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Abstract. The article examines transnational financial fraud as an
institutional security challenge emerging in the context of Kazakhstan’s accelerated
digitalization. The study argues that the spread of mobile payments, digital public
services, remote identification, platform-based communication, and cross-border
financial instruments has changed not only the scale of fraudulent activity, but
also its organizational logic. Contemporary fraud schemes increasingly combine
social engineering, spoofed communications, foreign hosting, money-mule
networks, crypto-asset conversion, and international payment routes. As a result,
the effectiveness of counteraction depends less on isolated technical barriers
than on the ability of institutions to coordinate in real time. The purpose of the
article is to explain why digital financial fraud acquires a transnational character
in Kazakhstan and to identify foreign institutional mechanisms that may be
adapted to national practice. The study uses qualitative comparative institutional
analysis based on policy documents, official reports, and academic literature
on cybercrime, fraud victimization, governance capacity, and collaborative
regulation. The article develops the concept of a digitalization-capacity gap,
understood as the mismatch between the speed of criminal adaptation in digital
ecosystems and the speed of institutional prevention, information exchange,
urgent intervention, and cross-border cooperation. The results show that
Kazakhstan’s key vulnerabilities are temporal, informational, organizational, and
jurisdictional. The comparative assessment of Singapore, the European Union,
and the United States demonstrates the value of shared responsibility models,
threat-intelligence platforms, complaint-based analytics, and rapid-response
coordination. The article concludes that Kazakhstan requires an integrated
anti-fraud governance architecture linking financial regulators, banks, telecom
operators, law-enforcement bodies, digital platforms, and international partners.
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Introduction
Digitalization has become one of the central drivers of transformation
in contemporary economies, financial systems, and public administration. In
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Kazakhstan, the State Programme «Digital Kazakhstan» set a policy framework
for the accelerated modernization of infrastructure, public services, and digital
interaction between the state, business, and citizens [1]. The development of
e-government platforms further normalized remote access to administrative
services, while the expansion of payment instruments and online banking
strengthened the everyday role of digital financial channels [2; 3]. These processes
have produced clear gains in accessibility, speed, and convenience. At the same
time, they have created a new environment in which criminal actors can exploit
digital trust, the routine use of remote interfaces, and the rapid movement of
funds.

Financial fraud in the digital environment is no longer adequately described
as a series of isolated incidents involving individual victims. It increasingly
operates as a scalable socio-technical system. Fraudsters may contact victims
through spoofed phone numbers, redirect them to phishing interfaces, persuade
them to disclose authentication data, transfer funds to accounts controlled by
intermediaries, and then move assets through multiple layers of transactions or
convert them into crypto-assets. Such schemes are economically rational from
the offender’s perspective because digital communication reduces the cost of
reaching large audiences and because the probability of successful intervention
declines as funds move faster and across multiple institutional boundaries [4].
The issue is therefore not limited to consumer protection or financial literacy. It
concerns the resilience of institutions responsible for financial security, public
trust, and cross-border cooperation.

The rapid development of digital identity systems, remote customer
onboarding, and app-based financial services makes reliable verification an
essential element of security governance. International standards emphasize
that digital identity must combine accessibility with risk-sensitive assurance,
especially in anti-money-laundering and counter-terrorist-financing environments
[5]. The spread of crypto-assets and new payment technologies adds further
complexity, because funds may be layered, obfuscated, or transferred through
infrastructures that are not easily aligned with national investigative procedures
[6]. For Kazakhstan, this creates a specific challenge: the country is expanding
digital services at a high pace, while fraudulent actors can appropriate the
symbolic authority of banks, government institutions, and recognizable digital
platforms in order to influence user behavior.

A substantial body of research shows that online fraud succeeds not only
because of technical weaknesses, but also because of social engineering. Victims
are often manipulated through urgency, fear, apparent authority, scarcity, and
the promise of profit [7]. Fraud should therefore be understood as an interaction
between offender strategy, user vulnerability, platform design, and institutional
response. Studies of scam ecosystems emphasize that victims encounter fraud
through a chain of communications and financial actions, not through a single
discrete event[8]. This perspective is important for policy design: measures limited
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to awareness campaigns are unlikely to be sufficient if the broader infrastructure
of spoofing, mule accounts, and rapid fund transfer remains operational.

Cybercrime scholarship further indicates that digital offences are shaped by
a combination of criminological, technological, and governance factors [9]. Wall’s
analysis of cybercrime demonstrated that the Internet transforms the relationship
between place, time, and harm, thereby challenging territorially bounded models
of law enforcement [10]. Brenner similarly argued that cybercrime creates
structural tensions for international law because the location of offenders, victims,
servers, and financial flows may be distributed across several jurisdictions [11].
These observations are particularly relevant to transnational financial fraud: a
victim may be located in Kazakhstan, the communication channel may rely on a
foreign service, the phishing page may be hosted abroad, the receiving account
may be held by a local money mule, and the ultimate beneficiaries may operate
elsewhere.

The organizational dimension of digital fraud also deserves attention.
Research on cybercriminal groups indicates that such networks often operate
through flexible role differentiation rather than rigid hierarchical structures [12].
Online forums and social ties facilitate the distribution of illicit services, including
access to compromised accounts, phishing kits, scripts, call-center techniques,
and cash-out services [13]. This means that fraud networks can be resilient
even when individual participants are detected. The system is modular: if one
communication channel is blocked, another can be activated; if one mule account
is frozen, funds can be routed through a substitute; if one phishing domain is
removed, a new replica can appear. From the perspective of institutional security,
this adaptive structure is a fundamental reason why reactive measures often lag
behind criminal innovation.

The concept of institutional capacity helps explain this lag. Governance
capacity is not reducible to the existence of formal laws or administrative
bodies; it concerns the practical ability of institutions to identify problems,
coordinate actors, enforce decisions, and adjust to changing circumstances [14].
In the field of cybersecurity, resilience increasingly depends on cooperation
among state agencies, regulators, private firms, and international partners [15].
Dupont’s argument concerning polycentric regulation is especially relevant:
large-scale cybercrime cannot be controlled by police action alone, because the
infrastructure enabling criminal activity is distributed across payment systems,
telecommunications, hosting services, and platform economies [16]. The
effectiveness of anti-fraud policy therefore depends on whether these actors are
connected by operational protocols rather than by fragmented responsibilities.

Kazakhstan has already developed elements of a response architecture.
Public institutions have strengthened attention to cybercrime, specialized
initiatives such as CyberPol have been promoted, and awareness efforts have
been expanded [17; 18]. Nevertheless, the rapid diffusion of digital services
raises a deeper analytical question: can the speed of institutional response match
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the speed of digital fraud? This article argues that the answer depends on the
presence or absence of a digitalization-capacity gap. The gap emerges when
digitalization increases the scale, speed, and complexity of transactions faster
than institutions build the capacity to prevent manipulation, share data, suspend
suspicious flows, coordinate across sectors, and work with foreign partners.

