the number
of students and teachers, for example, in high school
affects the quality of the Cheka [Barro 1991]. P.
Romer showed the high importance of the literacy
level as one of the important indicators of the Cheka
and, consequently, the factors of economic growth
[Romer 1990a; 1990b]. Unlike microlevel studies,
in macroeconomic studies the choice of indicators
of the Cheka available for empirical analysis is very
limited. However, despite this, the search for new
indicators relating to various aspects of the Cheka
has been and continues to the present.

So, already in the 1990’s. Research into non-
economic factors of economic growth began, based
on new indicators of the Cheka (Lee, Lee 1995;
Mulligan, Sala-i-Martin 1997]. The results of
these studies, on the one hand, were a criticism of
the traditional indicators of the Cheka, and on the
other, an important proof of the role of the socio-
demographic and cultural context in determining
economic growth. Thus, based on the experience
of psychologists, it has been established that school
performance indicators contribute more to GDP
growth than traditional Cheka indicators, not to
mention the role of performance in the growth of
personal incomes and productivity of a wide range
of professions [Lee, Lee 1995].

The second post-industrial stage (2000-2010)
gave us new modern interpretations of human
capital and new indicators. Since the early 2000’s.
the studies that showed the special role of preschool
education, the family and other institutions of
preschool development of the child were actualized.
With the saturation of the labor market, graduates of
colleges and universities have become increasingly
critical to assess the formal approach to the task of
forming competitive skills and competencies, that
is, the Cheka that will be in demand by the economy
of the future. These studies are associated with the
name of Nobel laureate J. Heckmann, who noted
the special importance of non-cognitive (socio-
emotional) skills in the overall part of the Cheka as
a factor determining the position of the person in
the labor market and his earnings [Heckman 2000;
Heckman, Rubinstein 2001].
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Analysis of J. Heckman and his colleagues
showed that investing in non-cognitive skills of the
child in the early stages of its development is very
important, although at later stages of'its development
they can compensate for the lack of investment in
the cognitive aspects of his Cheka at earlier stages,
only this will require large costs [Cunha, Heckman,
Schennach 2010]. It has also been shown that the
formation of a critical set of competencies occurs
up to 10 years [Heckman 2000; Heckman, Carneiro
2003]. It was found that investments in the Cheka at
the earliest stage of their investment have a colossal
synergistic effect.

The adoption and development of the concept
of the Cheka in the last third of the twentieth and
beginning of the 21st century as one of the key
theoretical paradigms of socioeconomic analysis
entailed a whole series of studies devoted to the
problem of the Cheka, its accumulation, non-
economic factors affecting the return from the
Cheka, e. Developing in line with microeconomic
logic, by 2010, The theory of the Cheka greatly
expanded and included a rich range of indicators
of the Cheka. Recently, the accompanying personal
resources, which ensure the effective capitalization
of the Cheka within the framework of a society,
have increasingly come to the forefront. First, we
are talking about social capital [Coleman 1988;
Augusto Felicio, Couto, Caiado 2014], as well as the
cultural ones, which included the traditional Cheka
[Bourdieu 1986] as one of the elements, as well
as a number of deficient competences — the ability
to make effective decisions, organize team work
in a group or communication, competently build
priorities, etc.

At the present stage, within the last decade, the
main trend has been the researchers’ examination
of the essential content of the Cheka in the context
of national development. All over the world and in
Kazakhstan in particular, today came the realization
that in order to reach a new stage of development,
that is, to ensure that the Cheka of the nation «has
earned» with maximum efficiency, a broader vision
of the tasks of the education and health system
is needed, a reduction in the inequality of life
chances in these areas for children from different
backgrounds.

The theoretical formulation of these ideas was
reflected in the works of another Nobel laureate, A.
Sen (Sen 1983; 1999], which gradually puts forward
the problem of integrated human development. It
became obvious that countries that have survived
or are undergoing transformation processes,
including Kazakhstan, need a new concept of the
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Cheka [Zhanbirov, Kantarbaeva, Tursynbekova
2012], which would become an effective tool not
only for theory but also for active socioeconomic
transformations, especially in the conditions of
market and state failures.

Within this tradition, the category «human
capital» is replaced by a broader concept of «human
potential». This interpretation is broader than
the classical understanding of the Cheka, since it
also provides for the consideration of motivation
[Anikin 2013b], value orientations, ideological and
behavioral characteristics of a person, affecting its
effectiveness as an employee.

Research work of the recent years in the
field of Cheka has shown that for the formation
of a qualitative Chelyabinsk nation, capable of
supporting a technological breakthrough, the state
needs to make comprehensive investments in humans
[Marcinkiewicz 2005]. Savings and reduction of
these costs, as a rule, not only does not increase the
state’s means for development, but, on the contrary,
cuts the possibility of this development, reduces
socio-economic growth [Aganbegyan, 2017: 67].
At the beginning of the 21st century, the world
science also began to form an understanding that
the technological and stable economic growth of the
state depends on the accumulated human potential
of the working population, corresponding to the new
conditions of the social and professional structure,
effective institutions and organizations of a new
type capable of absorbing and developing advanced
technologies , stimulate the building of the Cheka,
and also build and maintain new technological
breakthroughs and the corresponding management
systems.

Conclusion

The success of the third modernization of
Kazakhstan’s economy entirely depends on how
much the Cheka integrates into the national system
of motivation, labor culture and institutional
conditions. Because of numerous studies conducted
within this tradition, it became obvious that there
are no single recipes for economic breakthrough
and economic development for states. But the main
condition must be fulfilled in any case. He is the
inclusion of the Cheka as a system-forming factor
and the value of society, in public policy, as the
leading priority.

The further development of the Cheka can
become the defining vector in ensuring the long-
term advantage of Kazakhstan in the international
arena. We are persuaded by successful examples
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of the development of Japan, South Korea, China,
Singapore, Taiwan, demonstrating to us examples
of the creation of such a Cheka, the use of which
enabled them not only to effectively organize and
manage modern technologies, but also to develop
technologies corresponding to their national
specifics [Nelson 2015: 331-332]. These countries
managed to create a system for the development of
the Cheka on a national scale, based on a modern
system of continuing education, vocational training
and retraining.

Kazakhstan faces serious challenges today,
and if our country does not manage to make the

Cheka a fuel for long-term development, the
competitive prospects in the international arena
will be irretrievably lost. To realize this task, a
modern understanding is needed that considers
human capital as a system of rent-forming assets
reflecting different facets of a person’s personality,
the effective formation of which falls on the earliest
stages of the individual’s development. This
approach will provide a more balanced assessment
of the effectiveness of reforms and provide an
integrated forecast of further changes in the
framework of the third technical modernization of
the country’s economy.
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