The article addresses the following research question: why does financial
fraud in Kazakhstan acquire an increasingly transnational character under
conditions of digitalization, and which international institutional mechanisms
may be adapted to the Kazakhstani context? The working hypothesis is that the
persistence and scalability of digital financial fraud are driven not by digitalization
itself, but by an institutional mismatch between the adaptive capacity of fraudulent
networks and the operational capacity of legitimate institutions. This mismatch
is expressed in four dimensions: temporal delay, informational fragmentation,
organizational coordination barriers, and jurisdictional dependence on cross-
border procedures.

The object of the research is transnational digital financial fraud as a
security challenge. The subject of the research is the institutional architecture
through which Kazakhstan and selected foreign jurisdictions attempt to prevent,
detect, and interrupt such fraud. The purpose of the study is to conceptualize
the digitalization-capacity gap and to identify anti-fraud governance mechanisms
applicable to Kazakhstan. To achieve this purpose, the article pursues five
objectives: first, to clarify the relationship between digitalization and the expansion
of fraud opportunities; second, to systematize the operational mechanisms of
transnational financial fraud; third, to identify institutional vulnerabilities in
Kazakhstan’s response model; fourth, to compare the experience of Singapore,
the European Union, and the United States; and fifth, to formulate policy
implications for a more integrated Kazakhstani anti-fraud architecture.

The scientific novelty of the article lies in the combination of international
security analysis, cybercrime research, and governance theory within a single
institutional model. Rather than presenting digital fraud as a purely criminal-law
problem or as an unintended side effect of financial modernization, the article
treats it as a transnational risk generated at the intersection of technological
acceleration and institutional coordination. This framing is consistent with
wider studies of institutions, which show that rules matter most when they are
accompanied by enforcement capacity and adaptive coordination [25], and
with research on whole-of-government and collaborative governance, which
emphasizes that complex risks often require structured interaction among public
and private actors [26; 27]. The practical significance of the study lies in its
effort to translate international experience into a policy-relevant framework for
Kazakhstan.

Description of Materials and Methods
The study is based on qualitative comparative institutional analysis. This
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design is appropriate because the article does not seek to prove a linear statistical
causality between the overall level of digitalization and a specific number of
registered fraud cases. Publicly available statistics are affected by underreporting,
changes in legal qualification, differences in complaint behavior, and the fact that
a single fraudulent network may generate multiple incidents across jurisdictions.
Instead, the article focuses on mechanisms: how digital environments create fraud
opportunities, how criminal actors operationalize cross-border infrastructures,
and how institutions can reduce the gap between detection and intervention.

The research design combines conceptual modelling with structured
comparison. The conceptual component develops the digitalization-capacity gap
as an analytical framework. The comparative component examines Kazakhstan
alongside three foreign reference models: Singapore, the European Union, and the
United States. These cases were selected not as direct equivalents to Kazakhstan,
but because each illustrates a different institutional response logic. Singapore is
relevant for its shared responsibility approach across banks, telecommunications,
and digital platforms [22]. The European Union is relevant for supranational
threat assessment and cross-border analytical coordination, particularly through
Europol’s organized cybercrime reporting [19]. The United States is relevant for
complaint aggregation, incident statistics, and targeted public alerts provided by
IC3 and FinCEN [20; 21].

The empirical corpus includes four categories of materials. The first
category consists of Kazakhstan’s policy and institutional documents related to
digitalization, e-government, payment infrastructure, and cybercrime response
[1; 2; 3; 17; 18]. The second category consists of international policy and risk-
reporting documents addressing identity assurance, cybercrime threats, online
fraud patterns, public complaint reporting, and cross-sector responsibilities [5; 19
-22]. The third category includes academic literature on online crime economics,
victimization, cybercriminal networks, electronic crime, and cybercrime markets
[4; 7; 8-13;23; 24; 28]. The fourth category includes institutional and governance
literature that helps interpret capacity, coordination, and adaptive regulation [14-
16; 25-27; 29; 30].

The analytical procedure consists of five stages. First, the literature is used
to distinguish between fraud as an individual deception event and fraud as a
distributed transnational ecosystem. Second, official and analytical sources are
used to identify the main operational mechanisms by which fraud is initiated,
scaled, and monetized. Third, the Kazakhstani institutional environment
is examined through the lens of response capacity, with attention to time,
information, coordination, and jurisdiction. Fourth, foreign models are compared
according to their dominant institutional mechanism: shared responsibility,
supranational coordination, or complaint-based intelligence. Fifth, the article
derives an applicability matrix that identifies which mechanisms are potentially
transferable to Kazakhstan and under what constraints.
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Table 1. Analytical Framework of the Study

Dimension Analytical question Operational indicators
Digitalization How do digital services expand | Remote payments; e-government interfaces;
pressure fraud opportunities? instant communication; digital identity
dependence

Fraud ecosystem | How is deception transformed | Social engineering; spoofing; phishing; money
into scalable transnational mules; crypto conversion; foreign hosting
harm?

Institutional Where does response lag the Temporal, informational, organizational,

capacity threat? jurisdictional, and analytical gaps

International Which foreign mechanisms Shared responsibility; threat intelligence;

coordination may be adapted to Kazakhstan? | complaint analytics; rapid escalation channels

Source: compiled by the author on the basis of [1-3; 5-8; 10; 12-14; 19-22; 25-
27; 30].

The comparative method is not used to rank countries according to the
absolute effectiveness of anti-fraud policy. Such ranking would be misleading
because the jurisdictions differ in market structure, reporting culture, legal regime,
and institutional resources. Instead, comparison is mechanism-based. The key
analytical questions are: Which actor receives the first signal of fraud? How quickly
can that signal be combined with information held by other actors? What type of
intervention is possible within the first hours after a suspicious event? How are
cross-border elements escalated? Which responsibilities are preventive and which
are reactive? These questions make it possible to compare institutional architectures
without assuming that one jurisdiction can be copied mechanically into another.

The study applies source triangulation. A conclusion is considered
more reliable when it is supported by at least two types of evidence: academic
interpretation, official institutional material, or comparative foreign practice. For
example, the claim that fraud ecosystems are distributed and role-differentiated
is grounded in cybercrime studies [12; 13; 24], while the argument that modern
counteraction requires cross-sector coordination is supported by governance
literature [16; 26; 27] and by the Singaporean shared responsibility framework
[22]. This approach reduces the risk of overreliance on either sensational media
cases or purely normative policy documents.

The article also introduces operational definitions. «Digital financial fraud»
refers to deceptive practices aimed at the unlawful acquisition or redirection of
money, credentials, or financial control through digital communication or digitally
mediated financial transactions. «Transnational» refers to fraud schemes in
which at least one significant element-offender location, hosting infrastructure,
communication service, financial routing, platform governance, or asset conversion-
crosses national borders. «Institutional capacity» refers to the ability of responsible
actors to prevent, detect, exchange information about, and interrupt fraudulent
activity within a time frame relevant to the speed of the scheme. «Digitalization-
capacity gap» refers to the discrepancy between the velocity and modularity of
fraud networks and the response capacity of legitimate institutions.
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Several limitations must be acknowledged. The study relies on open sources
and does not have access to operational datasets on suspicious-transaction freezes,
real-time anti-fraud alerts, bank-telecom information exchanges, or international
legal assistance requests. It does not estimate the precise economic loss associated
with each fraud mechanism. Nor does it claim that foreign models can be transferred
without institutional adaptation. These limitations define the article as an analytically
grounded comparative study rather than a statistical impact assessment. They also
indicate directions for future research based on interviews with practitioners,
incident-level case databases, and quantitative analysis of response time.

Results

Theanalysisproducessixinterrelatedresults. First, digitalizationin Kazakhstan
expands the opportunity structure for fraud by making remote identification, mobile
communication, and instant payment practices routine. Second, transnational
digital fraud is sustained by recurring operational mechanisms that combine
deception, infrastructure, and liquidity extraction. Third, Kazakhstan’s response
architecture is developing, but it remains constrained by temporal, informational,
organizational, and jurisdictional gaps. Fourth, international experience suggests
that sustainable counteraction depends on institutionalized coordination rather than
on isolated technical measures. Fifth, the most relevant foreign mechanisms for
Kazakhstan are those that shorten the response cycle between signal detection and
intervention. Sixth, the effectiveness of anti-fraud governance should be assessed
through measurable indicators that capture speed, coordination, learning, and cross-
border responsiveness.

Digitalization and the expansion of the fraud opportunity structure

Digitalization changes the context of financial fraud by transforming what
citizens perceive as normal interaction. In a less digitalized environment, an
unexpected request to transfer funds or provide credentials may appear exceptional.
In ahighly digitalized environment, however, citizens routinely receive notifications
from banks, links to public services, verification messages, delivery updates, and
investment offers. This normalization of remote interaction provides fraudsters
with a broader symbolic repertoire. They no longer need to invent entirely new
scenarios; they can imitate legitimate forms of digital communication already
embedded in everyday life. Kazakhstan’s policy emphasis on digital transformation,
the expansion of e-government, and the growth of digital payment instruments
provide the institutional background for this shift [1-3].

The first result is therefore that digitalization increases the «fraud opportunity
structurey. This does not mean that digitalization causes crime in a deterministic
sense. Rather, it lowers the transaction costs of deception, increases audience reach,
and compresses the time between persuasion and payment. Economic studies of
online crime have long shown that offenders benefit from low-cost communication,
large target pools, and the ability to iterate and automate attacks [4]. When these
features are combined with instant payment mechanisms, the initial victim-contact
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phase and the extraction-of-funds phase can occur within a single uninterrupted
communication session. The institutional challenge is that the fraud window
becomes shorter, while the cost of verification remains distributed across several
actors.

The second element of the fraud opportunity structure concerns digital identity
and trust. The more public administration and financial services depend on remote
authentication, the more valuable it becomes for fraudsters to appropriate signals of
legitimacy: logos, interface design, familiar phone numbers, official language, and
references to state or banking procedures. FATF guidance emphasizes that digital
identity systems must be risk-sensitive because assurance failures can affect both
access and abuse [5]. In the fraud context, this means that confidence in digital
identity infrastructure can itself be weaponized. A user may not merely be deceived
by a false message; the user may be deceived precisely because the message
resembles an expected security notification or official request.

The third element is the widening role of financial instruments that are
difficult to trace after rapid redistribution. Crypto-assets are not the only route for
laundering or concealing fraudulent proceeds, but they may be used to accelerate
cross-border movement or complicate recovery once funds leave the initial
banking channel [6]. Fraudulent schemes can therefore be structured in layers:
first, the victim is persuaded to make a transfer; second, funds are fragmented
through intermediary accounts; third, a part of the amount is transferred abroad or
converted into alternative instruments. Each additional layer increases the burden
on institutions that must reconstruct the transaction chain under time pressure.

Finally, digitalization reshapes the political meaning of fraud. When fraudsters
imitate public institutions, exploit digital financial ecosystems, and operate through
transnational infrastructures, the harm is not limited to private monetary loss.
Repeated victimization erodes confidence in digital government, online banking,
and the reliability of public warnings. It may also generate reputational pressure
on regulators and law-enforcement institutions. For a state pursuing digital
modernization, maintaining trust in the legitimacy and safety of digital channels
becomes a component of institutional resilience, not merely a matter of customer
service.

Operational mechanisms of transnational digital financial fraud

The second result concerns the operational architecture of fraud. The academic
literature indicates that scams are rarely one-step events. They are sequences in
which attention capture, persuasion, credential access, payment initiation, liquidity
extraction, and concealment are distributed across several roles [7; 8; 12; 13]. This
sequencing explains why single-point interventions are often insufficient. Blocking
a phishing page may have little effect if the fraudulent campaign can shift to a new
domain; freezing one account may not stop a network that uses many temporary
mule accounts; public warnings may not reach victims already embedded in a high-
pressure communication script.

A typical fraud scenario can begin with social engineering. The offender
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constructs a message that appears urgent, personalized, and institutionally plausible.
The communication may refer to suspicious banking activity, unauthorized loans,
unpaid taxes, investment opportunities, or urgent changes in account security.
Victims are then guided toward an action that appears protective or profitable but
is actually harmful. Research on fraud victimization shows that the decision to
comply is often influenced by emotional pressure rather than a lack of general
intelligence or technological ability [7; 8]. This is crucial for policy because anti-
fraud messaging should not stigmatize victims; it should address the manipulative
structure of the scheme.

The transnational dimension wusually enters through infrastructure.
Fraudsters may use foreign VoIP providers, number-spoofing services, rented
hosting, anonymous registration, or platform accounts created outside the victim’s
jurisdiction. The fraudster’s physical location may be irrelevant to the victim-
facing interface. In practice, the victim experiences a local event an apparent call
from a domestic bank or official body-while the technical architecture of the event
is geographically dispersed. This mismatch undermines purely national models
of intervention and supports the argument that cybercrime challenges traditional
territorial assumptions [10; 11; 28].

The payment phase introduces another layer of complexity. Funds may first
be sent to an account in Kazakhstan controlled by a money mule or an unwitting
intermediary. The use of local accounts makes the transaction appear domestically
manageable at the initial stage. Yet the subsequent movement of funds may
rapidly cross sectors and jurisdictions. The money mule may transfer funds to
other accounts, withdraw cash, purchase digital assets, or forward assets through
international services. Cybercrime research shows that such ecosystems rely on
division of labor and specialized roles, which increases resilience and makes the
network harder to dismantle [12; 13; 24].

Table 2 systematizes the main operational mechanisms of transnational
financial fraud and identifies the institutional response each mechanism requires.
The table demonstrates that fraud control cannot be assigned to a single institution.
Banks, telecom operators, platforms, regulators, and law-enforcement bodies each
possess only part of the relevant signal. The policy problem is therefore one of
connection and timing.

Table 2. Main Operational Mechanisms of Transnational Digital Financial Fraud

Mechanism

Fraud function

Transnational component

Required institutional
response

Social
engineering

Triggers compliance
through urgency, fear, or
profit expectations

Scripts and campaigns can
be operated remotely from
abroad

Victim-centered warnings;
pattern-based analytics;
complaint clustering

Spoofed calls
and messaging

Imitates banks, regulators,
police, or public services

VoIP, foreign telecom
routing, anonymized
accounts

Telecom filtering; caller
authentication; bank—telecom
escalation
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Phishing
and cloned
interfaces

Captures credentials or
legitimizes fraudulent
payments

Foreign hosting, rapidly
rotating domains, platform
distribution

Fast takedown requests;
domain monitoring; public
alerts

Money-mule
chains

Receives and redistributes
stolen funds

Domestic first hop followed
by cross-border transfers

Transaction monitoring;
mule-account typologies;
urgent freezes

Crypto-asset
conversion

Obfuscates destination of
illicit proceeds

Cross-border exchanges,
wallets, and layered routes

Risk-based compliance;
financial intelligence
cooperation

Fraud-as-
a-service
resources

Supplies scripts,
kits, accounts, and
infrastructure

Online forums and market-
like ecosystems

Intelligence-led disruption;
international cybercrime
cooperation

Source: compiled by the author on the basis of [6-8; 10-13; 19; 21; 24; 28].

Institutional vulnerabilities in Kazakhstan: the digitalization-capacity gap

The third result is that Kazakhstan’s anti-fraud environment contains both
developing strengths and persistent coordination vulnerabilities. The existence of
specialized cybercrime initiatives, public communication, and growing attention
to fraud prevention indicates that the problem has been recognized institutionally
[17; 18]. However, recognition alone does not resolve the operational challenge.
The central issue is whether fraud signals collected by different actors can be
combined rapidly enough to prevent irreversible loss. The digitalization-capacity
gap is therefore not a claim of institutional absence; it is a claim of institutional
asymmetry between the speed of the threat and the speed of coordinated response.

The first dimension of the gap is temporal. Digital fraud often depends
on urgency. Victims are encouraged to act immediately, while funds can be
transferred within minutes. A response system that relies on sequential complaint
registration, manual verification, and delayed coordination may be effective for
investigation after the fact but less effective for prevention during the critical
early period. The literature on institutional capacity emphasizes that governance
should be evaluated by problem-solving ability, not by the mere existence of
formal structures [14; 30]. In fraud prevention, problem-solving capacity is
inseparable from response time.

The second dimension is informational. A bank may detect an unusual
transaction pattern; a telecom operator may notice suspicious traffic or spoofed
call characteristics; a platform may identify a fraudulent advertisement or cloned
page; the police may receive a cluster of similar complaints. If these data remain
isolated, the fraud scheme is visible only in fragments. If they are connected
through standardized risk categories and urgent communication protocols,
institutions can move from reactive processing to pattern recognition. Whole-
of-government literature and collaborative governance theory both suggest that
complex risks require structured information-sharing arrangements rather than
ad hoc cooperation [26; 27].

The third dimension is organizational. Different actors have distinct legal
mandates, commercial incentives, data systems, and internal decision rules.
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Banks are concerned with fraud loss, regulatory compliance, and customer
relations; telecom operators focus on traffic integrity and service obligations;
law-enforcement agencies require procedural certainty; regulators must maintain
proportionality and legal safeguards. Without a clear coordination architecture,
each actor may fulfill its formal role while the system as a whole remains slow.
This illustrates why collaborative governance must be designed, not merely
expected [27].

The fourth dimension is jurisdictional. Transnational fraud may depend
on servers abroad, messaging services administered outside Kazakhstan, foreign
payment intermediaries, and actors located in multiple countries. National
institutions may have strong domestic authority but limited ability to compel
immediate action by foreign providers. The problem is intensified when urgent
financial intervention requires faster cooperation than conventional mutual legal
assistance procedures can deliver. International cybercrime scholarship has long
emphasized that territorial jurisdiction and digital evidence often operate on
different timelines [11; 28]. The digitalization-capacity gap thus includes a cross-
border component that cannot be solved solely through domestic reform.

A fifth dimension is analytical. Fraud evolves through imitation,
experimentation, and platform migration. New schemes may combine older
elements—phone deception, phishing, investment manipulation with newer
tools such as synthetic media or Al-generated scripts. FinCEN’s alert concerning
deepfake-enabled fraud illustrates how rapidly deceptive techniques can evolve
and how financial-compliance institutions must be updated accordingly [21]. The
challenge for Kazakhstan is not only to block known schemes but also to build a
learning system capable of detecting pattern shifts before they become routine.

Table 3 summarizes these dimensions and shows how each gap affects
prevention, detection, or response. The table also clarifies that anti-fraud policy
should be evaluated as an integrated governance system rather than as a set of
isolated measures.

Table 3. Institutional Dimensions of the Digitalization-Capacity Gap in
Kazakhstan

Gap Manifestation Consequence Priority response

dimension

Temporal Funds move faster than review, | Lower probability First-hour response
complaint processing, and of interruption and protocols; temporary risk-
coordinated blocking recovery based intervention

Informational | Signals are separated among Fragmented Shared risk taxonomy; secure
banks, telecom operators, understanding of fraud | data-exchange procedures
platforms, and police clusters

Organizational | Actors have different mandates, | Coordination remains | Permanent interagency and
systems, and incentives ad hoc public—private anti-fraud

mechanism
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Jurisdictional | Hosting, communication, Domestic authority is | Rapid liaison channels;
offenders, and assets may be insufficient for urgent | standardized cross-border
outside Kazakhstan action referrals

Analytical Fraud schemes evolve faster Delayed recognition of | Unified incident analytics;
than threat classifications new patterns periodic threat assessment

Source: compiled by the author on the basis of the institutional analysis presented
in the article and [14; 21; 25-27; 30].

International institutional models and their relevance for Kazakhstan

The fourth result is that international experience offers three complementary
models of anti-fraud governance. The first is the shared responsibility model
represented by Singapore. The Shared Responsibility Framework introduced by
the Monetary Authority of Singapore and the Infocomm Media Development
Authority distributes obligations among banks and telecommunications companies
in relation to scam-related harms [22]. The importance of this model lies not only
in liability allocation. Its deeper contribution is institutional: it recognizes that
fraudulent harm is produced through a chain of interacting services, and therefore
prevention requires a chain of responsibility.

For Kazakhstan, the Singaporean experience is relevant because many
fraud schemes combine a communication component and a payment component.
A bank may be able to identify suspicious transfers, but it cannot alone prevent
spoofed calls. A telecom operator may be able to reduce fraudulent traffic, but it
cannot independently assess payment risk. Shared responsibility frameworks can
reduce the tendency to shift blame after victimization and instead promote ex
ante operational standards. Nevertheless, direct copying would be inappropriate.
Any Kazakhstani adaptation would need to consider domestic banking structure,
telecom regulation, consumer-protection norms, and the legal basis for information
exchange.

The second model is the European Union’s emphasis on supranational
threat intelligence and cross-border coordination. Europol’s IOCTA reporting
provides a structured assessment of organized cybercrime, including scam
ecosystems, criminal services, automation, and transnational infrastructures [19].
The value of such reporting is not limited to public awareness. It helps create a
common analytical language among law-enforcement bodies and regulators. For
Kazakhstan, this suggests the importance of a standardized national classification
of digital fraud mechanisms and a stronger link between domestic incident
analysis and international threat intelligence.

The third model is the United States’ complaint-based analytical
architecture. IC3 collects and publishes structured information on internet-
enabled crime, while FinCEN issues alerts that translate emerging fraud patterns
into compliance-relevant guidance for financial institutions [20; 21]. These
instruments are important because they transform dispersed complaints into a
knowledge base. They help identify trends, prioritize threats, and align public
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awareness with institutional risk management. Kazakhstan could benefit from
a unified fraud-incident registry that integrates complaints, financial indicators,
and information from digital service providers, subject to privacy and procedural
safeguards.

International models also highlight that anti-fraud governance should
combine prevention, interruption, and learning. Prevention reduces exposure to
fraudulent communication. Interruption stops or slows fund movement during
the critical window. Learning transforms incidents into institutional knowledge
that improves future detection. A system that performs only one of these
functions remains incomplete. Table 4 compares Kazakhstan with Singapore, the
European Union, and the United States according to their dominant institutional
mechanisms and the lessons most relevant for national adaptation.

Table 4. Comparative Institutional Models for Countering Digital Financial Fraud

coordination

analytical focus

Jurisdiction Dominant mechanism | Strength of the model Relevance for Kazakhstan
Singapore Shared responsibility Connects preventive duties | Useful for distributed
framework of banks and telecom actors |responsibility and ex ante
coordination
European Threat intelligence Creates common threat Relevant for classification
Union and supranational vocabulary and cross-border |systems and international

information exchange

United States

Complaint-based
analytics and compliance
alerts

Transforms dispersed
incidents into strategic
intelligence

Applicable to a unified
incident registry and risk-
alert system

Kazakhstan

Developing cybercrime
initiatives and public
awareness

Institutional recognition of
fraud as a security issue

Needs stronger real-time
coordination and integrated
analytics

Source: compiled by the author on the basis of [17-22].

Applicability of foreign mechanisms to Kazakhstan

The fifth result is that the most transferable foreign mechanisms are those
that strengthen coordination without requiring the wholesale transplantation of
another country’s legal regime. Four mechanisms appear especially relevant.
First, Kazakhstan could develop a formal multi-actor anti-fraud coordination
protocol connecting banks, telecom operators, regulators, and specialized law-
enforcement units. Second, a unified incident analytics system could help detect
clusters of similar schemes and generate early warnings. Third, rapid temporary
intervention procedures could be defined for high-risk transaction patterns, subject
to legal review and proportionality. Fourth, international liaison channels could
be strengthened for urgent requests related to fraudulent domains, communication
infrastructure, and asset tracing.

The literature on institutions and collaborative governance suggests that
transferability depends on fit rather than imitation [25-27; 30]. A model that works
in a highly centralized city-state may require adaptation in a larger jurisdiction
with different market actors. A supranational system such as the European Union
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cannot be reproduced domestically, but its emphasis on shared indicators and
common threat classification can be adopted at national and regional levels.
Similarly, the United States’ complaint-based analytics may inspire a Kazakhstani
system even if the institutional histories differ.

Table 5 provides an applicability matrix. It distinguishes between high-
priority mechanisms that can plausibly be advanced through national coordination
and medium-term mechanisms that require more extensive legal, technical, or
international alignment. The matrix is intended as an analytical tool, not as a final
legislative blueprint.

Table 5. Applicability Matrix of Foreign Anti-Fraud Mechanisms for Kazakhstan

Mechanism Priority Expected effect Main implementation
constraint
Multi-actor anti-fraud High Reduces delay between Requires clear legal
coordination protocol signal detection and mandates and responsibility
escalation mapping
Unified fraud-incident High Improves clustering, trend | Requires interoperable
analytics platform detection, and early warning | data standards and privacy
safeguards
Rapid temporary intervention | High Increases chance of Requires proportionality,
for high-risk transfers preserving funds during the |appeal procedures, and
critical window accountability
Telecom and platform anti- Medium— | Limits the initial reach of Depends on technical
spoofing coordination High impersonation campaigns standards and operator
cooperation
Cross-border urgent referral | Medium Improves take-downs, Depends on foreign partner
channels evidence preservation, and | responsiveness and legal
asset tracing compatibility

Source: compiled by the author on the basis of the comparative analysis and [22;
25;26; 27, 30].

Evaluation indicators for anti-fraud governance

The sixth result concerns measurement. Anti-fraud governance is often
discussed through legal reforms, public campaigns, or the number of detected
cases, but these indicators do not fully reflect institutional effectiveness. A
growing number of detected cases may indicate improved enforcement, wider
victimization, better reporting, or all three simultaneously. For policy purposes,
Kazakhstan needs a more operational set of indicators that measure whether
institutions are becoming faster, more coordinated, and more capable of learning
from incidents. Governance scholarship emphasizes that institutional capacity
should be assessed by problem-solving performance rather than by formal
institutional presence alone [14; 30].

A first group of indicators should measure time. These include the interval
between the first suspicious signal and its escalation, the time between a victim’s
report and a temporary transaction freeze where legally permissible, and the time
needed to issue sector-wide warnings when a recurring scam pattern is identified.
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A second group should measure coordination: the number of standardized cross-
sector alerts, the share of major fraud patterns that trigger joint analysis, and
the proportion of cases in which banks, telecom operators, and law-enforcement
bodies exchange operationally relevant information under defined procedures.
Such indicators correspond to whole-of-government and collaborative
governance approaches, which evaluate institutions through their capacity to
connect fragmented actors [26; 27].

A third group should measure learning and international responsiveness.
These indicators may include the frequency of updated fraud typologies, the
speed of referral to foreign partners when domains or payment routes are located
abroad, and the share of recurring schemes for which preventive guidance was
issued before a significant escalation of harm. None of these indicators is simple
to implement, and some require legal and technical prerequisites. Yet without a
measurement framework, anti-fraud policy risks being evaluated only through
general statements rather than through the operational features that determine
whether losses can actually be prevented. Table 6 offers a compact indicator set
for future institutional monitoring in Kazakhstan.

Table 6. Suggested Evaluation Indicators for Anti-Fraud Governance in
Kazakhstan

Indicator Ilustrative metric Policy meaning Primary institutional
group users
Response speed | Time from first risk signal | Shows whether institutions | Banks; regulator; police
to escalation can act within the fraud
window
Intervention Time from complaint Measures practical capacity | Banks; police; judiciary
speed to legally permissible to preserve funds where required
temporary freeze
Coordination Number of standardized Shows whether fragmented | Banks; telecom operators;
density cross-sector alerts and joint | signals are being connected | platforms; regulator
analyses
Learning Frequency of updated Measures adaptation to Regulator; police; financial
capacity scam typologies and sector |evolving fraud scripts intelligence actors
guidance
International Time to urgent foreign Captures the cross-border | Law enforcement;
responsiveness | referral for infrastructure or | dimension of response international liaison units
asset-tracing requests
Preventive Share of recurring fraud Assesses whether All anti-fraud governance
effectiveness patterns addressed by institutions move from participants
guidance before large-scale | reaction to anticipation
escalation

Source: compiled by the author as a prospective monitoring framework, drawing
on [14; 26; 27; 30].

Discussion
The findings support the article’s central hypothesis: the rise and persistence
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of transnational financial fraud in digitalizing environments are best explained
not by technological change alone, but by the relationship between technological
acceleration and institutional response capacity. Digitalization increases the
availability of rapid transactions, normalized remote communication, and
platform-mediated interaction. Fraud networks exploit these conditions by
operating across multiple infrastructures and by breaking the scheme into modular
roles. When institutions detect only fragments of the chain, or when intervention
is slower than the circulation of funds, the system creates an opportunity for
repeated victimization. The digitalization-capacity gap therefore describes a
governance problem rather than a simple technological deficit.

This interpretation adds to the literature in several ways. The economics
of online crime emphasizes reduced offender costs and scalable attack models
[4]. Fraud victimization studies explain how persuasion, urgency, and authority
facilitate compliance [7; 8]. Cybercrime research analyzes the territorial
ambiguity of digital harm and the distributed nature of criminal networks [10-13;
23; 24]. Governance scholarship, in turn, focuses on implementation capacity,
coordination, and institutional learning [14; 25-27; 30]. The digitalization-
capacity gap brings these strands together. It explains why technical measures,
user education, and criminal prosecution are all necessary but insufficient when
they are not embedded in a coordinated response architecture.

The concept also clarifies the limits of an exclusively victim-centered
approach. Public campaigns warning citizens against suspicious links,
unknown callers, or unrealistic investment returns remain important. Yet they
cannot neutralize fraud at scale if offenders continuously imitate legitimate
communication channels and if payment infrastructures allow rapid extraction
after a victim’s initial compliance. A mature anti-fraud system must place
responsibility not only on individual caution but also on institutional design. In
this respect, the article aligns with research on electronic crime, which emphasizes
that technological systems create specific opportunity structures that require
corresponding prevention models [28].

A second implication concerns public—private coordination. In many fraud
cases, no single actor sees the entire threat. Telecom providers may detect anomalous
call patterns without knowing whether a payment follows. Banks may detect unusual
transfer behavior without knowing that the customer is simultaneously speaking to
a spoofed caller. Platforms may identify fraudulent advertisements without access
to downstream transaction data. Law-enforcement bodies may receive complaints
after the funds have already moved. Collaborative governance theory suggests
that such problems require structured interaction based on clear roles, information
protocols, and shared objectives [27]. Whole-of-government approaches also
indicate that complex risks should not be split into rigid administrative silos when
effective response depends on synchronization [26].

The Singaporean shared responsibility framework is important in this
regard because it recognizes the chain character of scam-related harm [22]. Its
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relevance for Kazakhstan lies less in the specific legal allocation of losses and
more in the institutional principle of distributed prevention. Fraud prevention
should be organized before the moment of loss, not only through post-factum
dispute resolution. Banks, telecom operators, regulators, and digital platforms
should know in advance which alerts can be transmitted, which temporary
actions are legally permissible, and which authority coordinates escalation when
a scheme appears to be spreading.

The European Union and the United States provide different but
complementary lessons. Europol’s threat assessments demonstrate the value
of continuously updated analytical knowledge that connects separate fraud
categories to wider organized cybercrime markets [19]. IC3 and FinCEN show
how complaint collection and compliance alerts can transform incident reporting
into strategic intelligence [20; 21]. For Kazakhstan, a comparable system would
not necessarily require a large new institution. It could begin with standardized
fraud typologies, shared incident tags, interoperable reporting channels, and
periodic analytical reviews involving the regulator, financial sector, telecom
operators, and law-enforcement bodies.

The article also has implications for international cooperation.
Transnational fraud frequently depends on infrastructure located outside the
victim’s jurisdiction. Rapid take-down requests, domain suspension, exchange
of payment-risk indicators, and asset tracing may require communication with
foreign authorities or private entities that operate under different legal regimes.
Traditional mutual legal assistance remains relevant, but its timelines may not
always match the urgent phase of fraud interruption. This does not mean that
due process should be bypassed. It means that states need parallel channels
for operational indicators, emergency referrals, and standardized evidence
preservation. International cybercrime research has long noted that the velocity
of digital evidence challenges conventional jurisdictional routines [11; 28].

The Kazakhstani case is particularly significant because it reflects a
broader dilemma faced by rapidly modernizing states. Digital transformation
strategies frequently focus on infrastructure, access, and service delivery. Those
priorities are justified. However, the legitimacy of digital modernization depends
on whether citizens experience the system as trustworthy. If public institutions
promote digitalization while fraudulent actors exploit the same channels more
effectively than responsible authorities can respond, a credibility deficit may
emerge. The digitalization-capacity gap thus concerns not only fraud reduction
but also the political sustainability of digital governance.

The institutional perspective also helps avoid two simplifications. The
first 1s technological determinism, the assumption that fraud increases simply
because digital tools exist. The article shows that organizational and jurisdictional
conditions determine whether tools become systematic vulnerabilities.
The second is formal legalism, the assumption that new laws alone solve
coordination problems. Institutional theory emphasizes that rules matter when
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they are implemented through incentives, routines, capacities, and enforcement
mechanisms [25]. Problem-solving capacity requires not only legal authority
but also trained personnel, compatible data systems, actionable metrics, and
institutional feedback loops [30].

From a policy perspective, five priorities follow. First, Kazakhstan would
benefit from a permanent anti-fraud coordination platform that includes financial
regulators, banks, telecom operators, specialized police units, and selected digital-
service providers. Second, high-risk fraud indicators should be standardized so
that actors can exchange operationally meaningful signals rather than unstructured
complaints. Third, urgent intervention procedures should be designed for the
first hours after a suspicious transaction, when interruption may still be feasible.
Fourth, complaint data should be converted into analytical intelligence rather than
remaining a record of completed harm. Fifth, international liaison mechanisms
should focus on speed, evidence preservation, and infrastructure disruption in
addition to conventional investigative cooperation.

These recommendations require legal safeguards. Expanded coordination
should not become a justification for indiscriminate surveillance, opaque
blocking, or disproportionate restrictions on digital access. Anti-fraud
governance must balance effectiveness with data protection, due process, and
transparency. A citizen whose transaction is temporarily delayed because of a
risk trigger should have access to clear procedures and correction mechanisms. A
financial institution sharing risk information should operate within defined legal
boundaries. A telecom operator limiting suspicious traffic should do so through
accountable technical standards. The legitimacy of anti-fraud policy depends on
both protection and restraint.

The article also opens a regional research agenda. Kazakhstan shares with
several Central Asian states a combination of rapid digitalization, expanding
mobile connectivity, and evolving institutional capacity. Comparative research
could examine whether similar fraud ecosystems emerge across the region,
how regulatory and law-enforcement structures differ, and whether regional
cooperation mechanisms could improve early-warning systems. Such analysis
would enrich both international relations scholarship and practical policy debate
by connecting cyber-enabled fraud to broader questions of regional resilience
and transboundary risk governance.

Finally, the proposed model should be tested empirically. Future studies
could use incident-level datasets to measure the time between victim contact,
transaction initiation, bank response, complaint registration, and fund freezing.
Interviews with banks, telecom operators, regulators, and investigators could
identify bottlenecks in real-time coordination. Comparative case studies could
examine failed and successful interventions to determine which mechanisms
most effectively reduce loss. The digitalization-capacity gap is designed as a
starting framework for such inquiry, not as a closed explanation.
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Conclusion

Transnational financial fraud in the context of digitalization should be
understood as a multidimensional security challenge located at the intersection
of financial modernization, cybercrime, institutional capacity, and international
cooperation. The Kazakhstani case demonstrates that the expansion of digital
services and payment instruments creates major benefits for citizens and the
economy, but it also increases the relevance of rapid and coordinated anti-
fraud governance. Fraudsters do not merely exploit technical weaknesses; they
exploit the interaction between digital trust, urgent communication, fragmented
institutional signals, and the speed of financial flows.

The article proposed the concept of a digitalization-capacity gap to explain
this problem. The gap arises when the adaptive speed of fraudulent networks
exceeds the speed with which legitimate institutions can prevent, detect,
exchange information about, and interrupt fraudulent activity. In Kazakhstan, this
gap is expressed through four core dimensions: temporal delay, informational
fragmentation, organizational coordination barriers, and jurisdictional dependence
on cross-border procedures. An additional analytical challenge lies in the ability
of institutions to learn from emerging fraud patterns before they become routine.

The comparative analysis of Singapore, the European Union, and the
United States shows that successful anti-fraud policy is not limited to public
warnings or post-incident prosecution. It depends on shared responsibility,
structured threat intelligence, complaint-based analytics, rapid coordination, and
the ability to convert isolated signals into timely interventions. These lessons are
directly relevant for Kazakhstan, although they must be adapted to national legal,
administrative, and market conditions rather than copied mechanically.

The practical conclusion is that Kazakhstan would benefit from an integrated
anti-fraud governance architecture. Such an architecture should include a
permanent coordination mechanism among banks, telecom operators, regulators,
law-enforcement bodies, and digital platforms; standardized fraud typologies;
a unified incident-analytics layer; clear procedures for urgent temporary
intervention; and strengthened international channels for infrastructure disruption
and asset tracing. These mechanisms should be accompanied by safeguards for
data protection, proportionality, and transparency.

The broader significance of the article lies in its attempt to connect
digitalization policy with questions of international security and institutional
resilience. States that digitize quickly must not treat fraud prevention as a
secondary technical issue. It is part of the trust infrastructure of the digital state.
Further research should test the proposed framework with empirical datasets,
regional comparisons, and expert interviews. Such work would help move
the debate from reactive fraud control toward a more anticipatory model of
transnational digital risk governance.
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HUA®PTAHIBIPY KAFJTAUBIHIAFBI TPAHCYJITTBIK
KAPXBUIBIK AJTASAKTBIK: KASAKCTAHHBIH
NHCTUTYUUOHAJABIK CBIH-KATEPJIEPI ’)KOHE
XAJIBIKAPAJIBIK KAPCBI IC-KUMbIJI TETIKTEPI
Bbpacunosa A.!, *Capsibae M.?

12 On-Mapabu arbiHaarsl Kazak yITThIK YHHBEPCUTETI,
Anmarsl, Kazakcran PecniyGnukachl

Anparna. Makanaaa TpaHCYJITTBIK Kap KbUIBIK aaskThIK KazakcTaHmarsl
xenen uudpraHaplpy *KarJalbIHIA KaJIbIITACKIT OTHIPFAH MHCTUTYIIMOHAIIBIK
KAyilCci3aiK ChIH-KATepl peTiHAe KapacTbIpbuiaJbl. MoOuibal TereMaepiiH,
IU(PIBIK MEMIIEKETTIK KbI3METTEP/I1H, KAIIBIKTAH COMKECTEHIIPY KYHEepiHiH,
miarGopManblK ~ KOMMYHUKAIIUSHBIH ~ JKOHE  TPAHCIHICKApalblK  KapiKbl
KYpaJIJapbIHbIH KEHEI01 aasgKThIK OPEKeTTEP/IiH ayKbIMBbIH FaHA €MEC, OJap/IbIH
yibIMJIaCy JIOTUKACHIH Ja ©3repTeTiHl Herizaeneni. Kasipri cxemamnap aneyMeTTik
WHXCHEPUSHBI, OaliJlaHbIC apHANTaphlH OypMmanay[bl, IIETENIIK XOCTHHITI,
JpoTepsIep KeIiCiH, KapakaTThl KPUIITOAKTHBTEPTe KOHBEPTAIUSIIAYIBI JKOHE
XallbIKapalblK TOJEM MapHIpyTTapbhlH YIITACThIpa KoiaaHanabl. HoTmxkecinme
KapChl 1C-KUMBULIBIH THIMAUII KEKEJIeTeH TEXHUKAIBIK TOCKAybLIAapFa
€MEC, WHCTUTYTTapJblH KayilnTiH JaMmy >KbUIJAMIBIFBIMEH CajIbICThIPMAJIbI
pexuMIE YIIeCIMIl OpeKeT eTy KaOuieTiHe Toyenai Oonaapl. MakaiaHblH
Makcatel -Kazakcranmarbl HUQPIBIK Kap>KbUIBIK alasKTBIKTBIH HE CeOemnTi
TPAHCYITTBIK CHUIAT aJblll OTBHIPFAHBIH TYCIHAIPY JKOHE YITTBIK TxipuOere
Oeiiimyeyre OONAThIH IIETENIK HMHCTUTYLUHMOHANIBIK TETIKTEePAl alKbIHAAY.
3eprTey cascar KYXKarTapblH, PECMH €CEeNTepll JKOHE KHOCPKBUIMBIC,
ANasIKTHIKTaH BUKTUMU3AIINS, HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBIK SJIEYeT MeH OiplIeCKeH peTTey
MacereNiepiHe apHajIFaH akaJeMUsUIbIK 9/1Ie0MeTTep Il carajblK CalbICThIPMAaIbI-
WHCTUTYMOHANABIK Talfay Heri3iHae kyprizuiai. Makanaaa «uudpiasabipy
MEH WHCTHTYIIHOHAJJIBIK OJICYeT apachIHAAFbl aJIIAKTHIK» TYXKBIPHIMIAMaChI
JAMBITBLIABL; O MU PIBIK SKOXKYHETepAeri KbUIMBICTBIK OeHiMIeny KapKbIHbI
MEH HMHCTUTYLMOHAJIJBIK aJJIbIH aily, akiapar ajlMacy, JKeleJ apajlacy >KoHe
TpaHCIIEKAPATBIKBIHTHIMAKTACTHIKMYMKIHIIKTEP1HIHKBLIIaM/IbIF blapaChIHIaF bl
CoMKecCI3IiK peTiHae Tyciuaipuienl. 3eprrey HoTwkenepi KazakcTaHHBIH
HEri3ri ocaj TYCTaphl YaKbITTBIK, aKMapaTThIK, YHUBIMIACTHIPYIIBUIBIK >KOHE
IOPUCAMKIUSUIBIK OJIeMaepae KopiHeTiHiH kepceteni. Cunramyp, Eyponanbix
onak xxoHe AKLL TaxkiprOeciH canbICThIpMalbl Oarasay OeIiHIeH XKayanKepIIIiK
MOJICNBJICPIHIH, KayinTepal Tanmay IutaropManapblHBIH, IIaFbIMAapFa
HET13/1eNITeH aHATTUTUKAHBIH KOHE KEJIEN OpPEKeT €Ty MEXaHU3M/IePiHIH MaHbI3bIH
alikpiHnaiael. Kopbiteinasiga Kazakcranaa Kapykbl peTTeyuiiepid, OaHKTep/al,
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TEJIEKOMMYHUKAIMS OIIEPaTOpIIapblH, KYKbIK KOpFay OpraHaapbiH, HHQPIBIK
iaTopMaIapabl JKOHE XalbIKapallblK cepikTecTepl OIpiKTIPeTiH anasKThIKKa
Kapchl MHTErpalusiIaHFaH 0acKapy apXUTEKTypachlH KaJbIITACTBIPY KaXKETTIrl
Heri3aenel.

Tipek ce31ep: TPaHCYITTBIK KapKbUIBIK aJIAsSKTHIK, LUQPIAHIBIPY,
Kazakcran, XanbIKapajiblK KayilCi3diK, KHOEpKbUIMBIC, HMHCTUTYLHOHAJJIBIK
oneyeT,  alasKThIKKa Kapcel — 0ackapy, BEIOMCTBOApPAIbBIK  YHIECTIpy,
TPAHCIIEKAPAIbIK BIHTBIMAKTACTBIK

TPAHCHALIMOHAJIBHOE ®UUHAHCOBOE MOUIIEHHUYECTBO
B YCJIOBUSAX HUPPOBU3AIIMUN: THCTUTYLHHUOHAJIBHBIE
BbI3OBbI KASAXCTAHA U MEX/IYHAPOJHBIE MEXAHU3MbI
IMPOTUBOJAENCTBUSI
Bpacuiosa A.!, *Capribae M.?

12 Ka3axcKkuii HalMOHAIbHBIN YHUBEpCUTET nMeHH Anb-Dapadu,
Anmarel, Kazaxcran

AHHoTauus. B cTarbe TpaHCHaIMOHATBHOE (PUHAHCOBOE MOLIIECHHIUYECTBO
paccmarpuBaeTCs ~ KaK ~ HMHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBHBIA  BBI30B  0OE30MMAaCHOCTH,
dbopMmupyroluiics B YCIOBHSX YycKopeHHOW muudpoBusanuu Kazaxcrana.
OOGOCHOBBIBAETCS, YTO PACHPOCTPAHEHHE MOOWJIBHBIX IUIATEKEH, UPPOBHIX
TOCYAapCTBEHHBIX YCIYT, TUCTAHIIMOHHON HIEHTU(UKALUYU, TIATHOPMEHHOU
KOMMYHUKAIIUU ¥ TPAHCTPAHUYHBIX (DMHAHCOBBIX HHCTPYMEHTOB M3MCHHJIO HE
TOJIBKO MAcCIITa0bl MOIIEHHUYECKOH aKTUBHOCTH, HO U €€ OpraHU3alMOHHYIO
noruky. CoBpeMEeHHbBIE CXeMbI BCE Yallle COYETAIOT COIHAIBHYI0 HHKEHEPHIO,
MOAMEHY  KOMMYHUKAllUd, 3apyOeHbId  XOCTHHI, CETH JPOIIEPOB,
KOHBEPTAIIUIO CPEICTB B KPHUITOAKTUBBI W MEXKIYHAPOIHBIC ILJIATCKHBIC
MapuipyTel. B pesynerare 3pQeKkTHBHOCTh TPOTHUBOACHCTBHS OMpEAeseTcs
HE CTOJIBKO OTJCIBbHBIMH TEXHHYECKHMH OapbepaMu, CKOJIBKO CIIOCOOHOCTHIO
WHCTUTYTOB KOOPJIMHUPOBATbCS B PEXKHME, COMOCTABUMOM CO CKOPOCTBIO
pasBuTHs yrpo3bl. Llens craTthu - OOBSICHHTH, IMOYEeMy IUPPOBOE (HPUHAHCOBOE
MoleHHn4YecTBO B Kazaxcrane mpuoOperaeT TpaHCHAIIMOHAIBHBIN XapakTep,
Y OTPEACIUTh 3apyOCIKHBIC HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIC MEXaHU3MbI, KOTOPHIE MOTYT
OBITh AJaNTUPOBAHBI B HALIMOHAJIBHON MpakTHke. MccienoBaHue BBIMOTHEHO
Ha OCHOBE KaueCTBEHHOTO CPaBHUTEIbHO-HHCTUTYIIMOHAILHOTO —aHaju3a
JTIOKYMEHTOB MOJIUTHKH, OHUIIHATEHBIX OTYETOB U aKaIEMUYECKOU TUTEPATYPBI IO
KHOEPIPECTYIMHOCTH, BAKTUMHU3AIUN OT MOIIICHHHYECTBA, MHCTHTYIIHOHATBHON
€MKOCTH U COBMECTHOMY PEryliMpOBaHHI0. B cTarbe pa3BUBaeTCs KOHIEHIUS
«paspeiBa  MEXAy UU(GPOBH3ANUCH H HHCTUTYIHOHAIBHON EMKOCTBIOY,
MMOHMMAEeMOT'0 KaK HECOOTBETCTBUE MEX/Ty CKOPOCThIO KpUMUHAIBHOM ajanTaluu
B IIH(PPOBBIX IKOCHCTEMAX H CKOPOCTHIO HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHON IPEBEHIINN, 0OMEHa
uH(popMaIueit, CpOYHOr0 BMEIIATEIbCTBA U TPAHCTPAHUYHOTO COTPYIHHYECTRA.
Pesynbrarhl MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO KIFOYEBBIC YSI3BUMOCTH Ka3zaxcTaHa HWMEIOT
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BpEMEHHOE, HMH(QOPMAIIMOHHOE, OpPraHU3allMOHHOE U  IOPUCIUKLHUOHHOE
usmepenus. CpaBHuTenbHas ouneHka omnbiTa CuHramypa, EBpormeiickoro
cotozda u CIIA neMOHCTpHpPYET 3HAYUMOCTh MOJCIECH pachpeneaEéHHOn
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, IUIATPOPM AaHAJIUTUKU YIPO3, Kan000-OpUEHTHUPOBAHHON
QHAIUTUKMY M MEXaHU3MOB ObICTpoOro pearupoBaHus. Jlemaercs BBIBOX O
HeoOxonumocTu (opmupoBanus B KazaxcraHe MHTEIPUPOBAHHOM apXUTEKTYPBI
aHTU(PPOJ-yNpaBICHUs, OObEAUHSIIONIEH (UHAHCOBBIX PETrYJIATOPOB, OaHKH,
TEJIEKOM-0IIEPaTOPOB, IPABOOXPAHUTENIbHBIE OpraHbl, IM(POBbIe TIATHOPMBI U
MEXTyHapOIHBIX TTAPTHEPOB.

KiroueBble c10Ba: TpaHCHalMOHAJIbHOE (PUHAHCOBOE MOILICHHUYECTBO,
uugposuzaiys, Kazaxcran, Mex ryHapoHas 0e301acHOCTh, KUOEPIPECTYTHOCTb,
WHCTUTYLIMOHAJIbHAA EMKOCTb, aHTH(POJ-yIpaBICHUE, MEKBEIOMCTBEHHAS
KOOpJIMHAIMS, TPAHCTPAHUYHOE COTPYIHUYECTBO
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